
July 16, 2001 6:59 PM 

TO: Secretary Paul O'Neill 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1 
SUBJECT: Safety 

Attached is a memo that shows we are working the problem. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
7/13/01 Roche memo to SecDef re: USAF Safety Approaches 
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July 7, 2001, 9:20am 

TO: Jim Roche 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld V 
Jim, 

Are you going to use Paul O'Neill's safety approach with respect to the F- 16 
crash? 

~J 
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July 13, 2001 

TO: 

FROM: 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

James Roche 

SUBJECT: USAF Safety Approaches 

Sir, 

Re your query of July 7 on applying ALCOA's safety approach on the recent F-
16 accident: 

Our current flight safety procedures closely track with Paul O'Neill's program, 
and then some, particularly in regard to the emphasis on senior leadership 
involvement and visibility on flight safety issues. If anything, our reporting and 
remediation requirements on aviation fatalities and mishaps are even more 
stringent than ALCOA's industrial safety program. We would be happy to 
provide you with a detailed report on our actions following the recent F-16 
incident, and our overall flight safety program (see attached chart 1 for relevant 
metric), at your convenience, 

As you know, we've appreciated the productive reciprocal visits/ briefings we've 
had with the ALCOA team recently. And we do have some work to match 
ALCOA's record on injury-related lost workdays among our civilian workforce 
(see attached chart 2). We think we can apply more elements of the ALCOA 
approach in our 'non-flight' operations (ground operations, facilities and 
infrastructure maintenance, depots, etc.) We are currently formalizing the 
process for implementing these measures, and we would be happy to share the 
results of that effort as well. 

1. Flight Safety 
2. Lost Workday Injury Rates: USAF vs. ALCOA 
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Lost Workday Injury Rates: USAF vs Alcoa 
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June 13, 2001 4:03 PM 

TO: Tom White 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~l 
SUB SECT: Interim Brigade Combat Teams 

Attached is a letter I received from the Chief of Staff some time back. I thought 
you might want to be aware of it. 

Attach. 
4/16/01 CSA ltr to SecDef re: Interim Brigade Combat Teams 
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Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 

UNITED STATES ARMY 
THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

April 16, 2001 

I 000 Defense Pentagon Room 3E880 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Secretary Rumsfeld: 

~ ... I ' ' • -

,, ...... ,.,...:'t rt, .., .. , "l . .. . : ,J 
L'..,.; "' . · •.. 

Now that the Interim Armored Vehicle protest has been decided, The Army is 
prepared to publicly announce the stationing locations for the next four of the six total 
programmed and funded Interim Brigade Combat Teams. Before The Army makes our 
public announcement, we will notify appropriate Members of Congress. 

The Army has been carefully studying appropriate locations for the next four Interim 
Brigades. After a deliberate mobility study and analysis on potential regions for 
deployment, we decided that these brigade combat teams need to be located with an Asia 
orientation while maintaining a worldwide deployment capability. I have discussed this 
stationing with Admiral Denny Blair and have his strong support for locating Interim 
Brigade Combat Teams for rapid deployment within his Area of Operation. 

The third Interim Brigade will be formed from the 172d Separate Infantry Brigade in 
Alaska, where it is best positioned to support operations in the Pacific Theater and other 
regions worldwide. The fourth Interim Brigade will be formed from the 2d Armored 
Cavalry Regiment stationed at Fort Polk, Louisiana. This brigade is currently the 
primary reconnaissance asset for the XVIII Airborne Corps, the Army's Rapid Reaction 
Corps, but today lacks the mobility and firepower necessary to accomplish its assigned 
missions. The fifth Interim Brigade will be converted from one of the two light infantry 
brigades of the 25th Division stationed at Schofield Barracks, Hawaii. Stationing this 
force in Hawaii gives the Army a capability to deploy a division anywhere in the Pacific 
Ocean region. The sixth Interim Brigade will be converted from Army National Guard 
formations located in Pennsylvania. 

The Army is announcing these Interim Brigade Combat Teams stationing now to 
include the requirements of these decisions in the 03-07 Program Objective 
Memorandum. As with all stationing decisions, we expect some resistance from a few 
Members of Congress; however, the Army has broad bipartisan support for the Interim 
Brigade Combat Teams. 

11-L-0559/0SD/919 U08194 ... /01 .. . 



Releasing this stationing decision helps The Army gain momentum to overcome the 
sixteen months of time lost due to the contract protest, bridges the operational gap that 
has existed since the end of the Cold War, and lays the foundation for the Army's 
Objective Force. 

Sincerely, 

11-L-0559/0SD/920 
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December 13, 2001 7:45 AM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~f 
SUBJECT: Secretary of the Army 

Please see me about this Tom White issue. I don't think he should have blanket 

authority at all, but I do think we need a policy. What should it be? 

It is my personal opinion that they should not let both the Secretary and Under 

Secretary go out of town at the same time. They should have a policy like Paul 

and I do. If we can do it, why can't they? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/05/01 SecAnny memo to SecDef re: MilAir [Ul9122-01J 
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Please respond by _________ _ 
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S E C R E T A R Y O F T H E A R M Y SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA 
WASHINGTON SA MA GIAMBASTIANI /"'!., ~ ......--------+--t'l:!.-, 

MA BUCCI ,· · ; _.: ........................... -----+-~-,..t· 
ACTION MEMO EXECSEC WHITMORE 

SECOE.f HAS SEEN . 
DEC 1 S 2001 

December 5, 2001 

I 
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ~pSecDef Action, 

FROM: Thomas E. White, Secretary of the Army ~44 £ ~ 5 2001 

SUBJECT: Use of Military Aircraft by the Secretary of the Army for Unofficial Travel, 
December 22, 2001 through January 3, 2002 

• Department of Defense Directive 4500.56, dated March 2, 1997, chapter 2.2, 
Authorized Uses of Air Travel, enables the Secretary of Defense to authorize, on a 
case-by-case basis, the use of military aircraft by his officials when on unofficial 
travel and deemed necessary to ensure safety, security and operational considerations. 

• In accordance with the November 29, 2001 memorandum from the Office of the 
Executive Secretary, subject as above, I am requesting your authorization to utilize 
military aircraft for an upcoming personal trip to Aspen, Colorado on 22 December 
2001 and pickup on January 3, 2002, to return to Washington, DC. 

• The Under Secretary will be outside the continental United States visiting soldiers 
during the holiday season. 

• The current political situation, as well as my duties as the Department of Defense's 
Executive Agent for Homeland Defense, requires that I have the added security that 
military aircraft can provide, i.e. limited time in or near commercial transportation 
terminals and the support of secure communications officer during my flight to and 
from Aspen. 

• Should this request be approved, I will, of course, reimburse the government at full 
commercial coach fare for me and any dependents or personal guests traveling with 
me, in accordance with DOD 4500.56. 

RECOMMENDATION: That the SecDef approve this request by initialing above. 

COORDINATION: None SECIDECISIQN: 
APPROVED: ______ _ 

Prepared by: Joel B. Hudson, 695-2442 DISAPPROVED: ____ _ 
OTHER: _____ _ 

Printed on I:\ Recycled Pepet 
11-L-O~/OSD/922 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Paul W olfowitz 
Steve Cambone 

Donald Rumsfeld 7~ 
SUBJECT: Military Manpower 

April 16, 2001 10:58 AIVI 

Please read this paper from Andy Marshall and the memo from Rudy de Leon on 
the Kagan paper, and let's have a meeting and discuss it. 

Thanks. 

Attach, 
4/1 0/0 l Marshall memo to de Leon re: Kagan' s Paper 
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ASSESSMENT 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2950 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2950-.,· 
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IO April, CJ I 

MEMORANDUM FOR RUDY DE LEON 

·--~ ~l 
·J 

SUBJECT: Kagan's Paper 

Thanks for the paper. I found it very interesting. In particular, and in addition 0 
topics often addressed, he raises the need to prepare for mobilization in case a large-sc. le 
conflict threat emerges. DoD has largely dropped consideration of this possibility. 

On the other hand he accepts that many Allies have substantially disarmed and 
count on us to protect them, which should be something we should try to change. Indt i, 
part of our broader national strategy should be to try to shift more of that burden back 
the Allies. I sometimes say that we are an incompetent hegemon; very undemanding c 
Allies and friends. That makes our hegemony more acceptable and perhaps lasting. E 
in the mean while we have not succeeded in being paid for the services we provide, e.1 
the relatively secure flow of oil from the Gulf. 

Anyway, Kagan makes many good points. 1 probably agree a bit more than yo 
do with the cautionary tales from history. 

cc: Secretary Rumsfeld~ 
Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz 

0 
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April 9, 2001 

To: ~y Marshall 

cc: Secretary Rumsfeld 
Deputy Secretary Woitowitz 

From: 'Rudy de Leon R 
Subject: Strategy and Force Structure 

Andy, 

The attached paper is circulating around the Pentagon. While I 
don't agree with the historical analogies, it has a clear point of view 
and I wanted to make sure you had a copy. 

It seems like the "ground forces" mafia is offering an alternative on 
strategy and force structure, largely that more ground forces are the 
hedge for the future. 

As I said, I don't agree with the analogies but wanted to make sure 
you got a copy. 

11-L-0559/0SD/925 



Strateg)' and J;-orce Structure in an lnten,·ar Period 

Frederick W. Ka&an 
Dcpanment of Histor~ 
U.S. Military Acndemy 
West Point, ~y 10996-179: 
(845) 938-5591 
kf6328@:usma.edu 

Tht• OJ>inions t·~pn•sst•d in this Jrnpt.·r an' thost• of tlw author and do not rw(·cssaril~ 
rt'Jfft'Sl'llt tht> Yit'WS of tin> llnih•d Stalt.•s Milit~tr)· ;\radl·m~·i the Deparlmt.>nl of tht'I 
A rm)·· or an~· otht.•r a~('Jw~· o,. dqrnrtnlt'nt of tlw t:'nited States go,·t'rnnwnt. ! 

Goal 
America's primary national security goal in this 1ntcrwar period must be to 

prolong the current epoch of peace and prosperity for as long as possible and to be read · 
to fi~ht and \,·in the conflict that will ultimately end it. The cunent era is not a "stratef c 
pause." but an interwar period. and history sugge5:ts that the next major conflict will no 

h~ as far distant as many people imagine. Since 164 8 there has hccn a full-scale confh 1 

m,·olvin~ man~' of the world-s 1~1a.1or powers approximately every thiny years. Since 
J 783 the United States has deployed a significant mi]iwry force into combat once ever! 
twenty year5-. To imagine that this cycle has ended with the end of the Cold War is 
,, ishful thinking not based on a careful analysis of the situation. It is not likely to be 

more accurate than the belief widely hel~ just over a year ago that we had found a way 10 

halt the economic cycle of honms and busts. :!\1aint"inin~ the cur-rent stability in 10ch1y·~ 
international arena and preparing to face and deter or def eat a m<!,jor adversary in thr 
fu1ure are thus very urgent tasks. They cannot be put off. underresourced, or ignored 
except at grave peril to this nation. 

The need to remain engaged and ready even in an era of relative peace is the most 
difficult cblkn~c a 1ihrr~1I democracy can face. The mid record of such states in such 
~.11uauons 1~ extremely poor. Aller the end of the Crimean War and the end of the War.~ 
of Gel-man Unification. Great Britnin largely di scnga~cd from the international situatior. 
and maint~ined a peacetime army so small th al German lenders quipped that they would 
"have it ane~ted" if the British landed in Germany 10 suppon one of their allies. As a 
remit. Bri1ain conspicuously failed to prevent a series of wars in the I S60s and I S70~. 
and foiled ut1crly to deter the Germans in 1914, with disastrous consequences despite tl r 
fact that En~land ultimately won the war. The tale of British weakness, appeasement. 
and consequent failure to deter Hitler in the l 930s is too well known to bear repetition 
here. America's refusal to remain engaged in Europe following World War I greatly 
facilitated the efforts of Hitler and Mussolini to destroy the peace. at a very high price in 
American lives when we were drawn into the war that followed. American failure to 
munage the international situation in the Pacific during those same years, although less 
frequently remarked upon. was. in fact, much more spectacular and led directly to the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, 1 or which we were completely unprepared. 
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The only time in recent hi~tory when a liberal democracy has retained in I 
peacetime the forces necessary to deter its enemies and ultimately win without fighting I 
was the Cold War. For almost half' a century. with conspicuous ups and downs. the U.S. 
maintained fighting forces strong enough to convince the Soviet Union that victory wa1 
unlikely. and our willingness to engage in sif?nificant conflict in Korea and Vietnam. 
whatever the regional results of those conflicts. helped show the Soviets that we were 
serious. That cnga~ement \\':lS possible l~irgcl y because the Soviets were so clearly ;ind 
ohvi0usly ~m imminent threat to our security and wav of life. We knew who our cncm; 
was. we knew where the war would be fought. :md we could work out what we had to o 
to win it. lt was also relatively easier to persuade the American people of the need for I 
large peacetime expenditures on defense because the threat was so clear and immediate 
At the same time, America's leaders in the late 1940s and I 950s had learned the lesson~ 

of Munich and were determined to avoid them. The careful study and application of I 
history at that time played a powerful role in guiding the nation through fifty years of I 
near-conflict and constant tension. 

The fact that there is no apparent threat mal:cs our task much harder. It has 
returned us to a situation much like the I 920s. when our weakness and disengagement 
laid the groundwork for the disasters of the 1930s. Failure to behave responsibly then 
greatly forcshonened the peaceful era that was taken for granted. and it left both tlw 
British and the United States completely unprepared for the war that followed. The result 
in both cases was hundreds of thousands of casualties. many of which could have heen 
avoided. In Britain's case. another consequence was the loss of her dominant world 
position and the permanent relegation to second-class status. Only by now recalling thr 
clear Jcssons of history and recognizing that mili:ary preparedness and the maintenance 
of adequate mihiary forces are as urgent in periods of apparent peace as they arc in 
periods of obvious tension can we hope to avoid fa]]inp into the same trap. 

Strattgic Tasks 
Achic,·ing this ~oa1 requires the accomplishment of three major tasks: 1) 

Shaping the international environment constantly so as to maintain stability in regions of 
vital interest to the U.S. :md to deter aggrtssion anywhere: 2) Maintaining the abiht~ 
clearly to defeat al ka!il two major regional agpl'S~Or5- ~imultaneously: 3) Preparing our 
armed forces for the possibility of larger-scale conflict in the future. 

Shaping the J111erna1ic111al Em•iromnew 
The purpose of so-called "operations other than war" such as U.S. missions in 

Kosovo, Bosnia, Somalia. and Haiti is two-fold. We must, on the one hand, maintain 
peace and stability in regions of vital national interest. such as Europe and the Western 
Hemisphere. Failure to act to maintain stability in those regions will create power 

1
. 

\'::tcuums when traditional stability structures collapse. Those vacuums may spread, a. 
instability crosses borders and infects or involves neif!h borin~ states. Or they may be 
filled by states antagonistic to the United States, and the instability used to harm our 
interests. The likelihood that power vacuums will be filled by our friends is very low, as 
most of the nations allied to the U.S. have disarmed even more thoroughly than we have, 
and have psycho]of!ically off-loaded the responsibility for maintaining peace onto our 
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shoulders. If we do not .~cl to maintain !-tabihtv and pe;ice in a region. we must assum<> 
that instability and conflict there will continue and even worsen. 

On the other hand. we must make it clear that we will not tolerate the use of forcr 
to change the imernational situation. This is an application of the "brokcn-windo,\·" 
theory of urban renewal to international relations. If it is apparent to would-be aggressor~ 
that their use of 1 orcc against their neighbors or r,·cn against their own people will be 
opposed rJpidly ~tnd forcefully. then most if not all arc likely to be dctcned even from 
trying. If. on (he other hand. we permit the "broken windows" of the world. whether ir. 
Somalia. Haiti. or the Balkans to remain broken. we send the message 10 would-be t· 

aggressors that we will not oppose them. That message js likelv to encourage the bold st 
of them to try to rrYisr the international order by force to suit them better. In the best 
case, then, we will be drawn into a much more ~crious conflict against a more d;:mgerous 
adverrnry through our failure to engage in a smaller scale conflict against a weaker one. 
In the ,,.,·orst case, if we fail that test as well either by agreeing to unacceptable conditions 
or by failing to engage the agf!ressor at all. we wi}] be laying the groundwork for the 
extremely rapid destruction of a peaceful world order. Peacekeeping and stabilit~ 
operations always support a vital American national interest. wherever they may be: 
They support the interest of m;1intaini11g a peaceful and stable world. and there is no state 
that benefits more from such a world or would suffer more from its disappearance than 
the U.S. 

Ml{ior Tliearer War 
Althou~h the U.S. armed forces are most likely to be engared in small-scale f 

contingencies on a day-to-day basis. they must above all be ready to meet the challeng ~ 

of a major regional aggressor at all times at virtually no notice. In fact, thev must be 
ready to meet two such challenges at once. 

Failure to be prepared for a major theater conflict will have disastrous 
consequences. In the best scenario. we may find ourselves refighting the Korean War, 
taking unnecessary casualties. with p:mi::illy·trained units brcakjng and confusion 
rampant. Although we ultimately recovered from our initial unpreparedness. the cost was 
extremely high. In the worst scenario, we may simply decide not to oppose the 
aggressor. which would have all of the nepllve cnnscquences of failing in a smaller
scale rh:dlcnpc outlined above only at a much hi~her ,md more serious level. It is highly 
unlikely that we will lose a major theater conflict in the fore-seeab)e fmure--that is not at 
issue. But the costs of unpreparedness, both in term~ of unne-cessary c.1sualties and in thr 
possibility of self-deter-ence, are potentially very high. 

It has become fashionable in recent years to chiim tliat the "~-MRC" force sizin£ 
paradi,~!m is unnecessary and simply an argument for the status quo. Since the Bottom
Up Review of 1 993 more or less explicitly tied the conc~pt to two specific enemies--lraq 
and North Korca--and since those enemies now seem so weak. many ..irgue that ,,.,,e can 
safely abandon this conception altogether. It is -further .:1rgued that abandoning the 2-
:\1RC requirement would allow us to reduce our standing armed forces and refocus 
resources either on domestic concerns or on transformation strategies for the armed 
forces. Both assumptions are wrong. 

First. the United States has never maintained a true 2-MRC capability since the 
time'of the Bottom-Up Review. Careful study of the origins and development of the 
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Jorcc structure adopted at that time reveals that even its originators did not believe that It 
was capable of dealing with two major theater wars nearly simultaneously. Nor was 
General Colin Powell confident that even the larger structure dubbed the Base Force in 
1991 was capable of dealing with two such wars at the same time. ln testimony in 199 . 
General Powell stated that dealing simultaneously with a DESERT STORM contingen ~ 

at the same time as a Korean contingency would push U.S. Jorces to "the breaking poi 1'' 

and that the U.S. would then "no longer have the capability to deal with anything else 11 ·.at 
might happen elsewhere in the world." 1 That is not a true 2-MRC capability, and, of 
course. the armed forces have been cut significantly even smce General Powe)l made I 

I 
at 

statement. Abandoning the 2-MRC force-sizing construct does not provide any honesn or 
rational basis for reducing the armed forces. 

Second, the 2-MRC requirement is not simply a randomly-generated force-sizi g 
construct. It is a vital component of any rational strategy. Failure to maintain a force 
capable of dealing simultaneously with two major theater wars means that, in 
contemplating the response to one major act of aggression. the president must be 
prepared to be unable to respond to any others for the duration of the conflict. Such an 
inability will likely have two consequences. Fi rst. the national command authority is 
very likely IO shirk from committing all or most of its disposable 1 orces to a single 
contingency if doing so will leave U.S. interests and allies around the world utterl) 
vulnerable. The likelihood is that we will once again be self-deterred and fail to take 
action essential to protecting our interests and maintaining the peace and stability of thf 
world. 

This is precisely what happened to the British in the 1920s and 1930s. Faced ith 
the need IO contemplate major theater conflicts in Europe. the Mediterranean, and the ar 
East. Britain nevertheless did not support armed forces to meet even a 2-MRC standar . 
let alone the 3-MRC danger they faced. As a result during the Corfu crisis of 1923, the 
Ethiopian crisis of 1935-6 and Hitler 's remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936, the 
British military leaders repeatedly advised against taking action on the grounds that do ng 
so would expose vital national interests in the Far East to Japanese aggression. In pan a~ 
a result of that advice, Britain did not respond adequately to any of those crises and so I 
paved the way for further a!ggression, especially on the pan of a Hitler now encourage O in 
his boldness and England's paralysis. This threat is no less real for America today. I 

Second, the fact, known to the world . that a great power can meet only one majlor 
challenge at a time makes it infinitely more likely that a second aggressor will take j 
advantage of that power's preoccupation with the first. There can be no doubt that I 
Britain's exclusive focus on the European conflict in 194 I was a critical precondition tb 
the Japanese attack on B1itish--and Ame1ican--posse~sions in December of that year. I 
Britain looked to the U.S. to protect her interests in the Far East. but one cannot contrql 
the military policy of one's would-he alli es . In that instance, British interests suffered I 
because of America's unwisdom--all because Britain had not maintained the force I 
necessary to deal with two major threats at the same time. As a resul t. although Britai 
ultimately won the war, her position in the Far East. and in the world . was seriously 
compromised, and thousands of English soldiers and sailors lost their lives needlessly o 
fight a war that could have been dctcn-ed. There is no reason now for, say, an Iraq to .ign 
a treaty with a North Korea. But should the U.S. become involved m one region with o 

1 See While America Sleeps, p. 296. 
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capability to respond in the second: we may well encourage an attack upon our interest:+ 
and a11ics by that very weakness by a state that. Io that point. had not serious!~ 
contemplated attacking us. Abandoning the 2-MRC capability creates vulnerabilities that 
will be readily apparent to prospective foes. and will. in itself. be a destabihzin~ factor m 
the world today. 

Preparing for Lurpe-Scal<' C011fl ic1 

:\1ajor theater war!- are b:· no means the limit of the dangers the U.S. may 1acc 
within the next few decades. Although there is no state now that can challenge U!

~lobalJy, it is not at all inconceivable tlrnt such a threat might arise, either in the Jorm o ;,1 

single state like Russia or China that devotes all its energies into obtaining such a 
capability. or in the 1 orm of a coalition of states that arises Io challenge our current 
hegemony. In that refard. the steady improvement in relations between Russia and Chim1 
that has !!One largely unremarked upon over the last few years may be an ominous sign. 

lt has been commonplace in strategic discussions over the last decade To assen 
that the U.S. would have ample warning of the rise of such a state or coalition, and that 
we would have pknty of time in which to prepare our own forces Io meet and deter or 
defeat that challenge. The truth is that that confidence IS unwmnmted. We probably will 
have considerable warninp of the nse of a mnjor challei1ger. but the warning that tells t 1f 

strate~ist and the force planner that it is time to rearm is almost alwavs insufficient to 
convince the democratic leader and lefislaturc to do so. The rise of Hitler to power in 
1933 should have been wnrninp enough 10 Great Britain. and. indeed. her military leader~ 
had already concluded in 1932 that the time To rearm had come. But it was only thC' 
en !:-CS of 19351936, coup led with the rapid expansion of the Litfnraffe. that convinced 
the politicians to suppon massi vr increases in defense spending, and by then it was tool 
late. 

There is absolutely no reason Io i1mifJne that the U.S. will behave more 
responsibly in a similar situation. Our desire lo maintain peace. in fact, is likely to work 
against it. for as potential enemies arise, there is always a powerful desire to avoid 
provoking them with Jar~c arms build-ups. What is more. the event that triggered the rise 
of Hitler and Germany's turn toward aggression was the Great Depression--an event th: I 
al~o seriously h:1mpcrcd Britain's ahility to respond. It is not at all unlikely that a major 
global economic slowdown will he the ewnt that precipitate~--quite without wamin~ ,md 
unpredir1ably--the growth of our next major adversary. We. like the English in thr 
1930s . .ire likely to focus on the domestic consequences of that economic crisis for far i 
too lonp at the expense of start inf the prudent rearmament relied upon by those who 
think there will be time rnou!!h to respond when the danger is clear. 

We must, rather, be considering even now what will be necessary lo meet a majo1 
challenge in the future, mid taking such steps as are possible Io prepare for it. lt is ,1 
m:\lter oJ ~rave concern. in this re~ard. that Amcrica·s militarv industrial base has been so . . . 
dramatically contracted in tandem with the reduction of our armed forces over the past 
decade. The defense conversion cffons that have been made a priority since the end oi 
the Cold War have succeeded too well. It is highly Jike]y that when the next major crisi~ 
arises: we will find ourselves unable Io spend the money that a nervous Congress 
appropriates because there will be no industrial firms to take the contracts. This is 
precisely what occurred in England in the mid-I 930s. Her military industry had 

11-L-0559/0SD/930 



atrophied and converted to civilian production during the Jean years of peace, and wheT 
Parliament finaJJy authorized ~ra.matically increased expenditures on defense, the monr 
liter-ally could not be spent. This 1s the sort of problem that can only be addressed oven 
the long term--when the CJisis is upon us it will be far too late. 

Cutting the armed forces excessively wj]J also prove very harmful to long-term! 
preparation for major war. To contemplate maior conflict. we must be prepared to 
expand the armed forces dramatically. That expansion wiH require a significant cadre , 1 
experienced lenders at all levels of command who can train others even as they comma 1d 
their units. A 1orce that is too small will not he able to meet that challenge, with the ~ 
result that trainin~ will be rushed and haphazard. and units will be sent into combat int c 
hands of inexperienced and untried leaders--exactly the situation we faced during \Vorl 
War 11, with painful consequences. We must remember at all times that, although the, 
armed forces are sized primarily to deal with current and likely future contingencies, wl 
cannot entirely Ignore the need IO he able IO expand them rapidly should unforeseen 
circumstances require us to do so. 

Conclusion 

These three tasks must aJJ be achieved at the same time. We cannot afford IO p 
one off in favor of the others. for they all accomplish different and essential pans of th 
same whole. \Ve must be continually engaged in shaping the international environmen 
by the use of force and its threat. and by stability and peacekeeping operations when 
approprinte. These operations signal to potential disturbers of the international peace o

1p1· 
unwillingness to tolerate such disruptions, and are likely to have a profound dampenini 
effect on the eff OJ1S of those who seek to airer the current international order that suits s 
so well. We must a}wavs be prepared to deter and defeat major theater adversaries. an 
real preparation in this area must mean the ability to defeat at least two such threats at t e 
same time. Because of the danger of self-deteITence. the truth is that a ''one-MRC" 
capability is really a "no-MRC" capability. Lastly we must never lose sight of the 
possibility that we will one day face a significant ~lobal challenge, and that preparations 
to meet that challenge will be too late when it is upon us. To "take advantage" of the 
current peaceful era in order to focus on other priorities. as many now urge, is to ignor 
our responsibility to act prudently to safeguard the nation' security. The best way to t .. kc 
adv:.mtage of the current era of peace is to prolonr it as long as possible, but onl} 
aggressive involvement in the world and the mamtemmce of adequate armed forces to 
accomplish all three of the tasks outlined above will make that possible. 

Technological Change 
In addition to the three main tasks that any Jeadin~ state in an era of peace must I 

perform, the U.S. faces the additional challenge today of transforming its armed forces1o 
be able to fight and win as the nature of war itself rapidly changes. This challenge is 
pa11icularly great precisely because our apparent technological lead is so large that ma ) 
people do not seriously believe that an enemy wi 11 ever be able IO challenge us 
technologically. As a result, technological transformation now presents two great I 
dangers. First. we are likely to be too complacent. to put off transfo1mation, avoid 1 
fielding systems, and defer costs on the grounds that we still have a comfortable lead. l 
The likely result of that course of action will be to fail to prepare the armed forces to fi q:-ht 
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the wars of the future. Second. we 1m1y be led into the comfortable belief that we have 
found a technological panacea that makes it unnecessary to maintain large armed force: 
.it all. since small, highly-technical forces seem now 10 be so devastatingly effective. 1 1f 

danger there is th,ll we will move toward h.iving the hest, most technically advanced 
brigade in the world. that will be over-whelmed by much larger, if far less technological y 
sophisticated, foes. 

Such w~i.s the fate that the Briti~h Exprditionary Force suffered in 1914. At that 
lime Britain was thr only major pl1,,·er to rr1ain .i long·5ef\'il'e ,·oluntcer 1orce rather 11'1,ll:l 
one b:i~ed on universal military sen·JCc and a trained reserve. As a result. the BEF wa~ I 
by far I hr best combat force in the world in 1914. and it fought with incredible skill an d 
tenacity apainst the German attack. But it had been far too small to deter that attack, it 
was too small IO stop it. and it was wiped out almost JO u man in the attempt. As a rcsu 1. 

Britain was 1 orced Io sit the war out in 19 l 5 and into 1916 as a new force was raised a d 
trained from scratch. That force, in its turn. inadequately trained and inexpertly Jed, 
suffered horrendous casualties in the remaining years of the war and came very near to 
complete collapse before the U.S. was drawn into the conflict. 

Worse still. since the emphasis on technology now is on Jon~-range precision· 
guided munitions. wc may come to imagine that our ~Jobal presence is unnecessary. 
because we can respond derisively with forces based in CONUS. Action taken on sue a 
conviction could he catastrophic. lt makes .sense only when military capabilities are 
divorced entirely hom the !-trategic poa]s they are designed 10 accomplish. which occu s 
in academic discussions. but not in the real world. Our forward presence in the world 
~ignals our commitment lo oppo~ing aggress10n and maintaining peace. Withdrawinr 
forces from their fon,ard positions would automatically and immediately greatly inc.:rc.:" ~e 
global instability by making the statement that America is no Jon~er as committed to tlh 
peace as she had been. We may tell ourselves and others that that is not true--that we a c 
just as committed only now we seek 10 use new systems to accomplish the old aims, b t 

we will not be believed. For over half a centurv the U.S. has taught the world to 
understand that our seriousness about our commitments in any given region can be 
measured by the presence or absence of our troops deployed in that region, and not by 
our global strike capabilities. Global strike capabilities did not deter North Korea in 
1950. ~011h Vietnam in the J 960s. Saddam Hussein in 1990, or Slobodan Milosevic.: 
thereafter. They are unlikely to deter po1cn1ial f!,gressors in the future. 

We must also not lose sight of rhe fact that a mixture of ground forces. theater .air 
and missile forces. and global strike capabilities is far more powerful and effective than 
simply £lobal strike capabilities alone. When :m enemy knows that he faces only a 
missile ,Htack. he can turn off his radars. bury his equipment, disperse his forces, and sll 

tight. lf his will does not break under our attac.:k--and there is considerable historical 
evidence to suggest that it will not--then we will have only two options. We will either 
have to abandon the conflict without achieving our objectives, or we will have to 

exterminate the enemy's armed forces to a man. Even then, we may well fail of achieving 
our objectives if we still fight shy of deploying ~round forces to secure them. Air power 
can only provide an ar~urncnt, however persuasive, that the enemy should change his 
way of doing business. Ground forces can force him IO do so whether we persuade him 
or not. 
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for when ground forces or the threat of their deployment are added to the mix 
precision-strike systems: then the enemy's task is greatly complicated. Now he must 
maintain his forces in combat formations. which provide better tarf!ets for our missile 
strikes. he must keep his radar on and his communications going, making it easier to hi 
those targets as well. In short, by eliminating the possibility that µround forces will be 
deployed, we will greatly complicate our efforts to use our precision-strike capabilities. 
and we may fail of our objectives entirely. The his10ry of the military art is the history of 
the incre:1sinp integration of all types of Jorces into combined-arms and joint units that 
bring to bear an array Of capabilities against the enemy. The forces that have per-for-me 
that inte~ration best have almost always won--those that have failed to integrate all of 
their capabilities have generally lost. 

All of which is to say that technological transformation must be a fully joint 
endeavor. It must be tied to an agreed-upon vision of future warfare, but it must be a 
flexible enough vision to allow us to meet the unforeseen changes in war and the 
imcrnational environment that we are cenain to encounter. Above all, it must be 
undertaken much more urgently than hi thcno. Our apparent technological lead is 
illusory. lt rests more upon the fact that no state has been workinf! very hard recently tt 
prepare to fight us. We depend on computerization very heavily for our advantages. a d 
yet civilian computer technology is rapidly spreading across the globe. If an enem) 
concludes that war with us is imminent, we can be cenain that he will find ways rapidl 
to convert that civilian technology for military puivoscs. and we will be shocked to J 
discover our technological lead e,•aporating much more rapidly than we had ever thou~ t 
possible. 

We must never lose sight, in this regard. of the fact that the next war will almo t 

cenainly begin at a time and place of the enemv's choosing. not of our own. That mea ~ 
that when the enemy thinks that he has the best-chance o1 success. then is when he wil 
attack. Our own delays and failure to maintain and deploy adequate armed forces may 
even encourage a pre-emptive .enemy attack, as h..1ppened in 1939. Hitler was well a~fr 
that by 1942 the British were going to field large and modern armed forces equipped '1ith 
excellent aircraft and decent tanks. His determination to attack Poland in 1939 resulte 
in part from the feeling that it was then or never. We must be careful to ensure that w 
are never presenting the enemy with a window of temptation during which he may ho e 
to succeed before we are ready for him. but the current pace of our technological 
transformation suggests that we will be doing precisely that. 

This consideration highlights the fact that transformation cannot come at the 
expense of readiness to accomplish the three main tasks described above. If we cut do n 
our current capabilities to prepare for future lransformation. we will signal to our ene ies 
that now is their time IO prepare and act before it is too late. In this way. the simple faJ t 
of our adopting such a military policy will be destabilizing internationally and will act o 
encourage. rather than deter, war in the middle distance. We must accomplish 
transformation while also maintaining the full spectrum of other necessary capabilities 

Force Structure Considerations I 
Our current force structure is based upon a completely unfounded assumption: 

that the U.S. active armed forces in 1990 were prepared to fi~ht and defeat a Soviet at ch 
and that, since the Soviet threat was clearly so much greater than any threat or 
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romhination of threats we now face. armed forces in this interwar period should 
necessarily be smaller and less costly. This assumption is not in accord with historical 
reality. and it prejudges the question of what force structure we need. coming to what i 
clearly a wrong answer. 

America's strategy durin~ the Cold War was supported by three separate milita ,• 
pillars: our nuclear forces. our conventional forces, and NATO's forces, both nuclear;; d 
conventional. By far the most impon:mt elements of that strategy from the standpoint 
ckteJTi ng the Soviets were America·~ nuc lc,tr force~ within Europe and without. and th 
independent nuclear- f ore es of h:mi:·e and En!:' land. The ~round for-ces of Great Bri tai r 

~ ~ 

France. and Gcrm:my, moreover. added I 8 heavy and 6 hght divisions to America's 
1orces in the theater, bringin~ the total number of immediately available divisions to 
almost 43. Such a force might conceivably have been able to halt the advance of the 
more than 200 divisions in the Soviet order of battle and those of their Warsaw Pact al ~s 
as NATO hoped. lt js certain that American forces alone could not have met that thre. 
nor were they ever intended to. 

But in the post-Cold War world. only America's active-duty conventional fore< 
remain 10 be figured into the calculus of responding to major regional aggressors. It i~ 
universally believed that the United States would never- use nuclear weapons a~aimt ..i 
rcgiona} foe. at Jcast as Jon~ as that Joe reframed from usinF weapons of mass destruct m 
of its own (and probably not even then). Our nuclear capabilities. therefore. so import 11 

to deten-in~ the Soviets. have become irrelevant with re~ard 10 regional aggressors tod , . 
?\or can we rely upon NATO's forces to take up the chalknfe with us. In the first pla< 
NATO's for-ces are not ours IO command. Their si~nificant involvement in an~ 
campaign, particularly an out-of-area campaign as any MRC or smaller scale confl1ct i 
likely 10 be. will require time to convince them to join us and to work out 111c 

aii-an~ements for their participation. In the second place. all of our NA TO allies have Jt 

their armed forces at least as dramatically as we have. The only forces the U.S. can re 
upon to be in existence and ready to deter or oppose regional aggressors are its own. 

Finally, the ronvcntional armed force maintained during the Cold War were 
always merely the leading edge of America's military power. War with the Soviet Un m 
would cenainlv be a war of national mobilization. Hundreds of thousands if not rnillic 1~ 

of Americans would have had to be drawn into the war 10 see it through to the end. Tt 
pro\'ision of standing conventional 1orces, then, repre!-ented a calculation of what was 
necessary to halt or delay a Soviet adYance for Jong enough IO allow the nations to 
mobilize behind that shield, not an evaluation of what would be necessary 10 win the \l 1r. 
MRCs are 1101 wars of national mobilization. Whatever conventional forces are 
maintained in peacetime will be the only forces aYaiJab]e 10 pursue such conflicts. 
Mobilization could result only from real mihtary catastrophe. 

If we consider more carefully the likely flow of events of a major theater war. 
moreover. it becomes clear that our force posture is as wrong as our force structure. T E' 

\1T\V of the future is likely 10 begin when an enemy attacks a regional ally of the U.S It 
will bcpin on the enemy's timetable when he feels that he is ready and we are not. Om 
likely foes have probably all learned the salient lesson of the Gulf War--don't let the 
Americans build up. Their plans, therefore, will likely be designed on the one hand to 
deny us access IO the region in a timely manner and, on the other, to culminate in a 
situation acceptable lo them before we can respond in a meaningful way. Our task. 
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face of considerable efforts at denying us access to the region. If we are able to 
accomplish that task. then the likelihood of rapid and relatively inexpensive success is 
high. l1 we are unable to do so, then the likelihood that-the war wj]] drag out, pcrhap~ 
reaching stalemate. certainly imposing a great burden upon us, probably inflicting high t 

casualties upon us and our allies than we had expected or were prepared to bear, becomi s 
very high. Speed and decisiveness of response will be the keys. 

It is trne that the equipment the Army currently fields militates against such a 
rapid deployment, and that issue must be curefullv addressed. although it is essential no 
to compromise our forces' lethality and survivability once they arrive in theater. But 
transformation plans that focus only or even primarily on the technology miss the main 
point here. The real test will he how many forces we have ready to go at no notice at a y 
given time. The short answer- to that question is that one third of our force can be 
expected to be ready nt any moment, while another third trains up to relieve it and the I st 
third stands down from its ready-to-deploy status. The basic force-sizing metric. 
therefore, must be that our forces must be large enough that one-third of them will be 
able to deploy to and decisively halt or defeat a large-scale attack. 

This metric must not be applied to our potential foes as they are now, howeve1 . 
For if it is true. as many believe, that Iraq for certain and North Korea in all likelihood 
could not attack with any reasonable hope of success now even in the face of a minima 
U.S. commitment. then they will not attack now. Instead, if they (or other states) arc 
determined to take actions that will bring them into conflict with us. they are almost 
cenain to wait unti l they are better prepared for the struggle. Our forces must be sized. 
therefore: not against what our enemies can field today. but against what they could fie d 
in five or ten years if they now set their minds 10 crea1ing forces that could defeat us. 1 
should be immediately apparent that, for instance. our ten-division Army, yielding in 
principle (but not in practice due to budget-related training shortfalls) three ready 
divisions at any moment, could not face such a threat. nor will the three air expeditiont~ 
forces the Air Force might reasonably expect to keep on alert at all times be enough to 
handle the tasks that would fall to them in such a conflict. The precise size of the force 
cannot be calculated without reference to possible threats and possible theaters and 
possible missions: information to which J do not have access. but it seems unlikely that 
anv force short of fifteen divisions and fifteen AEFs could he adequate to this task. 

Forces needed to conduct smaller scale operations such as Bosnia and Haiti 
cannot be drawn from this pool for an extended period of time. To do so will be to cut 
into our ability to respond to no-notice attacks. and that fact will not be lost on potenti -1 
adversaries--we may. once again, create windows of temptation for potential aggressr 
The record of the past decade suggests that we will need another division-equivalent o 
call all the time, prepared to deploy to sustained operations in smaller scale contingenc es 
around the world. 

Finally, it is time to abandon the Cold War model of organization in the Army. 
The Air Force and Marines have already largely done so. The Army. however, still 
retains the division as the basic maneuver unit and the corps as the fundamental chess-J 
piece in the operational theater. It still attempts to benefit from the economies of scale 
such an organization provides in the areas of combat support and combat service supp rt 
units. Unfortunately, the Army has not, on the whole. deployed divisions this past 1 
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decade. but has sent brigade-sized units hi ther and yon as necessary, supported by CS a d 
CSS units drawn from the di vision and corps support groups. As a result, when one 
brigade deploys, the ability of the entire division to train and/or deploy suffers. At the 
same time. divisions do not train to fight as a unit: rather the Army trains one brigade at 
time. In order to send forces at no notice into a large-scale conflict. therefore. the Aim~ 
would either- have to send divisions that were a hodge-podge of ready and unready unit: 
or it would have to cobble to~ether the ready bripades from all of the divisions in the 
force. lt is ume to break this pa11crn. and the concepts laid out by Dou~las MacGrcgo, 
Brl'akini rhe Plwlcmx point the way to one solution. M,1cGregor would create all-arms 
brigade-sized units with robustorpanir CS and CSS able to deploy, fight, and sustain 
themselves independently. Whether we choose the precise program he outlines or 
another similar- one, it seems clear from a strategic perspective that such an organizatio1 
transformation is essential. 

Conclusion 
America stands today at a crossroads. \Ve can either address the serious 

unde1funding from \\1hich our armed forces have suff cred for the past decade, undenak( 
the reorganization, re -equipping, and re-orientation of our forces so badly needed in thi 
interwar period, and lake seriously the tasks we must accomplish in order to maintain tr 
peace. or we can wjthdraw from international involvements, cut our forces. reduce our 
preparedness. fail to transform. and reap the whirlwind that we will have sown. It lies 
largely in our hands today whether the world wi ll continue to have peace over the Jon~ 
term or whether the present era of stability and prosperity will collapse quickly. Our or 
hope of doin~ the right thing lies in learning the lessons of history and avoiding the 
mistakes that we and others have already made. 
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July 16, 2001 2:07 PM 

TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfek1) ~ 
SUBJECT: MTW Strategy 

Here is Tom White's proposal on some ideas relating to pros and cons of the 
strategy. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
6/21/01 SecAnny memo to SecDef re: Strategy 

DHR:dh 
071601-30 
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SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

WASHINGTON 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF EFENSE .. 

of the Army 

SUBJECT: Strategy 
Some comments on the strategy arguments: 

OLD (2MTW). 

- FOR: 

- If it's there, it isn't broken. 

June 21, 2001, 9:00 a.m. 

JUN 2 1 2001 

2MTW strategy is not executable at current force levels; 
everybody knows it; therefore, strategy is not credible to 
those who must execute it. 

- We understand it; change is hard; must have something better. 
• Whether we have something better or not remains to be 

proven in the QDR exercise. If we make the analytical case, 
change will be welcomed and consequently not so hard. 

- Attempts to change ... reduced forces ... never get back. 
• Force requirements must be strategy driven. Can't prejudge 

at this point whether more or less structure will be required. 
If new strategy requires less forces, we won't need to "get 
them back." However, at this point the new strategy may 
require more, not less force. 

- AGAINST: 

- It is 10 years old ... 
The lo-year part is least imp01tant; we worried about the 
Soviets in Central Europe for longer than that. The key point 
is the new strategic environment; players, threats, etc. 

- We currently lack . . . 
True, although ''lie" is a bit strong, it's a matter of risk. The 
current strategy with current resources is extremely high risk. 
So change the strategy, change the resources, bring on new 
technology/capabilities; the sum total over the mid and long-



.. 

term should bring into alignment at reasonable risk levels 
strategy and resources. 

- It causes OPTEMPO damage ... 
• True. Critical constraint on force sizing in new construction 

is reasonable OPTEMPO level. Also, note that OPTEMPO 
currently is not driven by 2MTW; rather, by smaller 
contingencies. Thus, our force sizing to include these 
contingencies in the new formulation is a better way to do it. 

- Because we are so stressed ... 
Readiness has dropped because our predecessors failed to 
resource the OPTEMPO of the force. You could, 
theoretically, sustain readiness of the current structure at 
current OPTEMPO levels by spending a lot more money. 
They failed to do that. 

- In striving ... 
• True. Not only are we about IO years late in beginning a 

transformation of the Anny, but, we have not paid the bill to 
recapitalize/modernize the existing force. Crusader and 
Comanche, the only new major systems to hit the Army since 
the "big 5" of the early 1980s, are at least 5 years late because 
of under resourcing. 

- It is so out-of-date .. . 
You have two choices: Resource properly the current 
strategy or set in place a new strategy reflective of current and 
future conditions and resource against it. In either case, you 
most likely spend more money. It makes sense to spend it on 
the right stuff. 

NEW STRATEGY. 

-FOR: 

- This is a more likely scenario ... 
Our considered judgment says it is; at the very least, it is 
more current thinking. It is, in fact (easy to prove) the way 
we currently use the force so it gives us a firm basis to build 
on. 

- Using this as a sizing mechanism . . . 

2 
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• 
We are treating unique missions (chemical/homeland 
defense) as additional force requirements, depicts how we 
will actually use the force. 

- It is less stressful to personnel and equipment. 
• If we stay true to the TOR and apply reasonable OPTEMPO 

constraints on force sizing, this will be the case. 

It should permit investment in people ... 
It must permit investment in people and the infrastructure that 
supports them. I think this point receives considerable 
discussion in the TOR. The OPTEMPO constraint on force 
sizing is also a people/readiness related issue. 

It should permit a trade-off. . . 

- AGAINST: 

The trade off is between investments in the threat-driven 
near-term force (recap/modernization) and the capabilities
driven mid/long-term force (transformation). Clearly, the 
TOR requires a balance between the two. In the past, 
transformation has been relatively underfunded compared to 
readiness. 

- It could lead to force reductions ... 
• Forces are only useful if they support a strategy. To the 

extent the new strategy requires structure changes, up or 
down, we must resource the resulting force. 

The world's only superpower .. . 
• The TOR requires forces in all critical areas capable of 

defeating an attack with little outside reinforcement while 
requiring resources to win decisively in one such area 
concurrently. Thus, we are capable of significant operations 
concurrently in all critical areas. 

COORDINATION: NONE. 

Prepared By: Colonel Joseph Schroedel, 703-695- 1717 

3 
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July 31, 2001 2:05 PM 

TO: Tom White 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1j\ 
I 

SUBJECT: Role of the Army 

I ran across this memo. I believe Jim Haynes, our DoD General Counsel, may 
have written it when he was General Counsel of the Army. 

After you read it, Jet me know what you think of it. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
1/15/93 GC Army memo to SecAnny, COS Army: "The Role of the Department of the A1my 

in the Department of Defense" 

DHR:dh 
073101-.~9 

'€' 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
WASHINGTON O.C. 20310-0104 

January 15, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRET ARY OF THE ARMY 
THE CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE .t\RMY 

SUBJECT: The Role of the Department of the Army in the 
Department of Defense 

The proper role of the Department of the Army within the 
Department of Defense is an issue that we have discussed at length. 
The changes wrought by the implementation of the Goldwater-Nichols 
legislation have led to manyfold increases in the power, authority, and 
discretion of the military-led components of the Department of 
Defense, sometimes at the expense of the civilian-led Military 
Departments. In particular, combatant commanders (also known as 
commanders-in-chief (CINCs)) 1 have been assigned a number of 
functions previously performed by the Departments. The Joint Staff 
concurrently has become much more powerful. The functions and 
responsibilities left for the Departments to perform, while still 
substantial, are more and more diminished. The draft of the "Roles 
and Missions" report of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff only 
confirms this tendency. 2 

These trends are direct products of many forces, including duly 
enacted laws of the land. Nevertheless, some aspects of these trends 
are unfortunate, in that the Military Departments serve a vital 
function. As opposed to the combatant commands, the Departments 

11t may be more appropriate to refer to "combatant commanders" 
rather than to "CINCs," because the former phrase is used in title 10 
and also emphasizes a somewhat more limited role for the 
commanders of unified and specified commands. Furthermore, in my 
opinion, there is only one Commander-in-Chief •• the President. (The 
term "war-fighting CINCs" has no apparent official founding in law or 
regulation.) 

2Among other things, the report calls for a unified command to 
handle military assistance to civil authorities and for the consolidation 
of depot maintenance responsibilities. 
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reflect our society's historical ambivalence toward military authority. I 
believe that the key to maintaining the Departments' viability is the 
combination of strong and efficient civilian leadership together with an 
authoritativ~ and powerful Chief of Staff. 

What follows is a short history of the evolution of the allocation 
of authority between civilian and military leadership in the Department 
of the Army, an examination of some of the recent trends and 
changes in the area of Service roles and functions, and a discussion of 
possible responses to the recent developments. 

I. The Historical Department of the Army 

On June 14, 1775, the Continental Congress created the 
predecessor of the United States Army by authorizing a mustering of 
troops.3 George Washington was appointed the next day as 
commander of the Continental forces. To ensure against military 
overreaching, Congress required Washington to report to 
congressional committees set up to oversee the war effort. 4 These 
committees, embodying the concept of civilian control over the 
military, are the precursors of the modern Department of the Army. 

The original congressional committees were formed on an ad 
hoc basis, however and this ephemeral management structure 
therefore impeded effective administration of the revolutionary forces. 
In response to a plea from General Washington, Congress created the 
Board of War and Ordnance on June 12, 1776. The Board was 
charged with "the raising, fitting out, and dispatching [of] all such 
land forces as may be ordered for the service of the United Colonies." 
The duties of the seven members of the Board became onerous, and 
Congress soon created a new Board, composed of persons who were 
not members of Congress. The Board had continuing difficulties in 
retaining its full complement of members. Simultaneously, sentiment 
for a stronger central government was growing. These factors led 

32 Worthington C.Ford, Journals of the Continental Congress, 
1774-1789, at 89-90; see also 3 Douglas Southall Freeman, Georoe 
Washington. 

4 2 Ford, supra note 3, at 100-01. 
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Congress on February 7, 1781 to create a War Department, patterned 
after the British model. The head of the War Department was the 
Secretary at War [sic], who was responsible for the former Board of 
War's duties, oversight of the military, and also for transmitting end 
executing Congress' orders. Congress appointed a military officer, 
Major General Benjamin Lincoln, as the first Secretary at War. 
According to one military historian, 

Congress did not trouble itself to define clearly the 
respective functions of the Secretary and the commander 
in chief [i.e., General Washington], but Lincoln and 
Washington were able to work out a satisfactory 
arrangement. On matters of reorganization and 
demobilization of the Army they conferred together, both 
in writing and through visits. Though the Secretary 
theoretically headed the military establishment, he left 
actual control of the armies in the field to Washington 
and, in the South, Nathanael Greene. At the same time, 
he relieved Washington of various routine administrative 
duties that had thitherto burdened him, such as matters 
involving prisoners of war, courts-martial, and the issuing 
of discharge papers. 6 

After George Washington, no officer was formally designated to 
command the entire Army in the early Federal period. Instead, 
commanders of Army components reported directly to the retitled 
Secretary of War.6 

Despite this auspicious beginning, the division of authority 
between the civilian and the military leadership of the Army has since 
been a contentious one. Congress created the position of 
Commanding General of the Army in 1821 but failed to resolve the 
constitutionally and practically important issue of ultimate control of 
the Army. The Secretary of War and the Commanding General could 
not simultaneously control the Army, and one position would lose 
stature if the other position was granted primacy. 

5Russell F. Weigley, History of the United States Army 48 { 1984). 

6See id. at 594-95. 
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Depending on personalities, the debate flared occasionally 
during the nineteenth century, as when Secretary of War Jefferson 
Davis and Commanding General Winfield Scott sparred over the 
question of whether Sc-ott could authorize his own travel 
reimbursements. 7 

The unstable relationship between the Secretary and the 
Commanding General continued until the Chief of Staff position was 
created as a result of reforms instituted by Secretary of War Elihu 
Root around the turn of the century. Root, a former corporate lawyer, 
took office in 1899 and was immediately confronted with the task of 
resolving organizational problems within the Army leadership exposed 
by the Spanish-American War. 

In that conflict, the Army experienced difficulties in 
coordinating the actions of the independent-minded military bureaus 
(Washington-based organizations responsible for support activities 
such as supply, transport, and accounting) with the needs of the units 
in the field. These difficulties stemmed in part from the division of 
authority between the Secretary of War, who nominally controlled the 
bureaus, and the Commanding General of the Army, who controlled 
the units. One notorious incident arose when tons of supplies for 
Army units in Cuba were left rotting at railheads in Tampa, Florida. 

Another organizational problem brought to light by the Spanish
American War was the absence of long-term strategic or logistical 
planning . Prior to the war, no plans had been drafted for the 
mobilization of large numbers of soldiers or for the procurement of 
large quantities of supplies. Previous Secretaries and Commanding 
Generals had not viewed such planning as within their purview. To 
put it mildly, this neglect led to a certain degree of disarray when 
hostilities commenced. 

Root proposed to resolve these problems within the Army 
leadership by creating a General Staff, under the control of a Chief of 
Staff, who in turn reported to the Secretary. In addition to consulting 
military authors and critics, Root drew on his experience with 
corporate forms of organization in suggesting a consolidation of the 

7See id . at 193-94. 
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Army's structure through a General Staff.8 

In his 1902 Report of the Secretary of War, Root advised that 
the title of the Commanding GP.neral of the Army should be changed 
to "Chief of Staff" : 

When an officer is appointed to the position of 
"Commanding General of the Army" he naturally expects 
to command, himself, with a high degree of 
independence, following his own ideas rather than the 
ideas of others .••. The title of Chief of Staff, on the 
other hand, denotes a duty to advise, inform, and assist 
a superior officer who has command, and to represent 
him, acting in his name and by his authority in carrying 
out his policies and securing the execution of his 
commands.9 

Root supported his conclusions by noting that the Constitution 
requires civilian control over the military (through its provision making 
the President commander-in-chief of the armed forces) and that 
numerous statutes required the Secretary of War to expend the 
monies appropriated for the support of the Army. Therefore, 
particularly in times of peace, the Commanding General possessed 
little or no independent authority and was required to act in 
conformity with the views of the Secretary of War and the 
President.10 

Root's reforms were enacted into law in 1903. The statute 
created a General Staff, whose duties were to prepare plans for the 
national defense and mobilization, to investigate matters relating to 
the efficiency of the Army, to assist the Secretary of War and general 

8See 1 Philip C. Jessup, Elihu Root. 1845-1 909 254 ( 1938) ( "The 
army seemed to [Root) very much like a corporation run without a 
general manager or board of directors by the superintendents of the 
various departments of the business. "); see also American Military 
Historv 347 (M. Matloff, ed. 1969). 

9Report of the Secretary of War 46-4 7 ( 1902) . 

101!!:. at 47-48. 
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officers, and to coordinate the actions of subordinate officers. The 
statute placed the Chief of Staff under the direct supervision of the 
President and the Secretary of War. And it placed the bureaus under 
the direction of the Chief of Staff. 11 

The revised leadership structure would serve to consolidate 
lines of authority by making the Chief of Staff responsible for both 
military operations and for maintaining and administering the Army, 
the former province of the bureaus. The new structure would also 
create in the General Staff a "brain" for the Army, a brain capable of 
providing forethought and planning for contingencies. 12 Just as 
importantly, Root's reforms placed both broad policy formulation and 
ultimate direction of the military firmly in the civilian Secretary of War. 

II. Recent Changes 

Since Root's time, a number of changes have been made in the 
respective responsibilities and duties of the civilian leadership of the 
Army and the military leadership of the armed forces. Most obviously, 
the position of Secretary of War was changed from being that of the 
head of a Cabinet-level executive department to a subordinate 
department of the Department of Defense. Although the relationship 
between the Secretary of War (now, of course, the Secretary of the 
Army) and the Chief of Staff of the Army that Root implemented has 
remained stable, a number of recent changes have significantly altered 
the command structure and management of Defense establishment 
personnel and resources by increasing the authority of military 
commands who are not subject to the direct authority of the Chief of 
Staff as the agent of the Service Secretary. Particularly since the 
1986 Department of Defense Reorganization Act (Goldwater-Nichols), 
Congress has given joint "combatant commanders" control in some 

11 "An Act to Increase the Efficiency of the Army," (Feb. 14, 
1903). 

12Root's reforms also included the creation of a permanent system 
for doctrinal education, resulting in the establishment of the War 
College. In addition to the War College, the spirit of these reforms is 
still felt today in such institutions as the National Defense University 
and the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). 

11-L-0559/0SD/94 7 



respects over forces assigned to them from the Military Departments. 
Combatant commanders and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have in effect assumed some of the significant roles that historically 
were played by the Chief of Staff. 

Raw numbers illustrate that the Military Departments' 
responsibilities are dwindling. The Goldwater-Nichols legislation 
required the Service Secretaries to assign to combatant commanders 
all forces not required to carry out Secretarial functions. Prior to the 
legislation, the Secretary of the Army had direct authority over 
approximately two-thirds of active-duty Army personnel. By the 
spring of this year, that figure had dropped to less than one-third of 
active-duty Army personnel.13 These percentages do not take into 
account reserve and national guard personnel, who are assigned in 
large part to FORSCOM; if these personnel were taken into account, 
the percentage under the direct authority of the Department of the 
Army would be dramatically smaller. 14 See attachment. 

More importantly, a number of functions have been removed 
from the Department of the Army and transferred to combatant 
commanders. These functions include those relating to transportation 

13This change is largely due to the fact that Forces Command 
(FORSCOM) personnel were assigned from the Secretary of the Army 
to CINCFOR in the aftermath of Goldwater-Nichols. The commander 
of FORSCOM is "dual hatted" as CINCFOR (a specified command 
commander reporting directly to the Secretary of Defense, but under 
the de facto control of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) and 
as Commander, Forces Command (an Army commander reporting 
directly to the Secretary of the Army, but under the de facto 
command of the Army Chief of Staff). This arrangement provides the 
perhaps irresistible opportunity for the commander to shift roles as a 
natural consequence of having two masters, albeit one of those •• the 
Secretary of Defense - is ultimately master in either role. 

14Reserve and national guard forces are peculiarly suited for 
supervision by the Service Secretaries. Such forces are tied closely to 
their surrounding civilian communities, they are most frequently 
employed to perform non-combat missions, and their proper utilization 
often requires attention to civilian sensitivities. 
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management and to support to federal, state, and local agencies in 
the drug war. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, 
Control, Communications and Intelligence in the past has proposed 
removing the Military Departments from human intelligence activities. 
The combatant commands, including SOCOM and SOUTHCOM, 
would also like to remove the Departments from intelligence oversight. 
Other proposals -- including the consolidation of religious, medical, 
and legal services -- may lie in the wings. 15 

Ill. Problems Caused by the Recent Changes 

The transfer of functions from the Military Departments to the 
combatant commands or defense agencies under military command 
has at least two drawbacks. One is that civilian control will be greatly 
lessened. 16 The other is that the creation of command-specific 
administration and support agencies will only further complicate the 
nation's efforts to supply and administer its armed forces. 

The civilian leadership 17 in the Office of the Secretary of 

15See. e.g ., Sen. Nunn Questions Military Duplication: Democrat 
Wants Debate on Services' Roles, Washington Post, July 3, 1992, at 
A21 ("Each of the military departments has its own huge 
infrastructure of schools, laboratories, industrial facilities, testing 
organizations and training ranges. We have at least three, and in 
some instances four separate chaplain corps, medical corps, dental 
corps, nursing corps and legal corps. "). 

16The Secretary of Defense and his assistants are clearly capable 
of providing civilian control and oversight of the military, but the span 
of control of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) is much 
greater than that of the Service Secretaries. Moreover, within OSD, 
executive authority is vested exclusively with the Secretary of 
Defense and the Deputy Secretary of Defense. Decisions are 
accordingly pushed to the top of the power structure, whereas the 
Service Secretaries are capable of exercising a more diffused 
executive authority. 

17"Civilian" oversight does not mean simply oversight by federal 
employees who do not happen to wear uniforms. True civilian 
oversight requires the full and constant participation of political 

11-L-0559/0SD/949 



- 9 -

Defense (OSD) and in the Military Departments may not be as 
effective in overseeing military forces as it might be . OSD has too 
great a span of control to monitor closely the activities of the 
combatant commanders and the Joint Staff. 

The Military Departments ·are even more limited in their 
oversight of combatant command and JCS activities in areas which 
might more appropriately be under the Departments' supervision, in 
order to enable the combatant commanders to focus on war-fighting 
responsibilities. 18 There are limited connections between the Military 
Departments and JCS, and information received by the Departments is 
oftentimes at the sufferance of the Joint Staff. While the Chief of 
Staff has access to information necessary to the conduct of his duties 
as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Joint Staff works 
"under" the Chairman and only assists the other members of the JCS 
"subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Chairman." 19 

And although the Departments ostensibly have access to information 
concerning activities conducted by Service components of unified and 
specified commands, as a practical matter little information is passed 
on to the Military Departments' civilian leadership -- the Service 
components are primarily answerable to the combatant commanders. 

The Army Staff has been weakened by the recent trends. 
Although the Chief of Staff has a certain degree of independent 
authority in his role as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 20 most 

appointees: representatives of the domestically elected President and, 
by extension, of the citizens of the United States. Bureaucracy should 
not substitute for democracy. 

18For example, combatant commanders have recently sought or 
received authority over military housing and status of forces 
agreements within their geographical areas of responsibility. 

1910 U.S.C. § 155(a). 

201n the 1986 revision of title 10, the Congress recognized a 
practice regularized during World War II under President Roosevelt of 
the conference of military chiefs (i.e., the Joint Chiefs of Staff) 
directly with the Commander-in Chief, often bypassing the Secretaries 
of War and Navy. See Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the 
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Army war-fighting units are not in the Chief's chain of command.21 

This fact may over time hamper his ability to receive information and 
to exercise discretion and accordingly diminish his prestige. Because 
the Chief is a key source of the Department's legitimacy, this 
diminution in his status also diminishes the legitimacy of the 
Department and of the Secretary of the Army. 

An additional consequence of the legislation is that the 
combatant commanders are using the legislation to justify duplication 
of administrative and supply functions performed by the Military 
Departments. This summer's effort to take control of housing 
services in SOUTH COM is an excellent example of this tendency. 

The recent trends thus have created a situation in which civilian 
oversight of military activities is tenuous. Moreover, the multiplication 
of combatant commands and their authorities threatens to create 
rather than to eliminate inefficiencies. 

State 319 ( 195 7). With the 1986 revisions, the military chiefs now 
have two statutory roles independent of the Service Secretaries: 
membership in the Joint Chiefs of Staff (an advisory role of individual 
senior military officers) and membership on the Armed Forces Policy 
Council (an organization designed to set broad policy goals for the 
Department of Defense). The chiefs of staff may also be directed to 
advise the President and the Secretary of Defense and to perform 
such other duties as they may direct. 10 U.S.C. § § 151, 3033(d)(6). 

21 1n fact, the Chief of Staff is not truly in the chain of command 
even of exclusively Departmental personnel, such as those in Major 
Army Commands (MACOMs). The current version of AR 10-5 and 
the regulations authorizing these MACOMs, for example, do not say 
anything other than that the MACO Ms report to "HQDA." Neither 
does the Chief of Staff have any UCMJ authority, which is normally 
vested with commanders. Accordingly, the Chief is not in the chain 
of command between the Secretary of the Army and the MACOMs. 
(This can be changed at your direction.) 
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IV. Responses to the Trend Toward Jointness 

The Department of the Army's historical missions, affirmed by 
statute, are steadily being eroded by the recent impetus toward 
consolidation of military command authority and, even more recently, 
the impetus toward downsizing the armed forces. What is needed in 
response to these trends is an integrated and realistic conception of 
the Department of the Army's role in the Department of Defense. 

In shaping such a plan, it is important to keep in mind that the 
trend toward the Joint Staff and Combatant Command structure (the 
"joint channel," sometimes described by former Secretary John 0. 
Marsh as the "hot water line") has arisen at least in part because of 
the perceived inefficiencies and admittedly parochial attitudes of the 
Military Departments. The hot water line available to the joint channel 
is difficult for the Departments to duplicate, in large part because of 
the Departments' somewhat byzantine jurisdictional configuration and 
overlapping, duplicative headquarters structure. For example, some 
have recently questioned whether the Army's function of overseeing 
aid to civil authorities would be better located in the Joint Staff .22 

Similar views may have influenced the decisions to allocate the 
counterdrug and transportation functions to the joint structure. 

To combat these trends, I believe that it is time to take a close 
look at the Department of the Army's headquarters organizational 
scheme, much as Secretary of War Root did at the turn of this 
century. The division of responsibilities between the civilian 
Secretariat and the Army Staff is clearly one reason that the 
Department of the Army may be perceived as being less responsive 
than joint channels, and I believe a restructuring of relationships 
greatly would improve the Army's viability and usefulness. 

22See, e.g., George C. Wilson, Disaster Plan: Give Military the 
Relief Role, Army Times, Sept. 21, 1992, at 33, col. 1 ("The best 
place to locate the central authority [for disaster relief) is within the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The chiefs have the authority, expertise, staffs 
and direct line to the White House needed to be effective in the 
confusing aftermath of a disaster. A disaster task force made up of 
chiefs should be run by a general and I ,ave officers from all the 
servic~s represented."). 
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Several options present themselves. One possibility would be 
to merge the Army staff with the Secretariat and to make Assistant 
Secretaries absolutely responsible for all issues falling within their 
areas of the Department' s purview. Obviously, the expertise and 
assistance of professional military personnel would continue to _be 
required, although in advisory in addition to decisionmaking roles as 
delegated by the Assistant Secretaries. Such a restructuring clearly 
would streamline the Department's operations. The disadvantages are 
obvious, as well : deprived of much of their prestige as relatively 
independent decisionmakers, the senior military advisors to the 
Secretariat, for example, might have difficulty obtaining information 
from the field, communicating HODA decisions to the field, and 
ensuring implementation. The Department might also have trouble 
attracting the highest quality officers to serve in what may be 
perceived as secondary roles. 

Another option would be to dispense with the Assistant 
Secretaries and rely solely on the Army Staff to guide the functional 
policy areas of the Army. Although this plan would most effectively 
streamline the Army (and in effect replicate the joint structure), it 
would greatly increase the necessary span of control of the senior 
(and numerically diminished) Army civilian leadership. Indeed, the 
Army might be seen as not insuring sufficient civilian oversight. 23 

A middle way would follow a corporate model of organization. 
The Secretary of the Army would act as chairman of the board. The 
Chief of Staff would act as the chief executive officer. The Assistant 
Secretaries would act as corporate vice presidents for the various 
functional areas. And the present Deputy Chiefs of Staff would 
become instead Deputy Assistant Secretaries. This plan would have 
the virtue of making a single person in the Department 
comprehensively responsible for each functional area of responsibility. 
It simultaneously would allow civilian oversight at a level of detail 

23This plan of organization is essentially that adopted during 
Secretary Root's administration of the War Department. Root's 
reforms gave the Chief of Staff authority over all of the administrative 
bureaus of the Department. See Huntington, supra note 20, at 252. 
Huntington criticized this arrangement as requiring too little civilian 
control. See id . at 253. 
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sufficient to maintain effective control of the Department's activities. 

An obvious drawback is that such interweaving of senior 
civilian and military officials could result in conflicts. It might be 
improvident to make the Assistant Secretaries directly subject to the 
control of the military Chief of Staff; such a view would dictate that 
the Assistant Secretaries should remain within the civilian "chain of 
command." The Assistant Secretaries could be made responsible to 
the Secretary and the Under Secretary and responsive to the Chief of 
Staff and Vice Chief of Staff. Similarly, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretaries would need to be responsible to their respective Assistant 
Secretaries, the Under Secretary, and the Secretary of the Army. The 
relationship between the Deputy Assistant Secretaries and the Chief 
of Staff could be similar to that prescribed in 10 U.S.C. § 3014(d)(4), 
which states that the Secretariat office responsible for research and 
development (viz. ASA(RDA)) will provide "the Chief of Staff such 
staff support as the Chief of Staff considers necessary to perform his 
duties and responsibilities." 

Indeed, it would be important for any restructuring proposal to 
preserve the authority and prestige of the Chief of Staff. The Chief in 
his Departmental role serves as a counterweight to the potentially 
overbearing joint channel; because of his leadership role in the 
Department, he helps to prevent the development of concentrated 
power in the Joint Staff, a la a Prussian general staff system. 

Obviously, the many details of a restructuring could be 
complicated. But implementation of a restructuring along the lines of 
the options mentioned above could well revitalize the Department of 
the Army. The pitfalls of excessive span of control and lack of civilian 
oversight exhibited at the OSD/joint level could be avoided. The 
present duplication of functions by the Army Secretariat and the Army 
staff could be greatly reduced, resulting in at least symbolic dollar 
savings. If the reforms succeed in increasing the Department's 
responsiveness, the Department will be· much better situated to 
maintain the executive agency responsibilities it currently possesses 
(such as aid to civil authorities) and to search out other 
responsibilities. 
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V. Conclusion 

Changes in the organization and operation of the Department of 
Defense in recent years have produced the most effective fighting 
force the world has ever seen. Those changes also have ensured the 
continued vitality of the very longstanding multiple capabilities of the 
military establishment as the nation's versatile servant. Throughout 
this recent period of change, as throughout the history of this 
Country, the Military Departments have performed critical functions. 

During this same period, however ,civilian oversight at the level 
of the Military Departments has to some degree diminished, while 
military control -- particularly at the combatant command level -- has 
grown tremendously. The Departments are well-positioned to oversee 
the military but have insufficient influence (though ample resources) to 
perform this task effectively. OSD has the authority to perform such 
oversight, but oversight at such a centralized level of such a 
tremendous organization is bound to be somewhat ineffective. 

Of course, consolidation of Defense activities can be carried out 
in a beneficial manner with no cost to civilian control. For example, 
the Defense Management Review process has produced substantial 
savings and organizational efficiencies while preserving civilian 
oversight. My concern is that the joint channel will assume a large 
measure of control over the Defense establishment in the name of 
consolidation but at the price of true civilian oversight. 

A collateral effect of the increase in combatant command 
authority has been the multiplication of support services within each 
combatant command (e.g., housing, intelligence oversight). Ironically, 
as the combatant commanders are increasingly empowered in the 
name of efficiency or consolidation, the combatant commanders are 
increasingly creating duplicative administrative overhead, thereby 
defeating the efficiency impetus behind the Goldwater-Nichols 
legislation. 
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One way to counter these trends would be to combine the 
Department of the Army's headquarters civilian and military staff 
structure to make it more responsive. HODA would retain its civilian 
cast but would be able to act decisively and efficiently in 
accomplishing its variety of missions. By reducing staff layers, HODA 
would become more "flat," increasing accountability and responsibility 
while saving resources. The Department of the Army would become 
an effective alternative to the Joint Staff or other potential alternative 
organizations for assignment of DoD missions and thus would be 
assured of playing a continuing, important role in meeting the nation's 
needs. 

Attachment 
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Assignment of Active Duty Army 
PersonneJ as of September 1986 

MISC 0.4% --
~OTDA 31.3% 

u--- JOINT 1.5% 

DA 66.8% _ __, 

DA = Controlled exclusively by the Secretary of the Army; OTDA = Controlled 
in part by other than the Secretary of the Army; JOINT= Joint duty (e.g., JCS 
or CINC staff); MISC= Miscellaneous 
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~Jq FROM: E.C. Aldridge, Under Secretary of Defen~)1p,/:,.1/o1 
< SUBJECT: Leasing Boeing 767 Aircraft to Replace KC-135Es 

• You asked for comments on a note from Newt Gingrich concerning Air Force lease of 
Boeing 767 aircraft and his perception that this approach represents a joint "power 
grab" by the Air Force and the Senate. 

• We did not request funds for the Air Force to lease Boeing 767 aircraft in the FY02 
President's Budget. However, recent congressional interest in economic stimulus 
programs, particularly for Boeing, has aligned with the Air Force's desire to upgrade 
their aging tanker fleet. The result is the enabling language ( crafted by the Senate) in 
the Appropriations Act (not yet signed by the President) that would allow the 
Air Force to lease Boeing 767s. 

• Up-front costs for lease are less than for purchase, which makes the concept appealing 
to the Air Force. However, the lo-year lease would cost more in the long run, 
although exact costs are unknown since no proposal has been submitted; notional 
comparison indicates lease costs $9.7 billion more than purchase (about $21 billion) 
over lease period. 

• Recent Congressional actions: Leasing Boeing 767s was not addressed in the 
Authorization Conference. The Appropriations Conference provided lease language, 
including some specific terms for the lease, but no funds. Some of these provisions 
are not appealing to the Air Force-such as lease of commercial configuration aircraft 
to be modified by Air Force (note: separate autfionty required to modify a1.r..r.r:af.~\ 6u.t 
returned to Boemg after lo-year lease m commercial ~.onfigqration (no_~-~a~sFfo:Ouy). · 

·--.... _ ---
• _ _9i,,lerr u co t the lease terms, and the fact that no funding was provided, 
- I think it unlike} the Air Force w1H take any action to lease the 76 ~he Air Force 

/

. · FY03 M position includes funding for a comprehensive study of alternatives 
(leas~".it Boeing 767s could be one) for meeting future tanker needs. 
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December 21, 2001 12:58 PM 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 
Jim Roche 
Pete Aldridge 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Vt\. 
SUBJECT: Boeing 767 

Attached is a note I got from Newt Gingrich. What is happening? He is a pretty 

smart fellow. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/18/0 I Gingrich e-mail to SecDef 

DHR:dh 
122101-?.6 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by ________ _ 

uury Oi Rita 

/z__ 

11-L-0559/0SD/960 
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l(b )(6) FIV, OSD 

From: Thirdwave2@aol.com 

Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 7:57 

To: l (b)(6) losd.pentagon.mil 

cc: Torie.Clarke@osd.mil 

Subject: vetoing the Boeing-767 power grab 

could you give this to the Secretary, Paul, Ed and Larry, thanks newt 

Vetoing the Boeing 767 power grab 

Page 1 of 1 

SECDEF HAS SEEN 
DEC 2 1 2001 

From the outside the Boeing 767 gimmick looks like a joint Air Force-Senate power grab. My impression is that 
the Air Force did not have your approval to push this rube goldberg contraption. The Senate clearly is trying to 
ram it down your throat on their terms with a ten year gimmick that is totally to Boeing's advantage and to the 
disadvantage of the taxpayer and of our men and women in uniform. 

If you decide you need more lanker capacity you should first explore airlines in financial difficulty and see if you 
could not buy a bunch cheap. Second, you might go to Boeing to have a longer term lease purchase or purchase. 
I know of no planning which suggests that you will need fewer tankers in ten years and ought to retrofit the planes 
and tum them back to Boeing. 

You ought to get the President to issue a veto threat that is quite simple. If the Congress wants to give you the 
authorization to buy tankers you deem necessary on terms you deem best for the taxpayer and the men and 
women in uniform you would be glad to accept it as a possible but not required use of money. If the Congress 
wants to micromanage your authority and dictate the terms and conditions you will insist on a veto and go to the 
country over who should run the Pentagon and why pork barrel masquerading as defense is indefensible and 
despicable. As you know McCain and Gramm are already hot on this and they represent the public's mood. 

Properly framed this is a 90-10 issue which will help teach the Air Force and other services not to try to end run 
you and will teach the Congress that they have to negotiate with you and cannot run over you. 

Welcome back. 
Newt 

12/19/2001 11-L-0559/0SD/961 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE _ 

1··~, 3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000 

r, < ·-:-~;. ~ ;~'--, -

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

\..,. ... ,,, ..... 
• - - 4 - ••• 

.'.'·? ' ('). J "') 
•.. ) . ; • -· J 

THROUGH: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSEd1'3f'< 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY & LOGISTICS) 7 

FROM: DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE PROCUREME~ 
Prepared by: Steve Slavsky/CPA/697-8335/021401 FEB 15 2001 

SUBJECT: Federal Prison Industries--INFORMATION 

PURPOSE: Respond to your question. 

DISCUSSION: 

0 You requested information on the Federal Prison Industries mandatory source 
requirement. (TAB B) 

0 A fact paper (TAB A) is attached that describes the program. 

COORDINATION: None 

RECOMMENDATION: None 

~ 
11-L-os'-'3019e2 



FACT PAPER ON FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES 

• Federal Prison Industries (FPI) was established in 1934 as a training program for 
federal inmates to keep them occupied and provide them with job skills for use 
after release. 

• By law (18 U.S.C. 4121-4128), FPI is a mandatory source of supply for many 
items purchased by the federal government. This means that federal government 
buyers must purchase designated supplies from FPI unless a waiver is granted 
by FPL 

• The Federal Acquisition Regulation, Part 8.6, implements the law and describes 
government procurement priorities and FPI's place in them. 

• In FY 2000, FPI employed over 21,000 inmates and had sales of $546.3 million. 
DoD purchased $188.7 million of that amount. 

• The single largest category of items sold to DoD is office and dormitory 
furniture, with electronic items next. 

• DoD agencies can and do receive waivers from the mandatory source 
requirement (based on price or availability). FPI granted approximately 94% of 
such waivers in FY 2000; however, the process discourages waivers. 

• In FY 2000, DoD negotiated an increase to the minimum amount subject to the 
mandatory source requirement from $50 to $250. 

• DoD is currently engaged in a three year limited pilot that waives the mandatory 
sourcerequirement below $2,500 at 8 military locations. 

• There is significant industry unhappiness (especially the furniture industry) with 
FPI's mandatory source requirement. There have been Congressional attempts 
to limit or end the requirement, but none have been successful. 

• The Department of Justice has strongly supported the status quo and has 
determined previous administration policy. 

• There are quality and delivery issues with FPI products. 

11-L-0559/0SD/963 
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From: Lee, Deidre, Ms, OSD/ATL 
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 20011 :21 PM 
To: Zuckerman, Charles, Mr, OSD/ATL;Kerrins, Dave, COL, OSD/ATL;Slavsky, 

Stephen, Mr, OSD/ATL; Bagley, Dianne, Ms, OSD/ATL;Neilson, Linda, Ms, 
OSD/ATL 

Subject: FW: Prison Made Materials 

Steve S: 

Could you put together a one-pager? Thanks. D. Lee 
··-··Original Massage----· 
From: Oliver, David, Mr, 050/An 
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 20011:08 PM 
To: Cribbs, Maria, COL, OSD; Lee, Deidre, Ms, OSD/An 
cc: Washburn, Grace, Col, OSD/ATI;Byrd, Roy, Col, OSD; Quinn, JJ, Rear Adm, OSD 
Subject: RE: Prison Made Materials 

Will do. Dee pis provide by nooon on 15th .. 
·----Original Message-----

From: Oibbs, Maria, COL, OSD 
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 200112:26 PM 
To: Oliver, David, Mr, OSD/An 
cc: Washburn, Grace, Col,050/An ; Byrd, Roy, Col, OSD; Quinn, JJ, Rear Adm, OSD 
Subject: Prison Made Materials 

Sir 
The Secretary sent the following note to Dr Cambone: 

"Have someone find out something about prison-made materials. One of the 
congressman on the trip raised the issue with me, and it is called something like 
"mandated source," things made by prisoners. Congressman McCullough (sp?) was very 
much for it, and this congressman was against it. 

Please provide the Secretary a fact paper or appropriate information on this subject. 

Please provide NL T COB Friday, 16 Feb. 

If getting this info together will take longer than the 16th, please let me know what is a 
reasonable target date and I'll run it up the flagpole. 
Very Respectfully 
Maria 

11-L-0559/0SD/964 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000 

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

THROUGH: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE J.,_/1,') 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY & LOGISTICS) 

FROM: DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE PROCUREMENT { ~~ FEB 2 2 200] 
Prepared by: SteveS1avsky/CPA/697-8335/02¥6tv 

SUBJECT: Federal Prison Industries--INFORMATION 

PURPOSE: Respond to your request for additional information. 

DISCUSSION: 

0 You requested information on the Federal Prison Industries mandatory source 
requirement. (TAB D) 

0 We responded with a fact paper on February 15. (TAB C) 

0 On February 21, your office requested additional information on two bullets 
concerning FPI waivers and customer satisfaction with quality and delivery. 
(TABB) 

0 A fact paper (TAB A) is attached providing more information on those 
subjects. 

COORDINATION: None 

RECOMMENDATION: None 

~ 
11-L-osl.'301965 



FACT PAPER ADDENDUM ON FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES 

Original statement: DoD agencies can and do receive waivers from the mandatory 
source requirement (based on price or availability). FPI granted approximately 94% 
of such waivers in FY 2000. 

• FPI waivers are normally general or blanket clearances issued when classes of 
articles or services are not available from FPI within required timeframes or 
when the FPI product cannot technically satisfy the requirement. 

• FPI is a mandatory source for approximately $400M of supplies for DoD 
annually. FPI generally issue waivers for roughly 50% of that amount. 

Original statement: There are quality and delivery issues with FPT products. 

• The most recent review of DoD customer satisfaction with .FPI products was 
conducted in 1999 as part of the Joint Study of FPI required by the National 
Defense Authorization Act for FY 1998. 

• Generally, the DoD respondents seemed to be more satisfied with quality and 
price than they were with delivery. 

• When compared to outside sources, 17% who had purchased items similar to 
those furnished by FPI rated FPI worse in quality, 36% rated FPI worse for 
price, and 59% rated FPI worse for deli very. 

• Overall, 63% of DoD respondents believed FPI had shown improvement as a 
supplier in the past 12 months. The increased emphasis by DoD customers on 
both quality and timeliness of delivery has prompted FPI to pay more attention 
to these areas. As long as FPI remains a mandatory source of supply for 
certain items, DoD will continue to work with FPI to improve service to us. 

11-L-0559/0SD/966 
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ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE-~ 

THROUGH: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE &-ij( 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY & LOGISTICS) 1 

FROM: DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE PROCUREME~ F 
Prepared by: Steve Slavsky/CPA/697-8335/021401 EB 15 2001 

SUBJECT: Federal Prison Industries--INFORMATION 

PURPOSE: Respond to your question. 

DISCUSSION: 

0 You requested infonnation on the Federal Prison Industries mandatory source 
requirement. (TAB B) 

0 A fact paper (TAB A) is attached that describes the program. 

COORDINATION: None 

RECOMMENDATION: None 

~ 
11-L-OS~D/968 
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FACT PAPER ON FEDERAi, PRISON INDlJSTRIES 

• Federal Prison Industries (FPI) was established in 1934 as a training program for 
federal inmates to keep them occupied and provide them with job skills for use 
after release .. 

• By law (18 U.S.C. 4121-4128). FPI is a mandatory source of supply for many 
items purchased by the federal government. This means that federal government 
buyers must purchase designated supplies from FPI unless a waiver is granted 
by FPL 

• The Federal Acquisition Regulation, Part 8.6, implements the law and describes 
government procurement priorities and FPI's place in them. 

• In FY 2000, FPI employed over 21,000 inmates and had sales of $546.3 million. 
DoD purchased $188.7 million of that amount. 

• The single largest category of items sold to DoD is office and dormitory 
furniture, with electronic items next. 

• DoD agencies can and do receive waivers from the mandatory source 
requirement (based on price or availability). FPI granted approximately 94% of 
such waivers in FY 2000; however, the process discourages waivers .. · 

• In FY 2000, DoD negotiated an increase to the minimum amount subject to the 
mandatory source requirement from $50 to $250. 

• DoD is currently engaged in a three year limited pilot that waives the mandatory 
sourcerequirement below $2,500 at 8 military locations. 

• There is significant industry unhappiness (especially the furniture industry) with 
FPI's mandatory source requirement. There have been Congressional attempts 
to limit or end the requirement, but none have been successful. 

• The Department of Justice has strongly supported the status quo and has 
determined previous administration policy. 

• There are quality and delivery issues with FPI products. 

11-L-0559/0SD/969 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

TO: 

FROM: 

Steve Cambone 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Prison-made Materials 

February 13, 2001 7:34 AM 

4( ....... : _rt-{i iJ ,.,, 

~t 

Have someone find out something about prison-made materials. One of the 
congressman on the trip raised the issue with me, and it is called something like 
"mandated source," things made by prisoners, Congressman McCullough (sp.?) 
was very much for it, and this congressman was against it. 

A (2-'A:,;..,V: ~IA 
y (J'~ ,,. 'J l J "'--' ..t 'v ,, ,._ 

DR:dh 
021301-8 

C,,Jr. Cr:~(s. 
~ 

***************************************************************** 
DATE/TIME: ;1 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF- DEFENSE: 

11-L-0559/0SD/971 



February 24, 2001 9:14 AM 

TO: Steve Cambonc 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Armor-Killing Systems 

Why don't you try to find out how many armor-killing systems we have in the· 
Defense Department and how many are on the drawing boards? 

DHR: dh 
022401-5 
***************************************************************** 

DATE/TIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 

_,f; 
~ 
('· j 
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ACQ lJ JS ITC ON AN 0 
TECHNOLOGY 

. . 
PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

301 $DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-301!5 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ~· H II S (I" p ~ 

FROM: DAVID R. OLIVER, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDpR SEFRETARY 
OF DEFENSE (AT&L) ~~It 

SUBJECT: Armor-Killing Systems 

PURPOSE: The attached is information you requested on armor-killing systems. 
The information paper (attachment I) is a general answer to your question. The 
table (attachment 2) provides more specific information on the Department's 
armor-killing systems. 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/973 uo 5 094 /0 t 



PRINCIPAL ARMOR-KILLING SYSTEMS: 

• Air-Launched Quantity Delivered to Unit Cost Key Feature 
(Requirement) Date 

- Inventory sa.-. Various Hellfire configurations 43,300 
Maverick 2,700 s~ 

- In-Production 
Longbow Hellfire 13,300 2200 
Sensor Fuzed Weapon 7 ,500 1600 
Joint Standoff Weapon-B 4,200 26 

- Concept Development 
New/Common Missile Production: FY08 

• Ground-Launched Quantity Delivered 
(Requirement) Date 

- Inventory 
Tube-Launched Optically-Tracked Wire-Guided 112,700 ~ i,..-,. 

s~ 120mm Kinetic Energy Penetrators 
Dragon 

- In-Production 
Javelin 
120mm Kinetic Energy Penetrator 

Sense and Destroy Armor 
Army Tactical Missile System/ 

Brilliant Anti-Armor Submunition 
Remote Area Denial Artillery Munition 
Wide Area Mine 

- Development 
Predator 
Tube=-Launched Optically Tracked Wire 

Guided -- Fire and Forget 
Light-of-Sight Anti Tank 
120mm Kinetic Energy Penetrator 
Excalibur 

Attach 2 

420,000 
19,000 s~ 

32,000 3777 
128,000 0 

375 127 
l,200/15,600 0 

576,000 0 
53,300 221 

Production: FYO 1 
P r o d u c t i o n : ·py04 

Production: FY04 
Decision Milestone FY05 
Decision Milestone FY05 

11-L-0559/0SD/97 4 

60K 
32K 

96K 
333K 
381K 

to Unit Cost 

35K 
2.5K 
5.5K 

68K 
6.2K 
SOK 
3.5M 

450 
118K 

Laser designation 
TV /IR/Laser 

Helicopter, radar guided 
Gravity, smart submunition 
Glide, sma1t submunition 

Precision guided, 
air/ground launch 

Key Feature 

Air/Ground launched 
Tank main gun 
Old/man portable 

Man portable 
Tank main gun 
Artillery delivered 
Smart submunition 

Artillery delivered mines 
Smart mine, hand 

emplaced 

Man portable 
Focar tffa-ne array 

Kinetic energy missile 
Anti-active protection 
Artillery delivered, 

guided 

t 



INFORMATION PAPER 

YOUR QUESTION: "Why don't you try to find out how many armor-killing 
(antiaimor) systems we have in the Defense Department and how many are on the 
drawing boards?" 

SUMMARY: The Department of Defense has 5 types of armor-killing systems 
that are no longer in production and are part of our inventory, 9 types of armor
killing systems that are in production, and 6 types of rumor-killing systems that ai·e 
in development. 

DIFFERENCES: The armor-killing systems differ in: launch platform (man 
portable through fixed-wing); engagement range (close combat through the range 
of fixed wing aircraft enabling stand-off outside of point defenses); guidance 
mechanism and accuracy; lethal mechanisms (kinetic energy penetrators, shaped: 
charge with precursor, explosively formed penetrator); and sensor suites (infrared, 
millimeter wave radar, electro-optical, acoustic). 

REPLACEMENTS AND UPGRADES: The summary includes the following: 
some configurations of Hellfire are being replaced by the Longbow Hellfire; some 
of the Tube-launched Optically-tracked Wire-guided missiles are being upgraded 
to the Tube-launched Optically-tracked Wire-guided -- Fire and Forget; and the 
120mm kinetic energy penetrators are being replaced by the next generation 
kinetic energy penetrators. Dragon is being replaced by Javelin. Maverick will be 
replaced by Joint Standoff Weapon-B. 

Attach 1 

11-L-0559/0SD/975 



ACQUISITION AND 
--Tic:iti.ioi:.OGv--

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3015DEF~NSEPENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 ·30117 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OP DEFENSE -·HIJ S (/DP'/ 

FROM: DAVID R. OLIVER, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SE~.RETARY 
. . OFDEFENSE(AT&L) ~~/I 

SUBJECT: Armor-Killing Systems 

PURPOSE: The attached is information you requested on armor-killing systems. 
The information paper (attachment 1) is a general answer to your question. The 
table (attachment 2) provides more specific information on the Department's 
armor-killing systems. 

0 
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PRINCIPAL ARMOR-KILLING SYSTEMS: 
• Air-Launched Quantity Delivered to Unit Cost Key Feature 

• 

- Inventory 
Various Hellfire configurations 
Maverick 

- In-Production 
Longbow Hellfire 
Sensor Fuzed Weapon 
Joint Standoff Weapon-B 

- Concept Development 
New/Common Missile 

Ground-Launched 

- Inventory 

(Requirement) Date 

43,300 
2,700 

13 ,300 
7,500 
4 ,200 

2200 
1600 

26 

Production: FY08 

Quantity Delivered 
(Requirement) Date 

Tube-Launched Optically-Tracked Wire-Guided 112,700 cs 1--'-

s~ 120mm Kinetic Energy Penetrators 
Dragon 

- In-Production 
Javelin 
120mm Kinetic Energy Penetrator 

Sense and Destroy Armor 
Army Tactical Missile System/ 

Brilliant Anti-Armor Submunition 
Remote Area Denial Artillery Munition 
Wide Area Mine 

- Development 
Predator 
Tube~Laonched{)pticalty Tracked Wire 

Guided -- Fire and Forget 
Light-of-Sight Anti Tank 
120mm Kinetic Energy Penetrator 
Excalibur 

Attach 2 

420,000 
19,000 s~ 

32,000 3777 
128,000 0 

375 127 
l,200/15,600 0 

576,000 0 
53,300 221 

Production: FYOl 
Production: ·FYQit 

Production: FY04 
Decision Milestone FY05 
Decision Milestone FY05 
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60K 
32K 

96K 
333K 
381K 

to Unit Cost 

35K 
2.5K 
5.5K 

68K 
6.2K 
SOK 

3.5M 

450 
118K 

Laser designation 
TV /IR/Laser 

Helicopter, radar guided 
Gravity, smart submunition 
Glide, smart submunition 

Precision guided, 
air/ground launch 

Key Feature 

Air/Ground launched 
Tank main gun 
Old/man portable 

Man portable 
Tank main gun 
Artillery delivered 
Smart submuni tion 

Artillery delivered mines 
Smart mine, hand 

emplaced 

Man portable 
Focal plane array 

Kinetic energy missile 
Anti-active protection 
Artillery delivered, 

guided 

' 



INFORMATION PAPER 

YOUR QUESTION: "Why don't you try to find out how many armor-killing 
(antiarmor) systems we have in the Defense Department and how many are on t}le 
drawing boards?" 

SUMMARY: '.fhe Department of Defense has 5 types of armor-killing systems: 
that are no longer in production and are part of our inventory, 9 types of armor
killing systems that are in production, and 6 types of armor-killing systems that are 
in development. 

DIFFERENCES: The armor-killing systems differ in: launch platform (man 
portable through fixed-wing); engagement range (close combat through the rang¢ 
of fixed wing aircraft enabling stand-off outside of point defenses); guidance 
mechanism and accuracy; lethal mechanisms (kinetic energy penetrators, shaped: 
charge with precursor, explosively formed penetrator); and sensor suites (infrare~, 
millimeter wave radar, electro-optical, acoustic). 

REPLACEMENTS AND UPGRADES: The summary includes the following: 
some configurations of Hellfire are being replaced by the Longbow Hellfire; some 
of the Tube-launched Optically-tracked Wire-guided missiles are being upgraded 
to the Tube-launched Optically-tracked Wife.guided -- Fire and Forget; and the 
120mm kinetic energy penetrators are being replaced by the next generation 
kinetic energy penetrators. Dragon is being replaced by Javelin. Maverick will be 
replaced by Joint Standoff Weapon-B. 

Attach 1 
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February 24, 2001 9:14 AM 

TO: Steve Cam bone 

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld 

SUBJECT: Armor-Killing Systems 

Why don't you try to find out how many armor-killing systems we have in the' 
Defense Department and how many are on the drawing boards'? 

DHR: dh 
0224014 

···············*********········································· DATE/TIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 

,Q,Y 
. ..(:: 

11 
6 
() 

.. _/ 

U0386.1 /Ot . ~ - , .... -
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,.. .. _, .. March 18,.2001 5:53 PM 
L. . . ~: ~7 _, ,, 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeldl/0 

SUBJECT: Insight Article on DTRA 

Here is some material on an Insight article concerning the Defense Threat 
Reduction Agency. 

Take a look at it and tell me what you think we ought to do with it. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
O)IXOl-29 

11-L-0559/0SD/980 
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lnsight 
March 12, 2001 

Bill's Holdovers Grab DOD Agenc) 

By Kenneth R. Timmennan 

Clinton Democrats tried to shut down the Pentagon's export-control agency. but as Bush 
comes in they have turned it into a Disney World of fat salaries for their own : 

Clinton holdovers rapidly are expanding a Pemagon agency they twice tried to eliminate 
and are rewarding their friends with a taxpayer-paid trip to Walt Disney World. On thq 
agenda: cozying up to U.S. exporters seekin.Q Department of Defense (DOD) favors, and 
photo-ops with Mickey and his pals. 

The Pentagon's Defense rJ eclmology Security Administration (DTSA) was created by: 
resident Reagan to thwart Soviet attempts to acquire Western military technology. DT$A 
was widely criticized by U.S. industry groups for impeding the sa l e of Ameiican high-i 
tech products to governments hostile to the United States. 

President Clinton did his best to get rid of DTSA. and twice it was brought back from the 
dead by congressional supporters led by Rep. Curt Weldon, R-Pa. Now called the 
Technology Security Directorate (TSD). it has been rolled into a larger Pentagon entity 
known as the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA). 

So why did technology-security chief Dave Tarbell, a Clinton appointee, go on a hiring 
spree just as a new administration was coming to town? And why is he sending more than 
a dozen new export-licensing officers on a government-paid junket to Walt Disney World 
to cozy up to representatives of the very export industries DTRA regulates? 

Insight spoke with a number of the 35 new DTRA hires: most of whom were Clinton 
appointees from Commerce, State or DOD weapons labs. All acknowledged that they ! 
were being sent down to Orlando to learn about export licensing - from industry ! 
representatives, not DTRA professionals. 

Organized by SIA, the Society for International Affairs (www.siaed.org), the Feb. 15-~6 
Orlando meeting was billed as a basics conference. This time, according to DTRA 
spokesman David Rigby, DTRA would send its trainees to learn from industry and to 
become acquainted with members of the exporting community with whom they would ! 
deal daily. 

Conveniently. most of the DTRA people would an-ive a day early and stay a day late, j 
according to hotel records obtained by Insight. SIA members include satellite makers 1 

and operators such as Orbital Sciences and INTELSAT, as well as the nation' s largest 
defense contractors, including Lockheed Martin Corp., TRW Inc. and ITT Defense. "SIA 
is a private association of all the big exporters who license into DTRA." a senior DTRA 
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official told insight. "They want IO make sure that the new people get the industry gospel 
so they're takin~ them down to get indoctrinated." 

The U.S. taxpayers will foot the bill for hotel and per-diem costs. conference-registration 
fees and round-lrlp travel (at ~wvernment rates. which mandate hi!Zh-cost, refundable 
tickets) III addition to salaries. Most of the eng111eers attending the conference have 
reached the hi~hest General Service rank. GS-15. and are paid $84.648 to S 110.028 
arulUall::, 

This is not the first instance of alleged waste. fraud and abuse at DTRA . Insight has 
obtained a copy of a whistle-blower memorandum, dated April 24. 2000, sent to the 
Penta~on] nspector General's (JG) ofJice by a senior DTRA en,Qmeer. The memoranduqn 
alle!2es that the agency 's political bosses "havr systematically been misleading the pub~ic 
Congress and intemal oversight authorities by deliberately overstaff111g . as the volunjlr 
and seriousness of export licenses have declined over these past seven years." · 

The complaint. which the JG never pursued. alleges that DTKA added personnel as 
justification to isolate this organization physically from the interagency community. 
Plans twice were approved by the Perna~on IO move DTRA from prime office space jtlst 
across the street from the Pentagon 10 more spacious digs at Washington Dulles 
International Airport, far from the day-to-day policy tug-of-war. The move was 
significant because DTRA officials continue to share hard copy files on sensitive export 
licenses with other agencies and must physically transport them from agency to agency in 
downtown Washington. Moving out to Dulles also isolated DTRA licensing officers 1 

from the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their intelligence wings, which all maintain Pcntagot1 
offices, effectively taking them out of the policy loop. 

One DTRA licensing engineer contacted by lnsighz acknowledges the agency's rationak: 
"Sure. it's unusual for DTRA to hire so many new people at any one time. But we need 
these new people to expedite export-licensing cases that are getting bogged down. We 
need to ~et these cases out the door so commerce can take place." What kind of' i 
commerce? DTRA engineers review proposed expons of U.S. weapons systems, milit*ry 
subsystems and so-called dual-use technology that has direct military applications. Th(} 
bulk of the cases involve sales to Communist China and India. 

Getting such cases out the door is precisely what worries critics of the Clinton 
1 

administration's export policies. "Dave Tarbell bears personal responsibility for giving1 

the Chinese military everything they need lo fight the next war." Stephen D. Bryen, a 
DOD official under Reagan/Bush, tells insight. "He has been highly successful • in givjing 
away our military technology." 

Bryen created DTSA in 1985 as part of President Reagan's effort to deny the Soviet I 
union access to advanced Western military technology. He has been a vocal critic oft fie 
Clinton administration's decontrol of sensitive technology, testifying before Congress i 
repeatedly on the importance of maintaining controls on U.S. military exports to slow 
China's military modernization. 
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"Tarbell was the point man. and he has to take responsibility." Bryen says. "He endorsed 
the Clinton administration plans to decontrol supercomputers, which have all gone mto 
the Chinese nuclear-weapons and missile programs. He backed tl1c release of hot-section 
technology. which has enabled the Chinese military to build new combat jet engi11es.~r 
promoted the decontrol of militar~1-grade Global Positioning System technologies, which 
the Chi11ese are now usin? ::o guide their nuclear missiles. He ought to be fired and find 
anothcrjob." 

DTRA insiders say Tarbell is hopill!! to impress his new bosses b~' expanding hi~ 
agency's SIZe and by settmg up a new policy shop. "This 1s precisely the type of thing ht 
has tried to cut us out of for the past ei~ht years," a .semor DTRA engineer tells Jnsigi11. 
"He's nnming around these days like the Energizer Bunny because he wants to save hif 
_iob and continue to implement the policies of the Clinton administralil1JJ." 

Tarbell refused repeated requests for comment on this story and referred insight's 
questions to a public-affairs officer. On June 25. 1 998, the Senate Go\'emmemal Affairs 
Committee heard testimony from Peter Leitner, a senior trade analyst working under 
Tarbell. who cited instances where Tarbel1 leaned on him to change his license 
recommendations from denials to approvals. Leitner cited one instance where his 
superiors tampered with official government records on his computer whi]e he was on 
vacation. Virtually all his cases involved the sale of sensitive technology to Russia and 
Communist China. 

Leitner gave examples of critical tcThnoJc,gies, including precision-machine tools and 
high-performance computers. \\'hich were transferred to both Chinese and Russian 
military establishments despite strong opposition by DTR.A licensing analysts. The G.S. 
equipment ended up in facilities that design cruise missiles, mtercontinental ballistic 
missiles and nuclear weapons. 

Commenting on Leitner's revelations. Sen. Fred Thompson, R-Te1m., noted: "The 
pr-ocess is rigged in favor of commercial interests rather than our national-security 
interests. lt is time to address this issue. We should not be sel1ing critical technologies at 
the expense of our nation's security.'· 

Also testifying at the hearing was Franklin C. Miller, principal deputy assistant secretary 
of defense for strategy and threat reduction. Miller dehunkcd Leitner's claims that the 
export-control process was broken. Recently, Miller was appointed the top National 
Security Council official for military affairs. Bush White House officials credit him with 
having added China to the nuciear targeting list while he was a Clinton appointee. 

Rut. before a DOD restructurin,µ in 1998. Tarbell and DTR.i\'s export-licensing office i 
reported to Miller at the Pentagon, making him ultimately responsible for some of the1 

most sensitive and contro\'ersial sales ofmilitary technology the Pentagon approved 10 I 
Communist China during the Clinton years, 
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Welcome to Disney World technology security, Dave larhelL a Clinton political 
appointee. Tarbell and his deputy, Ken Shelly, al-ranged for more than a dozen DTRP. · 
employees to stay at the Disney Coronado Springs Resort. conveniently located inside 
Disney World itself. 

When the harried government workers get tired of nleetings. they can head over to 
Disney-MGM Studios and watch a live performance of the Indiana .Jones Epic Stunt 
Spectacular or board their own Star Wars "Star-Speeder" for a ride through hyperspace. 
Why not? lt's all on the taxpayers' nickel. Amon~ the ?Overnment employees schedu Jed 
to join the fun ,verc: Paul Chung. Walter Cybrowski. Jerry Frontiero. Robert Guckian 
Ricky Jones. Gray K witkoski. Donald Maziarz . .11111 \1iles . .loe Omaggio. Soo Younf 
Shin. Darrel Vidrine. George Woodford 
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PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3015 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-301 5 

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Insight Article on Dave Tarbell of Defense Threat Reduction Agency 

• "Clinton Holdovers." Tarbell is a career employee in OSD since 1989 . 

• Excessive New Hires. 

~ Directed by DEP~ECDEF (Hamre) to. improve rechnp\.91:y security. 
Partial!yfo response. to Cox Commission - essential1y dou6I'ed-) 

prof.essi@ws.e.Yaly~tmg export controls. . . ·"·· 
..... , <::' .. . '··' - ..... _ .... _ .•• "'"' " ............ - ............... , ..... -· 

Plan personally briefed by me to Scowcroft, Perle and Armitage last year
all concurred. 

• Conference at Disney World. Regular training conference run by professi0tials 
for State, DoD and Industry. 

• Move. We will move Tarbell's people to new facility (inside Beltway) in ofder to 

consolidate all who work for him so he can better supervise. 

• Technology Release to Chinese. 

Commerce released hot section in technology. 

GPS technology released by C3I before Tarbell was in his job. 

• Whistle Blowers. People quoted are whistle blowers in DTRA. 

• Summary. Article is untrue and hatchet job. 

Dave Oliver 

"'--, ·-·-.. ..,_. : .. 

Enclosures: ...__-------
\ A,(~ 1..-. 1. Detailed expJanation of errors in Timmerman Article 

2. Insight Article by Timmerman 
3. Export Licenses (Cycle Times/Backlog) 

cc: 
DEPSECDEF 
Public Affairs 
Legislative Affairs 0 
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Timmerman Article -- "Bill's Holdovers Grab DoD Agency 

Below is an explanation of the significant errors in this article. 

• "Clinton holdovers are rapidly expanding a Pentagon agency they twice tried to 
eliminate ... Why did technology-security chief Dave Tarbell.a Clinton appointee, go 
on a hiring spree just as the new administration as coming to town?" 

Response: 

• Dave Tarbell, who is dual-hatted as DUSD/fechnology Security Policy under 
USD/P and Director of the Technology Security Directorate, DTR . ..\ (required by 
law), is not a Clinton appointee, but is a career official who was hired under a 
year-long competitive hiring process in 1994. He is not a political appointee and 
has served in various career positions in OSD since 1979, 

• The Technology Security Directorate in DTRA hired 15 new engineers in the 
Nov-Dee 2000 time frame. These engineers were authorized by then Deputy ~ A,u.-,,,~ 

Secretary of Defense Hamre in December 1999 to support a strengthened and' 
reengineered export license review rocess w · · ffment of Defense. 

e process for iring the new employees was begun in January 1999. The new 
hires did not come on board until late last year because of the lengthy government 
process for competitively hiring new employees. There was no relationship tb the 
new administration one way or another. 

• "Why is he sending more than a dozen new export licensing officers on a ~ 
government-paid junket to Walt Disney World to cozy up to representatives oft e 
very export industries DTRA regulates?" 

Response: 

• The "junket" in question was a re_gular training conference run under the ausJiices 
of the Society for International Affairs (SIA) which is a government-industr{~ non• 
profit group founded in 1967 by munitions export control practitioners from 
government regulatory agencies and industry to provide a forum for training new 
export control professionals (both industry and government) and sharing common 
problems and solutions regarding the practical features of the export control 
system, 

• SIA conducts several conferences around the country on an annual basis. Dob 
participates in most of them. These conferences are held at two levels: (I) so
called "basics" level to provide a training opportunity for new government and 
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industry entrants to the export control system, and (2) twice-yearly conferences, 
one in Washington and one in a non-Washington location to provide for an 
exchange of ideas and problems for individuals with more experience in the 
system. SIA provides a useful forum for the government to communicate new 
regulations and procedures to the industry people most directly involved in order 
to improve compliance with US export control laws and regulations. 

• The Orlando conference was a "basics" conference. The conference panels are 
typically taught by a combination of senior experienced export control 
professionals from State's Office of Defense Trade CJlntrols ( the regulatory 
agency for munitions~xports) and DoD's Technolo,2y ~urity organization. : 
Occasionally, experienced industry professionals participate in the panels to 
provide a particular industry practitioner perspective. This is a common practice 
in a variety of regulatory activities throughout government including 
environmental and safety regulatory processes. 

2 

The large number of DTRA attendees at the training session in Orlando was 
because of the recent large new hiring of engineers. It is categorically not a forum 
whereby "they want to make sure that the new people get the industry gospel, so 
they're taking them down to get indoctrinated" as stated in one quote in the article. 

• DoD pays the full freight for these conferences: all travel, per diem, and 
conference fees in order to avoid any perception of conflict of interest. Travel and 
per diem is paid in accordance with USG rules and regulations. Any time taken by 
employees outside the training conference is charged to annual leave and any costs 
associated with that leave are paid by the employees. 

• "DTRA added personnel as justification to isolate this organization physically fr m 
the interagency community," O 

Response: 

• The decision to add personnel to the DTRA Technology Security Directorate was 
made by the Deputy Secretary of Defense after a major review of export control 
processes in DoD. This review concluded that the DoD e~~ort control proQeSs 
would be strengthened by reengineering the process with a ditional personnel in 
the organization responsible for determining DoD positions on important export 
license cases. 

• The allegation that DoD is using generally scarce personnel resources to add 
personnel to this organization merely as a pretext to move the organization from 
its current location to another location (only 15 minutes farther away from it 
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cu1Tent location in Pentagon City) as a device to isolate this organization is absurd 
on the face of it. 

• There is a clear justification for the additional resources, and the move to the inew 
location will have no impact on their ability to interact with their interagency: 
colleagues or with the Pentagon. 

• Steve Bryen quote (which, given what else is wrong with this article, may also be a 
misquote or out of context) -- "Tarbell was the point man ... endorsing Clinton I 
administration plans to decontrol supercomputers which have all gone to Chinesf 
nuclear weapons and missile programs. He backed the release of hot section 
technology which has enabled the Chinese military to build new combat jet engines. 
He promoted the decontrol of military-grade global positioning system technolo;gies, 
which the Chinese are now using to guide their nuclear missiles." ! 

Response: 

• This is nonsense, 

• Computer controls have been adjusted after significant DoD and interagency 
review including outside experts in order to keep pace with the widespread 
availability of large numbers of commodity computers. The controls are 
ineffective in these circumstances and keeping them in place only diverts scarce 
export control resources with no security gain, 

• President Clinton decided to move jet engine hot section technology from thei US 
munitions list to the Commerce control list after a thorough interagency revie!w up 
to and including Cabinet officials. DoD expressed serious reservations aboutl this 
approach and only agreed to go along after a new set of control mechanisms were 
established under the Commerce system (e.g., license required to all destinations 
with review by DOD). DoD has not approved any licenses for transfers of hot 
section technology to China that would help them build combat jet engines a1 d is 
not aware of any that were approved by Commerce over any DoD objection. 

• Dave Tarbell was not in his current position overseeing DoD technology security 
when the decision was made to decontrol certain GPS eauinment (e.g., receivers) 
because of their widespread availability and lack of controllability. The prinqipal 
organization responsible for GPS technology controls is not DTRA, but OSDJC3I. 
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Insight 
March 12, 2001 

Bill's Holdovers Grab DOD Agency 

By Kenneth R. Timmerman 

Clinton Democrats tried to shut down the Pentagon's export-control agency, but as Busli 
comes in they have turned it into a Disney World of fat salaries for their own. 

Clinton holdovers rapidly are expanding a Pentagon agency they twice tried to eliminate 
and are rewarding their friends with a taxpayer-paid trip to Walt Disney World. On the 
agenda: cozying up to U.S. exporters seeking Department of Defense (DOD) favors, an4 
photo-ops with Mickey and his pals. I 

The Pentagon's Defense Technology Security Administration (DTSA) was created by 
resident Reagan to thwart Soviet attempts to acquire Western military technology. DTS,A 
was widely criticized by U.S. industry groups for impeding the sale of American high
tech products to governments hostile to the United States. 

President Clinton did his best to get rid of DTSA, and twice it was brought back from t}1e 
dead by congressional supporters led by Rep. Curt Weldon, R-Pa. Now called the 
Technology Security Directorate (TSD), it has been rolled into a larger Pentagon entity 1 

I 

known as the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA). 

So why did technology-security chief Dave Tarbell, a Clinton appointee, go on a hiring 
spree just as a new administration was coming to town? And why is he sending more than 
a dozen new export-licensing officers on a government-paid junket to Walt Disney World 
to cozy up to representatives of the very export industries DTRA regulates? 

Insight spoke with a number of the 35 new DTRA hires, most of whom were Clinton 
appointees from Commerce, State or DOD weapons labs. All acknowledged that they 
were being sent down to Orlando to learn about export licensing - from industry 
representatives, not DTRA professionals. 

Organized by SIA, the Society for International Affairs (www.siacd.org), the Feb. 15-1 ~ 
Orlando meeting was billed as a basics conference. This time, according to DTRA I 
spokesman David Rigby, DTRA would send its trainees to learn from industry and to 
become acquainted with members of the exporting community with whom they would 
deal daily. 

Conveniently, most of the DTRA people would an-ive a day early and stay a day late, 
according to hotel records obtained by Insight. STA members include satellite makers 
and operators such as Orbital Sciences and INTELSAT, as well as the nation's largest 
defense contractors, including Lockheed Martin Corp., TRW Inc. and ITT Defense. "S~ 
is a private association of all the big exporters who license into DTRA," a senior DTR.A: 
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official told Insight. "They want to make sure that the new people get the industry gospel, 
so they're taking them down to get indoctrinated." 

The U.S. taxpayers will foot the bill for hotel and per-diem costs, conference-registration 
fees and round-trip travel (at government rates, which mandate high-cost, refundable i 
tickets) in addition to salaries. Most of the engineers attending the conference have 
reached the highest General Service rank, GS-1 5, and are paid $84,648 to S 110,028 
annually. 

This is not the first instance of alleged waste, fraud and abuse at DTRA. Insight has 
obtained a copy of a whistle-blower memorandum, dated April 24, 2000, sent to the 
Pentagon Inspector General's (10) office by a senior DTRA engineer. The memorandum 
alleges that the agency's political bosses "have systematically been misleading the public, 
Congress and internal oversight authorities by deliberately overstaffing ... as the volumej 
and seriousness of export licenses have declined over these past seven years." 

The complaint, which the IG never pursued, alleges that DTRA added personnel as 
justification to isolate this organization physically from the interagency community. 
Plans twice were approved by the Pentagon to move DTRA from prime office space just 
across the street from the Pentagon to more spacious digs at Washington Dulles 
International Airport, far from the day-to-day policy tug-of-war. The move was . 
significant because DTRA officials continue to share hard copy files on sensitive export! 
h\jenses with other agencies and must physically transport them from agency to agency in 

. downtown Washington. Moving out to Dulles also isolated DTRA licensing officers 
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their intelligence wings, which all maintain Pentagon 
offices, effectively taking them out of the policy loop. 

One DTRA licensing engineer contacted by Insit,:ht acknowledges the agency's rationale: 
"Sure, it's unusual for DTRA to hire so many new people at any one time. But we need 
these new people to expedite export-licensing cases that are getting bogged down. We : 
need to get these cases out the door so commerce can take place." What kind of 
commerce? DTRA engineers review proposed exports of U.S. weapons systems, military 
subsystems and so-called dual-use technology that has direct military applications. The 
bulk of the cases involve sales to Communist China and India. 

Getting such cases out the door is precisely what worries critics of the Clinton 
administration's export policies. "Dave Tarbell bears personal responsibility for giving 
the Chinese military everything they need to fight the next war," Stephen D. Bryen, a 
DOD official under Reagan/Bush, tells Insight. "He has been highly successful - in givirig 
away our military technology." 

Bryen created DTSA in 1985 as part of President Reagan's effort to deny the Soviet 
Union access to advanced Western military technology. He has been a vocal critic of the 
Clinton administration's decontrol of sensitive technology, testifying before Congress 
repeatedly on the importance of maintaining controls on U.S. military exports to slow 
China's military modernization. 
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"Tarbell was the point man, and he has to take responsibility," Bryen says. "He endorsed 
the Clinton administralion plans to deconlrol supercompulers, which have all gone inlo ; 
the Chinese nuclear-weapons and missile programs. He backed the release of hot-section 
technology, which has enabled the Chinese military to build new combat jct engines. He 
promoted the decontrol of military-grade Global Positioning System technologies, which 
the Chinese are now using lo guide lheir nuclear missiles. He oughl lo be hred and find 
another job." 

DTRA insiders say Tarbell is hoping to impress his new bosses by expanding his 
agency's size and by setting up a new policy shop. 'This is precisely the type of thing he 
has lried lo cul us out of for lhe pasl eighl years,'' a senior DTRA engineer lells Insight. 

1 

"He's running around these days like the Energizer Bunny because he wants to save his I 
job and continue to implement the policies of the Clinton administration." I 

Tarbell refused repealed requesls for commenl on lhis slory and referred Insight's 
questions to a public-affairs officer. On June 25, 1998, the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Commillee heard leslimony from Peter Leitner. a senior lrade analysl working under 
Tarbell, who ciled inslances where Tarbell leaned on him lo change his license 
recommendations from denials to approvals. Leitner cited one instance where his 
superiors lampered wilh official govemmenl records on his compuler while he was on 
vacation. Virtually all his cases involved the sale of sensitive technology to Russia and 
Communist China. 

Leilner gave examples of crilical lechnologies, including precision-machine lools and 
high-performance compulers, which were transferred lo bolh Chinese and Russian 
mililary eslablishmenls despile slrong opposilion by DTRA licensing analysls. The U.S. 
equipment ended up in facilities that design cruise missiles, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and nuclear weapons. 

Commenting on Leitner's revelations, Sen. Fred Thompson, R-Term., noted: 'The 
process is rigged in favor of commercial inlerests ralher than our nalional-securily 
interests. It is time to address this issue. We should not be selling critical technologies ait 
lhe expense of our nalion' s securil y." 

Also testifying at the hearing was Franklin C. Miller, principal deputy assistapt secretary 
of defense for slralegy and lhreal reduclion. Miller debunked Leilner's claims that the 
export-control process was broken. Recently, Miller was appointed the top National 
Security Council official for milil:uy affairs. Bush While House officials credil him wilh 
having added China to the nuclear targeting list while he was a Clinton appointee. 

But, before a DOD restructuring in 1998, Tarbell and DTRA's export-licensing office 
reporled lo Miller al lhe Penlagon, making him ullimately responsible for some of lhe 
most sensitive and controversial sales of military technology the Pentagon approved to I 
Communisl China during lhe Clinton years. 
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Welcome to Disney World technology security, Dave Tarbell, a Clinton political 
appointee. Tarbell and his deputy, Ken Shelly, arranged for more than a dozen DTRA 
employees to stay at the Disney Coronado Springs Resort, conveniently located inside 
Disney World itself. 

When the harried government workers get tired of meetings, they can head over to 
Disney-MGM Studios and watch a live performance of the Indiana Jones Epic Stunt 
Spectacular or board their own Star Wars "Star-Speeder" for a ride through hyperspace . 
Why not? It's all on the taxpayers' nickel. Among the government employees scheduled 
to join the fun were: Paul Chung, Walter Cybrowski, Jerry Frontiero, Robert Guckian, 
Ricky Jones, Gray Kwitkoski, Donald Maziarz, Jim Miles, Joe Omaggio, Soo Young 
Shin, Darrel Vidrine, George Woodford 
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TO: 

cc: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Rudy de Leon 

Paul W olfowitz 

Donald Rumsfeld -Y(l 
March 26, 2001 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk 

Take a look at this Global Hawk material. 

After reading Andy Marshall's paper, it strikes me we may want to move the IOC 
on Global Hawk up. Would you take a look at it and give us some advice? 

Thanks. 

DHR/azm 
032601.45 

Attach. 

-...!.... .. 
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TO: SecDef 

FROM: RDML Quinn 3( 2o / 0 l ~ 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk 

Per your request (TAB A): 

TABB 

TABC 

TABD 

TABE 

TABF 

Background 

Initial Operational Capability (IOC) 

Air Vehicle (Platfo1m) Upgrade Option 

Sensor Capability Upgrade/Acceleration Option 

Production Rate Acceleration Option 

(Options D - F can be done individually or in combination) 

TABG Transmittal 

11-L-0559/0SD/996 



TO: 

FROM: 

RDML Quinn 

Donald Rumsfeld 

March 13, 2001 11:14AtM 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk 

I need information on Global Hawk's purpose, capabilities and costs. 

DHR:dh 
031301 -1 1 

11-L-0559/0SD/997 



RQ-4A GLOBAL HA WK 

PURPOSE: 

• Global Hawk is a High-Altitude (60K) Endurance, Unmanned Aerial Yehic1e 
(HAE UA V) that provides long-endurance reconnaissance, surveillance, and 
target acquisition for theater commanders (24 hrs at 1200 mile radius, 8 hrs at 
4080 mile radius, with a 2000 lb. Payload) 

• Has made long range/endurance flights collecting imagery which is 
relayed by satellite (or direct line-of-sight to ground station) anywhere 
in the world. Crossed Atlantic in June 2000, collected imagery at 
Portugal. Deploys to Australia in April 2001. 

CAPABILITY• BASELINE PROGRAM (approved March 2001) 

• Delivers initial version (called Block 5) at 2/year starting FY03 

• Payload capability of Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) ( l foot resolution); 
Electra-Optical (EO), and Infra-red (IR) sensors (no signal intel1igence 
capability) 

• Designed for spiral development (eg. adds sensors as available). 

• B1ock 10 version (FY09) delivers Signal Inte1ligence (SIGINT) capability via 
Joint SIGINT Avionics Family sensor, a.better radar (Active Electronically 
Scanned Array - AESA), improved EO/IR, and platform improvements at 
4/year (This is about parity with U-2 sensor capability) 

• AESA radar also adds improved ground moving target track capability 

COSTS 

• Program was developed to fit within FYDP funding below: 

TY$ in FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 Subtotal 
Millions 
RDT&E 96.5 103.1 177.5 177.3 131.5 79.2 765.1; 
Procure 97.7 106.7 99.3 112.2 105.8 · 158.7 680.4 
Total 194.2 209.8 276.8 289.5 237.3 237.9 1445.5 

• Baseline funding does not address early system availability for CINCs 
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Information Paper 
Initial Operational Capability (IOC) for Global Hawk 

Definition for Global Hawk IOC 

• The Operational Requirements Document (ORD) states - "system will be 
declared IOC when there are assets in place, tech data available, and a training 
system established to ~e the system and infrastructure robust enough to 
support one 24 hour~rb~t_)vith all image intelligence payloads for 30 days" 

• 4 Air Vehicles (A/Vs) and 1 Ground Station (GS) are needed to meet the 
30-day, 24 hour continuous orbit requirement defined in the ORD. 
• Up to three aircraft airborne at a given time - 4th utilized for a spare 

Current Program Schedule 

• Because of budget decisions which limited funding, the Acquisition Program 
Baseline (APB) reflects an JOC date of Sept 2005 

• The 41
h A/V and 1 complete ground station that consists of 1 Launch and 

Recovery Element (LRE) and 1 Mission Control Element will delivered by 
Sept 2004 

• IOC Acceleration Option - the logistics infrastructure (tech orders, training,, 
spares, etc.) could be accelerated one year to support an earlier IOC in 2004 

• A 12 month acceleration requires a total of $38M including $2M by July OV. 

FYOl FY02 FY03 

Tech Orders $2Mby July $13M $SM 

Spares $8M 

*LRE retrofit $7M 

* Would also need one extra properly configured LRE available to support other 
on-going training, testing, and EMD activities 

• Of course, even a more costly (approximately $113) total program acceleration 
option could be implemented that would field more final configuration Globail 
Hawk systems sooner, but it would still be 2004 before the 4th A/V will be 
delivered and the roe requirement is achieved 

USD(AT&L)SffS-AW/Col VicSaltsman/695-3165/8 March 2001 
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Air Vehicle (Platform) Upgrade Option 

• Capability Improvements 

• Increased power for sensor packages (from 10 to 25 KV A) 
• Upgraded engine (5% thrust increase plus additional cooling air) 
• Open electronics architecture to ease future upgrades ( commercial 

standards employed) 
• Communications upgrades to meet CINC in theater requirements 
• Improved wing aerodynamics for increased altitude, range, and 

endurance performance 
• Multiple-Simultaneous payloads (signals intelligence and radar or 

EO/IR) 
• Payload growth to 3000# (from 2000#) 
• Endurance at 2400 Nautical Miles reduced from 24 to 20 hours 

when carrying a 3000# payload 

• Schedule 

• Develop: 
• Buy: 
• Deliver 

FY02-03 
FY03 
FYo4 

• Funding (increases to baseline program funding, TY$ in millions) 

FY02 
RDT&E 44.2 

FY03 
18.6 

Total 
62.8 
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Sensor Upgrade/Acceleration Options 

• Capability Improvements (versus U-2 legacy sensors) 

• Improved EO/IR (need capability comparison to legacy) 
• Upgraded Legacy Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) 
• Advanced Electronically Scanned Array (AESA) Radar (2 to 4 

times range and area coverage, improved ground moving target 
tracking and area coverage) 
• Radar being developed as part of the Multi-Platform Radar 

Technology Insertion Program (MP-RTIP) which also applies to 
the Joint STARS Program and NATO Ground Surveillance 

• Improved Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) 

• Schedule 

• Integrate Improved EO/IR: FY02-04 
• Upgrade SAR: FY02-03 
• Integrate AESA: FY04-07 
• Integrate Improved SIGINT: FY02-04 

• Funding (increases to baseline program funding, TY$ in millions) 

FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 TOT AL 
EO/IR 5.9 30.3 24.7 60.9 

SAR 

AESA 

SIGINT 

3. l 28.7 31.8 

17.0 79.8 67.5 15.1 11.2 190.6 

1.4 34.5 35.2 71.1 
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Production Rate Acceleration Options 

Acceleration Provides: 

• Enables more efficient productions rates and provides increased force 
structure and improved capability sooner to theater CINCs 

Two production options: 

Acceleration to 6 aircraft per year 
Funding (increases ~o h r ase me nro2:ram f d' d dd'. I d d) un mg an a 1t1ona umts pro uce 

~---c, 

FY06 I Total (TY$M) FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY07 
Production 85.6 246.5 179.4 232.5 269.2 I 270.8 1.284 

Units 0 0 2 4 4 I 4 14 

Acceleration to 10 aircraft per year 
F d. C b r f d' d dd'. un mg mcreases to ase me program un mg an a 1t1ona umts pro d d) uce 
(TY$M) FY02 FY03 FY04 FYOS FY06 FY07 Total 
Production 85.6 246.5 216.4 524.5 490.2 494.8 2.0518 

Units 0 0 2 4 8 8 22 

• Cost includes price of advanced sensors, electronic intelligence sensor for 
each aircraft and a synthetic aperture radar (SAR) and electro
optical/infrared (EO/IR) sensor for every two aircraft 

• Cost includes four ground stations for the 6 aircraft per year option and five 
for the l O aircraft per year option 

• Parity reached with U-2 imagery intelligence sensors in FY04 
• Partial parity reached with U-2 signals intelligence sensors (electronic 

intelligence only) in FY05 
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ACQUISITION. 
TECHNOLOGY 

ANO LOGIST1CS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3000 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE .. ,{~'MIi/ 

THROUGH: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENS~·~ D~ 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOLGY AND LOGISTICS) 

k~ 
FROM: DIR.Ef:'(QR_1cyRATEGIC & TACTICAL SYSTEMS 1/N 6P.~. 

Approved by: Mr. Mutzelburg/OUSD(AT&L)/S&TS(AW)/695-0525 ffltt-:!}v/ot 
Prepared by: Col Vic Saltsman/ OUSD(AT&L)/S&TS(A W)/695-3 165 March 14, 2001 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk Program Options - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: Provide SecDef information on Global Hawk system and program 
acceleration options 

DISCUSSION: 

- The attached papers (Tab A - D) provide information on the Global Hawk 
system and options for accelerating the cmTently approved program. 

- Tab A - Global Hawk background information 

- Tab B - Air Vehicle (platfonn) upgrade option 

- Tab C - Sensor capability upgrade/acceleration option 

- Tab D - Production rate acceleration options 

- Options at Tabs B-D can be done individually or in combination 

- Potential payoffs include accelerated air vehicle improvements and earlier 
fielding of improved sensor capability. Higher production rate provides more 
capability sooner (fully fielded FY08 vs FY 15) at lower cost (20% lower unit 
cost) with 40% less force structure required to cover orbit requirements 

RECOMMENDATION: None - For Information Only. 

0 
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April 4, 2001 

To: Secretary Rumsfeld 

CC: Deputy Secretary Woitowitz 

From: 

Subject: 

Rudy de Leon Q..._ 
Global Hawk 

The Acquisition folks gave you a baseline paper on the Global 
Hawk program. The paper provides the basics, specifically that the 
vehicle is a High-Altitude Endurance, Unmanned Aerial Vehicle that 
provides long-endurance reconnaissance, surveillance, and target 
acquisition for theater commanders. 

General Dick Myers and I both agree that this is an exceptionally 
important technology for the future. In the Air Force, the principal 
advocate for the system is General John Jumper head of the Air 
Combat Command. I spoke with him and agree with these key 
points. 

~ In the near term, Global Hawk can begin to replace the 
U-2 as our primary platform for reconnaissance. The U-2 
currently has one of the highest op-tempo rates, and as a 
consequence, the Air Force has great difficulty in 
developing pilots·for this mission (it takes years in 
training to develop a U-2 pilot). 

~ The Global Hawk, when deployed, will have real time 
data links to other space and aerial platforms. and 
manned aircraft. 

~ While Global Hawk has great potential as a platform with 
a series of capabilities, there will need to be trade-offs 
between the engineers, scientists, operators, and 
program managers. The Air Force understands that 
program managers will have to assume some risk if the 
system is to be fielded without lengthy development and 
increased costs 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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To: 

From: 

cc: 

Subject: 

Mr. Secretary, 

April 3, 2001 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Rudy de Leon 

Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz 
Dov Zakheim 

Endangered Wildlife 

You raised a question that comes from an article in the San Diego Tribune. 
In the article, a Navy Admiral is quoted as saying "the US military spends 
$900 million a year in efforts to protect, nurture and enhance endangered 
wildlife." 

The proposed Navy Environmental Programs for Fiscal Year 2002 totals 
$924 million. A portion of that figure ($4 to $5 million) protects 
endangered species. The Departmental total for protecting endangered 
species is $27 million. 

The $924 million total for the Navy breaks down as follows: 

Cleanup (groundwater, soil) 
Compliance (landfills, air standards, etc) 
Pollution Prevention 
Conservation 
Technology 
BRAC Environmental 

Total 

256m 
405m 

53m 
13111 
66m 

131m 

924M 

There are similar accounts in the Army and Air Force. 
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NAVY ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS {excludes Marjne Corps) 
FY 2002 Budget Estimate Submission 

Current$ in Millions 

FY 2000 FY 2001 

CLEANUP 283 294 

COMPLIANCE 506 432 
POLLUTION PREVENTION 65 61 
CONSERVATION 15 13 

TECHNOLOGY 102 87 
BRAC ENVIRONMENTAL 120 406 
TOTAL 1,091 1,293 
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Yim, Randall, Mr., OSD-ATL 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 

Subject: 

Meehan, Patrick, Mr, OSD-ATL 
Friday, March 30, 200111 :37 AM 
Yim, Randall, Mr., OSD-ATL 
Oliver, David, Mr, OSD-ATL; Washburn, Grace, Col, OSD-ATL; Heinze, April, tDR, OSD
ATL; Doxey, Kevin , Mr, OSD-ATL; Sullivan, Maureen, Ms, OSD-ATL; Stafford, IArthur, COL, 
OSD-ATL; Leonard, Don, Mr, OSD-ATL; Spruill, Nancy, Dr., OSD-ATL 
SecDef Question re: $ spent on endangered species 

Randall - You passed on a SecDef question "Is it true that the Navy spends $90QM/year on 
endangered species ? " \ 

Answer: No. Not true. Nayy (ecluding USMC) spends $27M on endandgered species . 

- The $900 M figure probably came from ADM Amerault's testimony on encroachmentl where he 
said that Navy (excluding USMC) spends $900M on environmental programs. That f ~gure 
includes costs associated with Cleanup·, BRAC, Compliance, Conservation, Pollutiotj 
Prevention, and Environmental Technology . 

~ An article in the San Diego Tri bune misinterpreted the Admir al's testimony, and 
associated the $900M only with endangered species. See earlier E-mail to you f qr the 
a r ticle. 

We're working on a cleaner,more formal info paper for you to send forward. 

PJM 

1 
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Bases Caught In Environmental Squeeze, Top Officers Say http:/ /ebird.dtic. miVMar200 l /e200 l 0322bases.htm 

San Diego Union-Tribune 
March 21, 2001 

Bases Caught In Environmental Squeeze, Top Officers Say 

Wildlife regulations can hinder training 

By Otto Kreisher, Copley News Service 

WASHING TON -- Camp Pendleton, Miramar and military bases across the country a re battling an 
envi ronmenta I Catch-22 that is hampering training, senior officers from the four services told Congress 
yesterday. 

Because bases frequently contain the largest undeveloped space in increasingly urban areas, the 1 

i nsta I lations become havens for endangered species. But the presence of those protected animals ior 
plants subjects the bases to environmental restrictions that can sharply limit training, the officers 'rold a 
Senate Armed Services Committee panel. 

Air quality rules, noise complaints from housing areas that are encroaching on previously remote bases 
and competition with civilian air traffic for limited air space also are affecting military training and, 
therefore, combat readiness, they testified. 

Those factors are particularly at play in Southern California, where accelerating urban congestion and 
environmental sensitivities are affecting the primary training areas for the Navy and Marine Corps m the 
Pacific. 

"We must, as best we can, duplicate the environment we will face on the battlefield," said Maj.Oen. 
Edward Hanlon, commanding general at Camp Pendleton. 

But because of urban encroachment and "unintended consequences of well-intended laws," Hanlpn 
continued. "it becomes more and more difficult to duplicate the realistic training environment," i . ~ I 

Although the subcommittee chairman+ Sen. James Inhofe, R-Okla., and other GOP members supported 
the military off&Is' complaints, Sen. Edward Kennedy, D-Mass., gave them contrary advice. 

"The military needs to recognize that the nation's environmental laws are not just another enemy ~11 

Kennedy said, after discussing groundwater pollution caused by an Army training area on Cape Cod. 

Hanlon noted that 70,000 acres of Pendleton's total 125,000 acres were threatened with being shut down 
as critical habitat for three endangered species found there. 

At Miramar Marine Corps Air Station, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposed to designate 65 
percent of the base, "including the runways and supporting aviation facilities," as critical habitat for two 
endangered species, he said. 

Han Ion and the other senior officers urged Congress to consider the impact on military readiness I when it 
enacts environmental laws. 

''To restore the right balance, we need your support," Vice Adm. James Amerault. deputy chief of naval 
operations for fleet readiness and logistics, told the readiness subcommittee. 

rThe officers said the U.S. military spends $900 million a year in efforts to protect, nurture and e~ance / 
~angered wildlife. ! __J 

For example, the Marines remove eggs of endangered sea turtles from the training beaches at Camp 

I of2 3/30/20019:56AM 
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Lejewie. N.C., hatch them in an incubator and release the baby turtles when they're mature enough. The 
Navy runs a similar program on Vieques, Puerto Rico. 

Camp Pendleton pays wildlife specialists to watch out for its extensive population of protected anjmals, 
birds and plants. Camp Lejeune, Fort Bragg, N.C., and other bases in lhe Soulheast prolect the ted 
cookaded woodpecker. 

J/30/2001 9:56 AM \----------------------------
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Thank you very much for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman. and I look forward to the 
testimony of today's witnesses. 

INHOFE: 

Thank you, Senator Akaka. 

Senator Bum-ring? 

BUNNING: 

Thank you, Senator lnhofc. rm excited lo be serving on this subcommillee. I know it is a 
critical subcommittee, as far as the readiness of all of our armed services. I am anxious to 
hear our witnesses today, particularly on training sites that have had problems, ranges 
that have had problems. As ww all know, they are numerous, but some are more public 
than others. 

I know thal bolh Senator Akaka and Senawr Inhof e are deeply dedicated lo seeing to it 
lhat all of our services have the readiness that they need when we need it. And I'm 
anxiously looking forward to your lestimony. 

I have an additional statement for the record that I will submit. Thank you very much. 

INHOFE: 

Yes. I think, Senator Bunning, that this is the committee that deals with (inaudible) one 
area that we have never had and I don't believe anyone's ever had a hearing on. But we're 
going to have to consider some of the problems that are out there. 

Now, for the purposes of your opening statements, your entire statement will be made aj 
part of the record. But I want to give you adequate time, so if you really need the time, go 
ahead and take it, but try to keep it belween, oh, about five to seven minutes if you could. 

And we'll start with you, Admiral Amerauh. 

AMERAULT: 

Yes, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And distinguished members of the commillee, thank: 
you for this opportunity to speak on some of the most difficult challenges that we face in1

, 

maintaining the readiness of our fleet and Marine forces. 

AMERAULT: 

I know that this committee has been a supporter consistently of lhe soldier, sailor, Marine 
and airman, and it's very greatly appreciated. 

11-L-0559/0SD/ 1 010 
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Forward-deployed naval forces are the front line that protects our nation's economic, 
political and security interests around the globe. Our naval forces, in paiticular, are 
expected to provide immediate response in times of crisis, Therefore, they must be 
cn.:dibk, combal-ready forces that can sail anywhere at any time to demonstrate 
America's resolve and, if necessary, prevail in combat with minimum collateral damage, 

Readiness is the foundation of our fleet's war-fighting capabilities. And there's a direct 
link between fleet readiness and training. Having experienced combat firsthand, I can 
assure you that there is no substitute for training. 

Let me also stress that in a world where advances weapons systems are available to 
anyone for the right price, no amount of technology, hardware, personnel or leadership 
can substitute for training. And that means training the way we fight. When a Marine or 
soldier calls for gunfire or close air support in future combat, we cannot afford to have 
the ship or aircraft crew learning on the job. That could be a lesson written in blood. 

The foundation of military readiness training and the building blocks of training are 
molded on our ranges. Ranges are where we train in an environment that most closely 
mimics real combat. I think this is essential, because nothing talces the place of doing it 
for real. That's why full access to our ranges is vital to·fleet readiness. 

t _ _Use of our ranges, however, is heing constrained increasingly hy sometimes broad and 
ambiguous regulation and expanding encroachment, These challenges confront us despite 

! our continuing commitment to environmental stewardship, That commitment is 

L
• underwritten by an investment of S900 million a year, approximately, m support of 

..._ env1ron~~!.E~amlw$ ..... __ 

Since 1970, however, environmental legislation and implementing regulations have: 
expanded considerably. When these laws were adopted, they focused primarily an 
civilian commercial activity. Their application to military training and their potential 
impacts on military readiness were not fully discussed or anticipated. 

Now I think we know better. Broad interpretations of ambiguities or failure to 
accommodate or consider unique military activities has impm:ed significant burden~ on 
military training, often with very little actual benefit to the environment. Even worse, it 
has provided a powerful weapon to those who oppose military activities for whatever 
reL\son. 

Further complicating the issue is the application of the precautionary approach for 
managing prole<.:ted resources. This approach says that in the absence of scientific 
information to the contrary, our proposed training is assumed to harm the environment. 

The burden of legal compliance is exacerbated by the shrinking real estate available for 
natural resource conservation. Residential and commercial development surround our 
once isolated ranges, reducing available conservation areas outside of our facilities. 

Our installations and ranges, on the other hand, have proven to be more and more safe 
havens for our country's natural resources. Consequently, our property is becoming a 
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TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

cc : Rudy de Leon 
DovZakheim 

FROM: Donald RumslA 
SUBJECT: Endangered Wildlife 

'! 

March 27, 2001 6:46AlM 

When we start racking up the DoD, we ought to include the fact that we spend ! 
$900 m~llion a year to protect, nurture and enhance endangered wildlife, because 
military bases are one of the few places where wildlife can still go, and that is not 
a DoD function. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
032701-17 

11-L-0559/0SD/1012 U072·26 /01 



April 4, 2001 

To: Secretary Rumsfeld 

cc : Deputy Secretary Wolfowitt 

From: 

Subject: 

Rudy de Leon Q...._ 
Global Hawk 

The Acquisition folks gave you a baseline paper on the Global 
Hawk program. The paper provides the basics, specifically that the 
vehicle is a High-Altitude Endurance, Unmanned Aerial Vehicle that 
provides long-endurance reconnaissance, surveillance, and target 
acquisition for theater commanders. 

General Dick Myers and I both agree that this is an exceptionally 
important technology for the future. In the Air Force, the principal 
advocate for the system is General John Jumper head of the Air 
Combat Command. I spoke with him and agree with these key 
points. 

~ In the near term, Global Hawk can begin to replace the 
U-2 as our primary platform for reconnaissance. The U-2 
currently has one of the highest op-tempo rates. and as a 
consequence, the Air Force has great difficulty in 
developing pilots ·for this mission (it takes years in 
training to develop a U-2 pilot). 

~ The Global Hawk, when deployed, will have real time 
data links to other space and aerial platforms, and 
manned aircraft. 

~ While Global Hawk has great potential as a platform with 
a series of capabilities, there will need to be trade-offs 
between the engineers, scientists, operators, and 
program managers. The Air Force understands that 
program managers will have to assume some risk if the 
system is to be fielded without lengthy development and 
increased costs. 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Rudy de Leon 

Paul Wolfowitz 

Donald Rumsfeld Y{L 
March 26, 200 l 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk 

Take a look at this Global Hawk material. 

After reading Andy Marshall's paper, it strikes me we may want to move the IOC 
on Global Hawk up. Would you take a look at it and give us some advice? 

Thanks. 

DHR/azm 
032601.45 

Attach. 
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TO: SecDef 

FROM: RDML Quinn 3( 2o / o ( d 
SUBJECT: Global Hawk 

Per your request (TAB A): 

TABB 

TABC 

TABD 

TABE 

TABF 

Background 

Initial Operational Capability (IOC) 

Air Vehicle (Platform) Upgrade Option 

Sensor Capability Upgrade/ Acceleration Option 

Production Rate Acceleration Option 

(Options D - F can be done individually or in combination) 

TABG Transmittal 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RDMLQuinn 

Donald R umsfeld 

March 13, 2001 11:14 AM 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk 

I need information on Global Hawk's purpose, capabilities and costs. 

DHR:dh 
031301-1 I 
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RQ-4A GLOBAL HA WK 

PURPOSE: 

• Global Hawk is a High-Altitude (60K) Endurance, Unmanned Aerial Vehiclej· 
(HAE UAV) that provides long-endurance reconnaissance, surveillance, and 
target acquisition for theater commanders (24 hrs at 1200 mile radius, 8 hrs a1, 

4080 mile radius, with a 2000 lb. Payload) 

• Has made long range/endurance flights collecting imagery which is 
relayed by satellite (or direct line-of-sight to ground station) anywhere!j 
in the world, Crossed Atlantic in June 2000, collected imagery at 1 

Portugal, Deploys to Australia in April 2001. 

CAPABILITY· BASELINE PROGRAM (approved March 2001) 

• Delivers initial version (called Block 5) at 2/yea.r staiting FY03 

• Payload capability of Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) (1 foot resolution)~ 
Electra-Optical (EO), and Infra-red (IR) sensors (no signal intelligence 
capability) 

• Designed for spiral development (eg. adds sensors as available). 

• Block 10 version (FY09) delivers Signal Intelligence (SIGINT) capability via 
Joint SIGINT Avionics Family sensor, a.better radar (Active Electronically 
Scanned An-ay - AESA), improved EO/IR, and platfo1m improvements at 
4/year (This is about parity with U-2 sensor capability) 

• AESA radar also adds improved ground moving target track capability 

COSTS 

• Program was developed to fit within FYDP funding below: 

TY$ in FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 Subt9ta1 
Millions 
RDT&E 96.5 103. 13 ~Im35 112.2 HU.8 1§lQ7 8~li 

Procure 97.7 106.'. . . I - -
Total 1942 209.8 276.8 289.5 237.3 237.9 1445.5 

• Baseline funding does not address early system availability for CINCs 
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Information Paper 
Initial Operational Capability (IOC) for Global Hawk 

Definition for Global Hawk IOC 

• The Operational Requirements Document (ORD) states - "system will be 
declared IOC when there are assets in place, tech data available, and a training 
system established to~e the system and infrastructure robust enough to 
support one 24 hour~ith all image intelligence payloads for 30 days" 

• 4 Air Vehicles (A/Vs) and I Ground Station (GS) are needed to meet the 
30-day, 24 hour continuous orbit requirement defined in the ORD. 

• Up to three aircraft airborne at a given time - 4th utilized for a spare 

Current Program Schedule 

• Because of budget decisions which limited funding, the Acquisition Program1 I 
Baseline (APB) reflects an IOC date of Sept 2005 

• The 4th A/Y and I complete ground station that consists of I Launch and 
Recovery Element (LRE) and I Mission Control Element wil1 delivered by 
Sept 2004 

• IOC Acceleration Option - the logistics infrastructure (tech orders, training, 
spares, etc.) could be accelerated one year to support an earlier IOC in 2004 

• A 12 month acceleration requires a total of $38M including $2M by July O 1 

FYOl FY02 FY03 

Tech Orders $2Mby July $13M $SM 

Spares $8M 

*LRE retrofit $7M 
* Would also need one extra properly configured LRE available to support other 
on-going training, testing, and EMD activities 

• Of course, even a more costly (approximately $1B) total program acceleraticJn 
option could be implemented that would field more final configuration Global! 
Hawk systems sooner, but it would still be 2004 before the 4th A/V will be 
delivered and the IOC requirement is achieved 

USD(A T &L)S/fS-A W /Col Vic Sahsman/695-3165/8 March 200 I 
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Air Vehicle (Platform) Upgrade Option 

• Capability Improvements 

• Increased power for sensor packages (from 10 to 25 KV A) 
• Upgraded engine (5% thrust increase plus additional cooling air) 
• Open electronics architecture to ease future upgrades ( commercial 

standards employed) 
• Communications upgrades to meet CINC in theater requirements 
• Improved wing aerodynamics for increased altitude, range, and 

endurance performance 
• Multiple-Simultaneous payloads (signals intelligence and radar or 

EO/IR) 
• Payload growth to 3000# (from 2000#) 
• Endurance at 2400 Nau ti cal Miles reduced from 24 to 20 hours 

when carrying a 3000# payload 

• Schedule 

• Develop: 
• Buy: 
• Deliver 

FY02-03 
FY03 
N04 

• Funding (increases to baseline program funding, TY$ in millions) 

FY02 
RDT&E 44.2 

FY03 
18.6 

Total 
62.8 
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Sensor Upgrade/Acceleration Options 

• Capability Improvements (versus U-2 legacy sensors) 

• Improved EO/IR (need capability comparison to legacy) 
• Upgraded Legacy Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) 
• Advanced Electronically Scanned A1Tay (AESA) Radar (2 to 4 

times range and area coverage, improved ground moving target 
tracking and area coverage) 
• Radar being developed as part of the Multi-Platform Radar 

Technology Insertion Program (MP-RTIP) which also applies tc> i 
the Joint STARS Program and NATO Ground Surveillance 

• Improved Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) 

• Schedule 

• Integrate Improved EO/IR: FY02-04 
• Upgrade SAR: FY02-03 
• Integrate AESA: FY04-07 
• Integrate Improved SIGINT: FY02-04 

• Funding (increases to baseline program funding, TY$ in millions) 

FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 TOTAL 
EO/IR 5.9 30.3 24.7 60.9 

SAR 

AESA 

SIGINT 

3 . 1 28.7 31.8 

17.0 79.8 67.5 15.1 11.2 190.6 

1.4 34.5 35.2 71.1 
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Production Rate Acceleration Options 

Acceleration Provides: 

• Enables more efficient productions rates and provides increased forced 
structure and improved capability sooner to theater CINCs 

Two production options: 

Acceleration to 6 aircraft per year 
Funding (increases to baseline program funding and additional units produced): I 
(TY$M) FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 Total 
Production 85.6 246.5 179.4 232.5 269.2 270.8 1.284 

Units 0 0 2 4 4 4 14 

Acceleration to 10 aircraft per year 
F d. C b r f d' un mg mcreases to ase me pro_grarn un mg an d dd'. a 1t1ona d d) units pro uce 

I <TY$M) I FY02 FY03 FV04 FYOS FY'06 FY07 Total .. ·-·-- .. 

I Production I 85 .6 246.5 216.4 524.5 490.2 494.8 2.058 
I Units I 0 0 2 4 8 8 22 

• Cost includes price of advanced sensors, electronic intelligence sensor for 
each aircraft and a synthetic aperture radar (SAR) and electro
optical/infrared (EO/IR) sensor for every two aircraft 

• Cost includes four ground stations for the 6 aircraft per year option and five 
for the 10 aircraft per year option 

• Parity reached with U-2 imagery intelligence sensors in FY04 
• Partial parity reached with U-2 signals intelligence sensors (electronic 

intelligence only) in NOS 
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ACQUISITION, 
TECHNOLOGY 

AND LOGISTICS 

~. 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3000 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE .. A'J,J,~ . 

THROUGH: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFEN~'~ O~ 
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOLGY AND LOGISTICS) . 

k~~ 
FROM: DIREJ:T..QR..,<;:J'RATEGIC & TACTICAL SYSTEMS 1/N(~~ 1 

Approved by: Mr. Mutzelburg/OUSD(AT&L)/S&TS(AW)/695-0525 ffJ:/,_ J/;v/o/1 
Prepared by: Col Vic Salts& OUSD(AT&L)/S&TS(AW)/695-3 165 March 14, 2001: 

SUBJECT: Global Hawk Program Options - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: Provide SecDef infonnation on Global Hawk system and program 
acceleration options 

DISCUSSION: 

- The attached papers (Tab A - D) provide information on the Global Hawk 
system and options for accelerating the currently approved program. 

- Tab A .. Global Hawk background information 

- Tab B - Air Vehicle ('platform) upgrade option 

- Tab C - Sensor capability upgrade/acceleration option 

- Tab D - Production rate acceleration options 

- Options at Tabs B-D can be done individually or in combination 

- Potential payoffs include accelerated air vehicle improvements and earlier 
fielding of improved sensor capability. Higher production rate provides more 
capability sooner (fully fielded FY08 vs FY 15) at lower cost (20% lower writ 
cost) with 40% less force structure required to cover orbit requirements 

RECOMMENDATION: None - For Information Only. 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/1022 



ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON ..,~~!j'I' 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·3010 · : L 

INFORMATION MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

July 9,2001 5:00 PM 

FROM: UNDER SECRET~~N, Q\CQl;!lriWN, TECHNOLOGY & 
LOGISTICS) t;-( .~V (fl'/ 

SUBJECT: ABC News Report on "New Radar Systems" 

• A recent ABC News Report claimed several countries are working on "new 
radar system" to render the B-2 obsolete. 

• These systems are a well understood class of radar known as passive coherent 
location systems (PCLS). PCLS demonstrate less of a threat to US aircraft than 
commercially available and widely deployed early warning radars. 

• The Air Force has done flight testing with the Lockheed "Silent Sentry" PCLS. 
Testing has shown this system has significantly less detection range and comparable 
tracking accuracy to widely available early warning radars. 

(U) COORDINATION: None. 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

Prepared by: Lt Col Devin Cate, OUSD (A&T)/DSP, 697-1282 

0 
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June 15, 2001 10:12 AM 

TO: Pete Aldridge 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel~ 

SUBJECT: Stealth 

Do you have anything on this article I have circled on stealth? 

Attach. 
6/15/01 SIRO Press Review 

DHR:dh 
061501-2 
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• • SIRO P~ESS REVIE1t,i 

. , .! FRIDAY, 15 JUNE 2001 
. .l t ~· ... 

UNCLASSIFIED 
.·: . 

•. •.: .: ···-···$:.· ... .l'··· - ·'I. 

H I G H L I G H T S 

1. (MIDDhE EAS'l'). A Palestinian fired 'fi'om close."ran11e'. ·.e.'f a1£· 1srae'l'f 'van in 
the ~'Jest Bank on Thursday, :<illing an Is:r;~e;i ·apRY,: i'ntellJge,nce officer, 
jeopardizing a :iew, U.S.-mediated cease~ fire agreemen:. 'The shooti:ig, 
along a major thoroughfare, took :o:ace .. during a schedule meeti:ig between 
the Palesti~ia~ and the 'Israeli, offic•r;'·a Pa:est~:i~i:i secur~ty c~~~c~a: ~:i 
the Gaza Strip said on cond~t~on of a:10:iymity." A so:d~er ~~ tie car :hen 
shot and killed the Palestinian, the Israeli military said. A so:d~er was 
wcu:ided ~:i the attack. Later tiat day, Palesti:iians fired several mortar 
shells at ~he Jewish settl~~nt of M~rag i~ the Gaza Strip, the .:nilitary 
said, but no, o:ie. Wtit,~. hu~~. · .. Israe;· o,;dei:_~~--~ if& ar.:ny to s:ar: easing · · 
restricLons or: tbe. Ptles~,iniapa foll.Qwin.Q.Ar sec-.1rit1.L rr.eet.i:10:' 0:1 13' Ji.::ie in 
Tel .Aviv. At the Netzarim ju'nc:ion; a rriaj'or-flash point"itf the Gaza· S:r ip, 
:srael~ tan~s pul:ed bac~ aboi.:t a 100 yards on Tii.:rsciay, then approacieci 
again part-way .. . :stone-throwing_ Pal~st.}rian youths pelted I.sraeli nilitary 
jeep . sc:d~ers responded w~th. s:·Jn oi.'11~.?e~ and tear gas. No 'injuries 
were reported. Ma~or Ge.:1eral Giora. ~il~d, .lsraeli .Chief of Mi~itary 
OperaLc:is, said solciiers would begin to lift restrictions by mici-afternoo:i 
F~iciay, a:id Israeli fo~ces woJld redeploy. The pla:i ca:ls for Israel to 
puL it forces and heavy ~eapona back to poi:i:s :iey held before the 
hostilities erupted. Eiland said the tirr.eta:Ole co·Jlci be accel.era:ed if the 
Pa:esLr.~ans w~r~ to Pt:~Y~~t at:acks., ·.'."'.AP,· 14 JUK 01-

;' ··.··: 

2. (BALKANS) Macedonia asked NATO or. Thi.:rsday to :Oe ready to help ~t 
disarm ethnic .Albanian rebels,. if, .tbe gµerr.j,llas e'[entµally_ agree to peace 
terms nQ.w,' q~ '.otter.:. -~1a·cect6n'far/authoii~ies)1ave"a1\o ~x'te:ided .a·· four-day . 
cease-fire .. I. Af:houqh ruling out._Westf~ 'intervention,. NATO Chief George 
Robecson told a. news co.:1fere.:1ce, t~~ he; .will-'be. taking· the request back ~o 
NATO heaq.oua.;r:tei~ •t.o s~ wb-.t "!8 ca~ "do~··: Roberts·o::1: support'~·: ··Mae~~,nian 
Pre~ident ~~jk~ski' e pea~e ,plan that prov ides for a. syat~.:.C?,f cii~armament 
anci decommissioning. The guerrillas, mear.wh~le, 'o·J:li:ie,::i for the first. 
time the~r ,::iema:ids for end~ng the ir.si.:rger.cy. Wary of the f\Cacedor.~an 
gcveni.\e:it, the gue~~illas a:sc want the Western alliance to get ir.volved, 
asking that KATO troops be cieployed thro·Jgio·Jt the coi.::itry ar.ci derr.ar.cii:ig ar. 
am.:1esty for their fighte.rs a.:1d wide-ranging reforms tQ . .improve the status 
of ALoanians. Meanwhile, Britain' saici 0:1 Thursday ft 'had"offered 'to send 
training teans to h~).p th.e ... c;~d~~~.an:.a~:~\l~.4~<i~~-~inq_ -~(?-. ~~e Ministry of 
De:::e:ise, the Macedonians had yet to make a direct request for help~· 
-REU:ERS, 14 ~UN 01-

~ - . . .._. :. : . . ' ~ .. : 

A six-person team from the con:rac:or Lo·Ckhe is 
en roi.:te to .:1air.ar. Isla:id to begin disman:ling and shipping hom~ 
damaged EP-3 Navy spy plane, C. S. ar.ci Chir.ese officials said Thursda 
-Jl.P, lt; JUN 01-

2. (U.S. /STEALT:I) China, Russia, and several European a:id U.S. ccmpa:iies' 
ere work~ng on a :iew radar system tha: tireate:is to render the stealti B-t 
borrber Leet obso:ete by making the radar- evad~r.g planes more detectab:e, 
ABC's ~,Jorlci Kews Tcn~Qht ~epo~teci on T:-tJrsday. -RE:JTERS, 14 JUN 01-

(RUSSIA/OSCE) Aecordinq to Reuters, the S5-nation Organization for 
Sec and Coo~ration in Europe has agreed to pay the: Russian Mini 
of Justice or rotection squad for its twc,-or-three-
monitoring team that is ret bn a afte ng in December 
1995. -REUTERS, 14 JUN 01-

11-L-0559/0SD/1025 



August 8, 2001 10:55 AM 

TO: Pete Aldridge 

CC: Torie Clarke 
Powell Moore 
Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld A 3 
SUBJECT: Savings 

Please give Larry Di Rita a specific list of things you have stopped or cut out and 
where you have saved money. We need to keep a running log. 

I just read your memo of August 6, and you are obviously doing some things-but 
we need to capture them. You can't just do it and let it sink. We have to know it. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
8/6/0 I Aldridge memo to SecDef re: "Detailees to AT &L" 

DHR:dh 
080801-9 

11-L-0559/0SD/1026 
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To: Secretary of Defense 

From: Pete Aldridg 

Subject: Detailees to AT&L 

August 
~ECOEF HAS SEEN 

6,2odf 
·, ~ () c:..JU\ 

~l\.,, •• 

You asked for my response to Arnold Punaro's 1997 report, which claimed that 156 
people working in AT&L are not OSD personnel. I cannot verify the number that the 
report daims, but here are the facts: 

--There are 446 Consultants assigned to AT &L. These are for boards and 
advisory committees, such as the Defense Science Board. I have, or did have 72 various 
advisory boards under the authority of AT&L. We just eliminated 3 l of these Boards and 
will continue to scrub the number for value and contribution. The number of consultants 
will change according to the activity level of these boards. 

--We have 3 10 people who are described as "Other Assignments" and are funded 
by their agencies or other DoD organizations. These are people assigned on temporary 
duty to AT&L for special and short term projects, DoD-wide Rotational Training 
Programs, Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA) temporary assignments, assignment 
through Memorandum of Agreement with DOE, CIA and DIA, Summer hires and 
Interns, Career Development Programs, and course instruction by Faculty personnel. 
These assignments are tracked and monitored to ensure compliance with OSD and AT&L 
policies. However, I am sure these "temporary assignments" tend to become more 
permanent over time. We will take an action to scrub our use of these "other 
assignments". 

--We also have about 300 Contractor personnel assigned to AT&L to provide 
administrative, information and computer support. I think this is too much and will cut it 
back. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1027 
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August 17, 2001 10:33 AM 

TO: Pete Aldridge 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
V 

SUBJECT: F-22 Decision Paper 

This paper on the F-22 doesn't do it. I need a shorter, simpler set of statements 
that are accurate. This is not persuasive. If this is the best case we've got, it won't 
sell. 

If you don't know what I am looking for, or you can't understand what this memo 
means, come and see me and we'll figure it out. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
8/16/01 F-22 DAB Decision Background 

DHR:Jh 
081701-l J 

11-L-0559/0SD/1028 
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F-22 DAB DECISION BACKGROUND -AUGUST 16, 2001 ) ~ 

a"i .. ~· rv/ \ 
Executive Summary '!J: LJ 

• Re-organized DAB: the three Service Secretaries; USD(C); USD(P!_R); USDQ?);,A,, 1fAS s~~ 
DOT&E; and PA&E. DAB Chair: USD(AT&L); DAB Vice-Chair: Vice ChaipnWB<.F., l;;;J..7V 

• DAB's August 14 review of Air Force's F-22 Program resulted in~~nimous l ' 200J 
recommendation to roceed with L · · · with a revised 
pro ram based on new c 

• An Acquisition Decision Memorandum and SecDef letter to Congress being prepared. 
Letter legally required to notify Congress of decision and the revised program plan. 

F-22 Milestone 
• The program met all o · s "exit criteria" rpr LRIP and meets or exceeds its design goals. 

• We have extended the ram_by 3 mondli to furtheffiduce risks. 
• Air Force analyses of alternatives and an independent study by IDA validated that the V 

F-22 is the most effective air-to-air lighter for executing the QDR scenarios-guaranteed 
air dominance, minimizing air and ground force losses. Worth buying in any number. 

Program Cost and Quantity 

• Differences in cost estimates between Air Force and Cost Analysis Improvement Group 
(CAJG) have diminished. Both agree on cost within FYDP for EMO, LRIP Lots 2-5. 

• Only remaining issue· al production costs for the high rate production after FY06. To 
resolve the DAB has agreed to the fo owing plan: 

1) Accept the revised Air Force estimate of cost for the program 
2) Produce the number of aircraft the CAIG estimates can be procured at the total 

program cost level set by the Air Force (295 aircraft versus 331) 
3) The number actually produced through 20 I I will depend on the QDR, future 

QDR's, future budgets. Furthermore, additional savings (or overruns) could 
result in purchase of more (or fewer) planes. Provides cost control incentives 

m-with fewer planes and higher costs-out ouontrol? 
• No. We hsve added-·adtlit-io1rutf~nsu~e ·' · ement 

flexibility to foster innovation and m~ke smart investment decisions . We have 
incentivized the Air Force and the contractor to achieve additional savings . 

• 

• 
a known solution. 
·~ 

Are the Congressional Cost Caps still an effective tool for controlling costs? 
• I don't believe caps are wise. F-22 development is essentially complete and we 

have placed cost reduction incentives on the production of the aircraft. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1029 
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ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1 ·30 10 

INFO MEMO 

( ... ~~;; .. -- :···.: . ; '.;: 
~~·~ ~--~· .. : .. .:.~·:· ~= ~ . ·:~:~:: :s~ 

MA BUCCI 
EXECSEC WHITMORE 

July 26, 2001, 10:00 

FOR: SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Mr. E.C. "Pete" Aldridge, Under Secret(i}rnse (AT &L) 

SUBJECT: Chemical Weapons 

• With regard to your note (Tab A), the Russian initiative to destroy its chemical 
weapons stockpile is beset by a failed economy and poor management. U.S. 
assistance for these efforts is being managed through the Cooperative Threat 
Reduction Program. DoD has been working with Russian officials to develop a 
chemical weapons destruction process and munitions processing equipment, upgrade 
a central analytical laboratory, and, most significantly, construct a chemical weapons 
destruction facility in Shchuch 'ye (Tab B). This facility will use the Russian 
developed and demonstrated two-stage destruction process. 

• The U.S. Congress has criticized Russia for delays with construction-related 
requirements and curtailed funding for this program beginning in FYOO. 

• To address the problem and demonstrate its commitment, the Russian government 
centralized all chemical demilitarization activities under one office to advance the 
program and seek foreign assistance. This has been perceived as a positive step, 

• The U.S. program has nine sites, one in the closure phase, one operational, five under 
various stages of construction, and two locations where we will make a technology 
decision in FY02. In contrast, the Russian program has only one facility under 
construction. The Chemical Weapons Convention has a 2007 destruction deadline 
and the Russian program will require a full five-year extension. U.S. program data 
strongly suggests that we also need an extension. This will be determined in an 
upcoming Defense Acquisition Executive review, 

U»\ _ 3 .-e+- w ,4' v ... ~IC 1 _ 

Coordination: OUSD(P) N. flu~a." ,~ e,t.41e dj ~ f"1~ · 
. . ,le \\MW ~ """ 

Attachments: iMl Ai~ ~"31~~1"'~ e.. ~-1,·u 
As Stated ,'.;~ ~('~/~.\-&Id.•~ 

c4'- ~ fl ~'" to ~«.t ~ i?OOJw 
Prepared by: Mr. Pat Wakefield, ODATSD(CBD),695-9488 &m(~e1+li~~). ~ 

ea..~ot~,~~J-~ 
ft ~'"'<ft. srtt. ~ 
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TO: 

C C : 

FROM: 

Pete Aldridge 

Paul Wolfowitz \J'i 
Donald Rumsfeld ~ L 

SUBJECT: Chemicals 

May 25, 2001 9:09 AM 

I notice the Russians are having the same problem getting rid of their chemicals. I 
wonder if we ought to delay the timing and try to cooperate with the Russians to 
figure out how we can each do it. 

Any thoughts? 

DHR:dh 
052501-4 

11-L-0559/0SD/1032 



CHEMICAL WEAPONS DESTRUCTION FACILITY 

Project Objective: Assist the Russian Federation in eliminating chemical weapons through the 
creation of a Russian destruction facility at Shchuch'ye for nerve agent-filled artillery munitions. 

Shchuch'ye: A 5,460 metric ton stockpile of chemical weapons (CW) is stored at the 
Shchuch'ye CW storage depot, Kurgan Oblast, Russia, These include modern, nerve agent-filled 
munitions which are: in excellent, ready-to-use condition; for the most part, small and easily 
transportable; easily mated to delivery systems found throughout the world-both short-range 
missiles and artillery. The agents stored at Shchuch'ye comprise 14 percent of the total declared 
Russian CW stockpile and roughly 50 percent of the modem artillery- and rocket-launched nerve 
agent. Included in the munitions stored at Shchuch'ye are nearly one million 122-mm nerve 
agent-filled artillery munitions, 

Project Overview: The Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Program provides, among other 
things, assistance for the design and construction of a CW destruction facility (CWDF) at 
Shchuch'ye to destroy approximately 800 metric-agent-tons per year. This facility will use the 
Russian developed and demonstrated two-stage destruction process. The Shchuch'ye CWDF, as 
planned, will be readily expandable to allow the Russians to scale-up destruction rates (to 1,600 
metric agent-tons per year). 

US Project Cost: CTR support to the Russian CW destruction facility effort has committed U.S. 
funding in the amount of $229.5 M (FY94-FY99) for the following: 

• Evaluation, optimization and scale-up of the Russian nerve agent destruction process; 
• Development, design, fabrication and testing of the munitions processing equipment; 
• Preparation of the Justification of Investment and design (working construction 

documents) of the integrated CWDF processes and facility. 
• CWDF site clearing, water drainage and preparation of the land for construction. 

Additional funding (FY02-08) for construction, equipment acquisition/installation, 
systemization, training, and start-up of the Shchuch'ye CWDF is estimated at $657.5 M. Total 
U.S. project cost is projected to be $888 M. 

US Congressional Action in FY 2000: Section 1305 of the FY 2000 National Defense 
Authorization Act prohibits the obligation or expenditure of FY 2000 appropriations, or any 
appropriations thereafter, for the planning, design, or construction of a chemical weapons 
destruction facility in Russia. DoD understands the Congressional action was taken largely as a 
result of concern about the slow progress by the Russian Federation in meeting construction
related requirements at the Shchuch'ye CWDF site and the lack of international assistance for the 
project. Substantial progress has been registered recently in both areas. 

US Congressional Action in FY 2001: Although Congress noted recent progress, they declined 
to lift the post-FY 1999 construction ban and restore funding for the project in FY 2001. 
However, in the FY 2001 authorization language, Congress did note the availability of prior-year 
funding that may be used to secure and eliminate Russia's CW stockpiles. Accordingly, on 21 
Dec 2000, DoD began site preparation activities for the CWDF using FY 1999 funding and will 
seek the lifting of the construction ban and $35 M in additional funding for CWDF construction 
in its FY2002 budget request. 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE~~. 

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-3010 

INFO MEMO 

August 9, 2001, 3:00 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Mr. E.C. "Pele" Aldridge, Under Sec~(AT&L) 

SUBJECT: Chemical Weapons 

• DoD Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1986 (PL 99-145) and the Chemical Weapons 
Convention (CWC), ratified in 1997, require the United States to destroy its chemical 
weapons stockpile and related chemical warfare materiel by April, 2007. 

• The CWC is a multi-lateral treaty: 174 countries have signed the treaty and 143 have 
ratified it. South Korea, India, and Russia also have declared stockpiles. South 
Korea, India and the U.S. successfully met the first interim destruction requirement 
for declared nations to destroy 1 % of their stockpile by April, 2000. Russia did not. 

• The Army began destruction of the existing stockpile of chemical weapons in 1990 at 
a facility in Johnston Atoll - one of nine planned demilitarization facilities. This 
facility has successfully completed operations and is closed. To date, 22.8% of the 
original US stockpile has been destroyed. A chemical destruction facility in Tooele, 
UT is operational, the Anniston, AL facility is in systemization, four facilities are 
under various stages of construction (Pine Bluff, AR, Umatilla, OR, Aberdeen, MD 
and Newport, IN), and a technology decision will be made in FY02 for Pueblo, CO 
and Blue-Grass, KY. 

• If a State Party requires an extension, they must request it from the Organization for 
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) no later than one year prior to the 
April, 2007 destruction deadline, (i.e., April, 2006). U.S. program data strongly 
suggest we will need an extension. This will be determined at the Defense 
Acquisition Board Program Review (August 30, 2001). 

• Russia is initiating construction of its first chemical demilitarization facility. The 
reason for the delay is mainly due to lack of funding, Because the CWC is a multi
lateral agreement, it is not necessary, nor beneficial, to link the programs for the 
purpose of requesting an extension. 

Coordination: None 

Prepared by: Mr. Pat Wakefield, ODATSD(CBD), 695-9488 ~ 

~ 

11-L-05,iSD/1035 4739-2001AT Ul 3824 

0 

/01 



ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE '.::. 

3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-3010 

INFO MEMO 

August 9, 200 I, 3:00 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Mr. E.C. "Pete" Aldridge, Under Se~~~je (AT &L) 

SUBJECT: Chemical Weapons 

• DoD Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1986 ( PL 99-145) and the Chemical Weapons 
Convention (CWC), ratified in 1997, require the United States to destroy its chemical 
weapons stockpile and related chemical warfare materiel by April, 2007. 

• The CWC is a multi-lateral treaty: 174 countries have signed the treaty and 143 have 
ratified it. South Korea, India, and Russia also have declared stockpiles. South 
Korea, India and the U.S. successfully met the first interim destruction requirement 
for declared nations to destroy I% of their stockpile by April, 2000. Russia did not. 

• The Army began destruction of the existing stockpile of chemical weapons in 1990 at 
a facility in Johnston Atoll - one of nine planned demilitarization facilities. This 
facility has successfully completed operations and is closed. To date, 22.8% of the 
original US stockpile has been destroyed. A chemical destruction facility in Tooele, 
UT is operational, the Anniston, AL facility is in systemization, four facilities are 
under various stages of construction (Pine Bluff, AR, Umatilla, OR, Aberdeen, MD 
and Newport, IN), and a technology decision wil1 be made in FY02 for Pueblo, CO 
and Blue-Grass, KY. 

• If a State Party requires an extension, they must request it from the Organization for 
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) no later than one year prior to the 
April, 2007 destruction deadline, (i.e., April, 2006). U.S. program data strongly 
suggest we will need an extension. This will be determined at the Defense 
Acquisition Board Program Review (August 30, 2001). 

• Russia is initiating construction of its first chemical demilitarization facility. The 
reason for the delay is mainly due to lack of funding. Because the CWC is a multi
lateral agreement, it is not necessary, nor beneficial, to link the programs for the 
purpose of requesting an extension. 

Coordination: None 
i<l~ o I 

Prepared by: Mr. Pat Wakefield, ODATSD(CBD), 695-9488 ~ 
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INFO MEMO 
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MA BUCCI 

EXECSEC WHITMORE 

July 26, 2001, 10:00 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Mr. E.C. "Pete" Aldridge, Under Secre~pnse(AT&L) 

SUBJECT: Chemical Weapons 

• With regard to your note (Tab A), the Russian initiative to destroy its chemical 
weapons stockpile is beset by a failed economy and poor management. U.S. 
assistance for these efforts is being managed through the Cooperative Threat 
Reduction Program. DoD has been working with Russian officials to develop a 
chemical weapons destruction process and munitions processing equipment, upgrade 
a central analytical laboratory, and, most significantly, construct a chemical weapons 
destruction facility in Shchuch'ye (Tab B). This facility will use the Russian 
developed and demonstrated two-stage destruction process. 

• The U.S. Congress has criticized Russia for delays with construction-related 
requirements and curtailed funding for this program beginning in FYOO. 

• To address the problem and demonstrate its commitment, the Russian government 
centralized all chemical demilitarization activities under one office to advance the 
program and seek foreign assistance. This has been perceived as a positive step. 

• The U.S. program has nine sites, one in the closure phase, one operational, five under 
various stages of construction, and two locations where we will make a technology 
decision in FY02. In contrast, the Russian program has only one facility under 
construction. The Chemical Weapons Convention has a 2007 destruction deadline 
and the Russian program will require a full five-year extension. U.S. program data 
strongly suggests that we also need an extension. This will be determined in an 
upcoming Defense Acquisition Executive review. 

U,.,. - J' Mel-- ~ '~ 0,. ~.f(, • 
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TO: 

cc: 

FROM: 

Pete Aldridge 

Paull \Wlfttwitei tz \J\ 
Donald Rumsfeld /4, L 

SUBJECT: Chemicals 

May 25, 2001 9:09 AM 

I notice the Russians are having the same problem getting rid of their chemicals. I 
wonder if we ought to delay the timing and try to cooperate with the Russians to 
figure out how we can each do it. 

Any thoughts? 

DHR:dh 
052501 -4 
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CHEMICAL WEAPONS DESTRUCTION FACILITY 

Project Objective: Assist the Russian Federation in eliminating chemical weapons through the 
creation of a Russian destruction facility at Shchuch'ye for nerve agent-filled artillery munitions. 

Shchuch'ye: A 5,460 metric ton stockpile of chemical weapons (CW) is stored at the 
Shchuch'ye CW storage depot, Kurgan Oblast, Russia. These include modem, nerve agent-filled 
munitions which are: in excellent, ready-to-use condition; for the most part, small and easily 
transportable; easily mated to delivery systems found throughout the world-both short-range 
missiles and artillery. The agents stored at Shchuch'ye comprise 14 percent of the total declared 
Russian CW stockpile and roughly 50 percent of the modem artillery- and rocket-launched nerve 
agent. Included in the munitions stored at Shchuch'ye are nearly one million 122-mm nerve 
agent-filled artillery munitions. 

Project Overview: The Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Program provides, among other 
things, assistance for the design and construction of a CW destruction facility (CWDF) at 
Shchuch'ye to destroy approximately 800 metric-agent-tons per year. This facility will use the 
Russian developed and demonstrated two-stage destruction process. The Shchuch'ye CWDF, as 
planned, will be readily expandable to allow the Russians to scale-up destruction rates (to 1,600 
metric agent-tons per year). 

US Project Cost: CTR support to the Russian CW destruction facility effort has committed U.S. 
funding in the amount of $229.5 M (FY94-FY99) for the following: 

• Evaluation, optimization and scale-up of the Russian nerve agent destruction process; 
• Development, design, fabrication and testing of the munitions processing equipment; 
• Preparation of the Justification of Investment and design (working construction 

documents) of the integrated CWDF processes and facility. 
• CWDF site clearing, water drainage and preparation of the land for construction. 

Additional funding (FY02-08) for construction, equipment acquisition/installation, 
systemization, training, and start-up of the Shchuch'ye CWDF is estimated at $657.5 M. Total 
U.S. project cost is projected to be $888 M. 

US Congressional Action in FY 2000: Section 1305 of the FY 2000 National Defense 
Authorization Act prohibits the obligation or expenditure of FY 2000 appropriations, or any 
appropriations thereafter, for the planning, design, or construction of a chemical weapons 
destruction facility in Russia. DoD understands the Congressional action was taken largely as a 
result of concern about the slow progress by the Russian Federation in meeting construction
related requirements at the Shchuch'ye CWDF site and the lack of international assistance for the 
project. Substantial progress has been registered recently in both areas. 

US Congressional Action in FY 2001: Although Congress noted recent progress, they declined 
to lift the post-FY 1999 construction ban and restore funding for the project in FY 2001. 
However, in the FY 2001 authorization language, Congress did note the availability of prior-year 
funding that may be used to secure and eliminate Russia's CW stockpiles. Accordingly, on 21 
Dec 2000, DoD began site preparation activities for the CWDF using FY 1999 funding and will 
seek the lifting of the construction ban and $35 M in additional funding for CWDF construction 
in its FY2002 budget request. 
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ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFEN$E. 
3010 DEFENSE PENTAGQN.'_~-~ .<." 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-3010 

INFO MEMO 

August 21, 2001 3 :36 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

\J 
C 
C .. 

FROM: Mr. Pete Aldridge, Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology ~'l'k{ ~i (....:, 
Logistics) ~ 1;&/(r!l lr 

SUBJECT: U.S. Sponsored Television Broadcasts Over Foreign Territory (''Face of 
America") 

• The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency has investigated the feasibility 
of US-sponsored television broadcasts over foreign territory ("Face of America"). 
The task was to leverage hand-held commercial television (e.g., Sony Watchman). 

• Broadcasting analog UHF/VHF signals from space to a hand-held commercial 
television is likely to be expensive and require significant satellite development. 

• "Face of America" broadcasts are technical1y feasible today with hand-held 
commercial television utilizing airborne transmitters such as the Commando Solo 
(EC- 130E) aircraft. 

• Instead of analog broadcasts, leveraging the commercial digital broadcast 
technology from geostationary orbit (e.g., DirecTV) appears promising. 
Development required includes modification to the satellite to allow all the power 
to be combined into one broadcast channel, development of a patch antenna, and 
miniaturizing the digital receiver. 

• Background at TAB A; White Paper on concept at TABB. 

COORDINATION: None 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared by: Wil1iam Jeffrey, 703-696-23 15 
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BACKGROUND 

Scope: DARPA investigated four scenarios including a COTS baseline and three 
excursions with increasing technical complexity. Each scenario assessed 
performance with the transmitting antenna placed in a geostationary orbit (GEO), 
medium earth orbit (MEO), low earth orbit (LEO), and on-board an aircraft. The 
enclosed briefings and white paper provide details on the analysis and results. 

Analysis: 
1) COTS Broadcast: Standard UHF/VHF broadcast from MEO or GEO to a 

COTS hand-held TV is theoretically possible but likely to be expensive. It 
would require very large power and/or aperture on the satellite to provide 
adequate signal on the ground. The power/aperture required would exceed 
current satellite systems and require development. A LEO satellite is more 
feasible, but a single satellite would only provide a few minutes of 
broadcast per day over a specific target region Thus a dense constellation 
may be required to provide greater coverage. Utilizing an airborne 
transmitter (e.g., the existing Commando Solo, EC-130E) provides 
sufficient signal and is capable of several hours of broadcast per aircraft. 
The airborne transmitter may have limited coverage, however, due to 
restricted airspace. 

2) Non-COTS Excursion: The most promising excursion investigated was 
developing a digital broadcast system operating at higher frequency and 
broadcasting from GEO (similar to the commercial DirecTV). The 
commercial systems utilize a terrestrial 18" dish antenna with a very narrow 
angle of acceptance. A small sector antenna (-2") with a 45° acceptance 
angle can be used if the current power used to broadcast hundreds of 
channels were combined and used to broadcast a single channel. The larger 
acceptance angle eliminates the need for fine pointing of the antenna and 
allows relatively unsophisticated users to pick up the transmissions. In 
addition, the digital receiver ( currently the size of a VCR) would need to be 
miniaturized. The technical risk to this development is considered low. 

2 
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Options for COTS TV Broadcast from Space 

Thesis: With the proliferation of ubiquitous low-cost consumer televisions (e.g., Sony 
Watchman), does it make sense to use them as an economical receiver for a "Voice of 
America'· broadcast from space? 

Background & Assumptions: The baseline for the analysis used the familiar consumer 
VHF/UHF television receiver designed for analog broadcast [ch 2 (54 MHz) to ch 83 
(884 MHz)l, The receiver sensitivity used in the link budget calculations was that of a 
standard commercial television set. To account for atmospheric.:, pointing, and other 
losses, IO dB was added to the required power. Transmitters were placed at 
Geostationary (GEO), Medium (MEO), and Low Earth Orbits (LEO) as well as from 
airborne. Regulatory, frequency allocation, jamming (whether intentional or 
unintentional) and orbital slot availability issues were not considered. 

Discussion. Commercial television receivers are designed assuming fixed, high power 
terrestrial broadcast transmitters. The wavelengths can range from 5.6m to 0.34 m (c.:h 2 
to ch 83). Wavelengths of this order have the advantage of being able to penetrate non
metallic structures but also have the disadvantage of requiring large antennas to obtain 
gain (recall the size of the Yagi antenna on roofs). Additionally, while not a problem for 
terrestrial systems, transmission at these frequencies from space will be severely affected 
by the ionosphere which will twist, bend, attenuate, and even reflect the signal causing 
disruption of the transmission. 

Fundamentally, enough signal must reach 
the receiver to be detected. That means 
high power must be achieved by some 
combination of transmitter power and 
size of aperture to focus the energy. The 
graph on the right illustrates the 
combinations of power and aperture 
needed by a transmitter at various 
notional altitudes. 
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A GEO satellite has the advantage of Aperture(m
2
) 

being able to remain "fixed" over a point Power-Aperture for VHF/UHF Transmission 
on the earth and therefore is in continuous 
view of the receiver. Its high altitude, 
however, results in significant free space loss.' This loss results in a power-aperture that 
is quite large and would require significant expense. MEO and LEO satellites have an 
orbital period defined by their altitude and therefore a constellation of satellites is 
required to maintain continuous view relative to a receiver on the surface. Their shorter 
range (as compared to GEO) translates into lower free space loss. For MEO, however, 
the power-aperture is still quite large. A LEO system's power-aperture appears better but 
the coverage over a spot on the earth per satellite would be rather limited. This limited 

1 Free -;pace los<; i<; a function of the di<;tance <;quared and the frequency, (41tR111.)2 
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cover will necessitate either a large constellation or some type of "TV Guide" to alert the 
intended listeners of when the satellite overpass will occur. An airborne transmitter has 
the greatest advantage in power-aperture, but may have limited coverage due to 
overflight restrictions.2 Country demographics may, however, show that much of the 
intended population lives within an area that can be serviced by an airborne transmitter. 

Other Considerations. Frequency allocation will be an issue. The International 
Telecommunications Union allocates spectrum (VHF/UHF) to be used from space. Since 
the spot size on the ground from a LEO or MEO transmitter is large, allies and neutral 
TV broadcasts in neighboring regions would likely be corrupted. 

Excursions. If the assumption of a COTS television receiver is relaxed, then several 
improvements can be made: 

I) Connecting the COTS television to a directional antenna provides about IO dB 
improvement, and therefore decreases the power-aperture needed by the transmitter. The 
LEO and airborne link budgets become more favorable but pointing towards and tracking 
the satellite or aircraft becomes necessary. 

2) Changing the format from analog to digital transmission would mean a 
completely new receiver but the added processing gain available would allow reception 
without a directional antenna from LEO and airborne transmitters. The IO dB 
improvement, however, is probably not worth the receiver development cost. 

3) Shifting from VHF to a higher frequency will improve the link budget if 
directivity is introduced. This would require a new receiver design. Additionally, the 
higher frequencies will not penetrate buildings - requiring the antenna to be outdoors. 
Coupling the higher frequency with digital broadcast may provide sufficient signal to 
leverage a GEO transmitter. Leveraging the work of direct broadcast systems (e.g., 
DirecTV) appears to be a viable option. If one replaced the 18" terrestrial antenna with a 
small sector antenna (-4 cm) providing a 45" acceptance angle, then one could receive a 
GEO broadcast if the power per TV channel were increased from a few W/channel to 
about 300 W/channel. The 45" acceptance angle eliminates the need for fine pointing of 
the antenna and allows relatively unsophisticated users to pick up the transmissions. 

Recommendations. The Direct Broadcast set top box is becoming as ubiquitous and as 
inexpensive as the commercial television receiver, Leveraging Direct Broadcast 
technology may allow for a GEO transmission into a COTS handheld TV. Required 
development includes miniaturizing the Direct Broadcast receiver (frequency 
downconvert and digital-to-analog format) from the size of a VCR to palm-top. In 
addition, an inexpensive patch antenna is needed to integrate into the unit. On the 
satellite, the available power would need to be broadcast into a single (or a few) channels 
as opposed to spread over hundreds. 

2 Commando Solo, EC-BOE conducts psychological operations and can broadcast AM, FM, HF, and TV 
bands. 
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Honorable E.C. "Pete" Aldridge, Jr. 
Under Secretary of' Defense 

(Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) 

June 21, 2001 

To: Tony Tether 

Per attached, please give me a response and any 
suggestions you may have. 

Pete 
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June 20, 2001 9:17 AM 

TO: Pete Aldridge 

FROM: Donald Rumsfelc0~ 

SUBJECT: DARPA Project 

One of the things that could really change the face of the earth is if people like the 
Iranians and Iraqis could have a single, small instrument they could use inside 
their own homes to pull down satellite signals. 

The transistor radio did a great deal towards this, but if people who are repressed 
by dictators had the ability to pull in video signals of things like the news and 
music, it would make a big difference. 

Do you think that is something DARPA ought to look into? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
062001-S 
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TO : Pete Aldridge 

Honorable Michael W. Wynne 
Principal Deputy I JnderSecretary of Defense 

(Acquisition, Technology & Logj~lics) 
August6, 2001 

SUBJECT: U.S.-sponsored TV Broadcast Feasibility 

Better oITwith large antenna to be cc.)mpatible with whac's out there as receiver,. l'm 
not sure s1na1I receivers are in places we would transmit to·? .. , J. 

-:!. ,._ J., ~ ~ ...._,~ NL~ c.,.~ 0.,,..\ ~-4.L ~ ~'°'Cl,'°~'6 > fa..., 

Q.-..'4l~,\~~ - t.J~ ~~ °"-r ........ n ..... "-°'~"~ \,-* ~"'- v'•<-,,..,.t'\ .. 

&Yll\;.,m ~ 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Doug Feith 

Donald H. Rumsfelc1*,

November 23,200 I 

Here is a memo from Geoffrey Hoon which you should take a look at, and get the right 

people working on it. I have no idea what it's all about and I haven't got time to read it. 

Thanks. 

·DHRJazn 
112301.22 

Attach: November 16th. Letter from Geoffrey Hoon 

Respond by: ___ l/ ....... ,J--L___._j ___________ _ 

U14996 02 
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THE RT HON GEOFFREY HOON MP 
Secretary of State for Defence 

Ministry of Defence 
Room 205 

Old War Office ~ / 
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TO l(b)(6) 
P.02/0S 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
ROOM 205, OLD WAR OFFICE BUILDING 
WHITEHALL LON DON. SW1A 2EU 

Teltphor,e 020 MI 82111/2/3 
Fu: 020 721871.0 

SECRETARY OF STATE E·ma 11: ~lstry1 Omod.91i.gov.uk 

MO 13/8/1C 

16 November 2001 

I am writing to tell you about a European program~ to develop advanced 

technologies for combat air system's capabllitiis that wlll be announced In 

Brussels on Monday. I and my colleagues from France, Germany, Italy, Spain 

and Sweden will sign a declaration to launch a joint technology programme with 

European industry which will susta~n and develop European capabllltJea for 

combat air systems over the next two decades. I attach the text of tha 

declaration. 

The European Technology Acquisition Programme, or ETAP. is a broadly

based programme to exa"!1ine and develop technologies that are likely to have 

application in airborne strike systems In the next decade and beyond. It is a 

framewo,tt for collaboration within which a series of tech no logy demonstration 

programmes wtll be launched. 'Each nation is able to decide which technology 

demonstrator programmes to join, guided by Its national requirements. 

Applications of ETAP generated technology are likely to be diverse and could 

include unmanned air vehlcJe•, cruise missiles and command and control 

systems, as wall as developments to existing or plannlng manned aircraft. 

The Hon Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
United States of America 
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I particularly wanted to keep you informed about this In order to reassure you 

about the nature of the ET AP programme and its relationship with the 

important work we are doing together on the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). UK 

officlals have discussed this with yours In recent weeks, in particular to 

address any concerns regarding the control of sensitive technology. I would 

like to reiterate that our ETAP work will be based on indigenous UK 

technology and know-how it will be kept entirely separate, both in Government 

and in industryl from our vital transatlantic co-operation on JSF. Under the 

arrangements that have been put In place to control access to technological 

informationl JSF Information wlll be safeguarded within that programme and 

will not be shared with others. I remain wholly committed to taking the Joint 

Strike Fighter programme forward. 

The Defence Materiel staff In our Washington Embassy stand ready to 

discuss these matters further with your offielalsshouldthls be necessary. 

GEOFFREY HOON 
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MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, THE 
FEDERAL MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FEOERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY, THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE REPUBLIC OF ITALY, 
THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SPAIN, THE 
MINISTER FOR DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SWEDEN AND THE 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF 
GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

P. 04/ 05 

Acting in the splrtt of the statement by the Heads of State and Government on 
9 December 1997, which stated that they shared a vttal polltlcal and economic 
interest in an efficient and globally competitive European aerospace and 
defence electronics Industry, 

Acting in the spirit of the framework agreement on measures to facilitate the 
restructurtng and operation of the European Defence Industry signed on 27 
July 2000, and In particular the chapters conceming defence-related research 
and technology and the harmonisation of milltary requirements, 

Recognising the need for their countries and for Europe to retain a strong and 
competitive industrial and technology base and a long-term capability to 
design, manufacture and integrate combat air systems, 

Considering possible needs for such systems toward• the end of the next 
decade (2020), 

Promoting the hannonisation of military requirements in thls sector, 

Have decided In particular to cany out a joint study between now and summer 
2002 aimed at delivering an initial assessment of their respective capability 
requirements in a 2020 tlmeframe and kfentlfying the types of systems and 
their related technology base that might appropriately be developed jointly, 

Have decided to launch, in co-operation with industry, a focused research and 
technology programme (the so called European Technology Aoqulsltlon 
Programme, ETAP) to lay the foundations for futun, combat air systems 
covering key fields within this sector. 

Are asking their National Armament Directors to give priority to continued 
support for technology programmes already underway in order to ensure the 
achievement of their objectives and ensure the rapid slgnatunt of the 
necessary inter-governmental arrangements for ETAP whose management 
could be assigned in whole or part to OCCAR in due time, 

)ntend to allocate appropriate government funding for these activities, 

Encourage European Industry 
- to make a sultabk financial contribution to this effort 
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.. to propose innovative solutions and initiatives to support this activity, 
including suggestions for possible regrouping8 and/or co-operation to make 
the most of existing capabilities in the industries of each country. 

P.0S/0S 
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jsno~ake 

TO: 

FROM: 

CJCS 
VCJCS 
Gen. Holland 
Gen. Franks 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 

FYI. 

Attach. 
9/19/0 t!(b)(6) ! paper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:49 PM 
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Subject: on possible opeC"Jtions in Af'e)iapi.\tan 

urgent 
___.;--, 

r. UV! 

From: ._!(b_}(6_) ____________ ___,I ~ ~;; .. ~f. 

For: Dr Zbigniew Bnam1ki, CSIS t'fi\.5t'~ 1.1l ~ 
Date: 19111 September 2001 

1. A land invasion of Afghanistan would be an error of catastrophic proportions. The 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. Foreigners among the Taliban are particularly 
rt:st:11\t:<l. Having sai<l lliat, au assault un Kabul aml Kandahar .:au iuitially be ~sfut. 
But in the medium term it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in Pakistan. The T alibani2ation of a nuclear country does not bear thinking about. In 
addition, Hindu Kush passes will be cov~ in snow before the US can mobilise a 

sufficient invasion force. making operations even balder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing wilh rogue slates; surgical strikes by bombers and guided 
missiles al targets selected on the basis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The col.llltry has no infrastrncture to speak of: no railways, no 
electricity grid, no information or telephone links. The Taliban issue orders on the back of_ 
cigarette packs. '!lo doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

·htetbodyguai&may have dispersed already. In 1987 I spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocketing. In a terrain in whith every rock and every irrigation canal 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is ineffective. 

3. To track down and capture or kill terrorists I would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to a iiuenilla is another guerrilla. The British liquidated a Communist insurgency in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disrupting mujabeddin supply lines in 
Afghanistan in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only when the U.S. 
delivered Stingers in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using commandos means, 
however, the loss of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties. The groups should be accompanied anti-Taliban Afghans loyal to the Northern 
Alliance government of President Rabbani. 

4. IL is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The non-Taliban Afghans should be drawn into the anti•tenorist alliance. 
They had been warning against th; Talib.art for years. On the other hand. youtaMOt fully 
trust the Pakistanis. The ClA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Pakistan's Inter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US money and weapons channelled to the ISI went to support Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti-American of Afghan leaders, who refu~ lo meet 
with the 'Great Satan' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can establish a 
Pa.sbtun-bascd. (many officers in the Pakistani anny and ISI are Pashtuns}, pliable 
government in Kabul, to give themselves strategic depth against India WhenHekmaryar 
failed to capture Kabul, they created another puppet, the Taliban. The U.S ., under 
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influence of business circle (Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
to build a pipeline fro111 Turkmenistan across Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean) initially tumed a blind eye. Today, the puppet is Pulling its own strings. Pakistani 
society and army arc riven with fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and aen. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult tocontrol them. 

5, Rabbanj's Northern Alliance has heen weakened hy the loss of J\hmed Shah Masud, his 
minister of defence, in a suicide arrack hy two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don't believe in conspiracy theory but I believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the assassination ofMassud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive America of a v~luabie ally. 
Nevertheless. the Northern Alliance proved capable of instant retaliation against a Taliban 
arms dump on the omskirts of Kahul. The Northern Alliance controls au enclave in North 
Ea stem Afghanistan with landings and access to the Tajik border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They have a representative at the O.N.; the Amba,;sador 
in London. WaliMassud (brother of Ahmad Shah Massus) is animponant figure; contacts 
are also possible in Warsaw. There arc pockets in Northern and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance consim of importam 
commanders all over the country: 

Thr new political head of the Alliance, Dr AbdallaJa, is a moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. I have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch with him via a satellite phone, Ismael Khan, former army officer, 
governor of Herat, who spent two years in a Taliban prison in Kandahar but is now back 
inside rhe country rallying re!>istance against them. My hook 'Dust of the Saints - a 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describe!> his heroic deeds during resistance against the 
Soviets. He can also he reached inside Afghanistan by satellite pho~. 

HajiKadir, former governor of.Jellalabad, aPashtun, which is important because his role 
neutralises the Taliban ethnic card. 1 !>pent a months with him in Nangrahar in I 986. 

The former Communist general D 01tu1T1 !>eems to maintain following among the 1101them 
Uzbeks. The Hazara minority, Shias, also resent the T11liban for the murder of their 
former leader. 

6. Jf the Northern Alliance were backed with money, food, medicines and weapons it can 
build an anti-Talihan coiilition which could establish control over Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile, each oa~is, valley, clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders bad submitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just ~ easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turne.d. 

7. While as!>istance to the Northern .Alliance can be delivered through countries which have 
their own reasons to want the downfall of the Taliban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and 1nm, 
the U.S. would do best to cstahlish its own, direct links. An air bridge from. WJ)S in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast could forry supplie!l directly to Alliance
controlled cnclave$.inside Afghanistan. I believe !>uch a scenario wa~ comidered in 19SOs 
in support of the mujahedin. 
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Conclusions: 

l. An effective strike against the Taliban can best be dealt in co-operation with the military 
structures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing the world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the Taliban yoke 

3. The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is lo support lhe moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down the teirorists and toppling the Taliban, Afghanistan should he given 
massive humanitarian and development aid. Normal state structures can only be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic infraslruclure. Only when 
control is re-established, Soviet mines are cleared, ag1iculture .fimclions again, will the 
refugees return from Iran and Pakis1an and does the region have any chance of permanent 
stabilisation. , 

(b )(6) 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Vice President Richard B. Cheney 
Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable George Tenet 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 

FYI. 

Attach. ---
9/19/0 d (b )(5) barer on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:55 PM 
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Subject: ODpastlbleoperatioruinAf&)luiatan 

From:!(b)(6) 

For: Dr Zbignlcw Bnai6skit CSIS 

Date: 1911
' September 2001 

urgent 
___:;--1 

I. A land invasion of Afghanimn would be an mt)! of catastrophic proportions. 'Dit 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. ForeiiJlttS among lhe Tali~ are partic~ly 
rc~entcd. Having said thal, an assault on Kabul and Kandahar CM initially be successfol. 
Bur in the medium tam it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in PakistM. The Telibani2ttion of a nuclear country doei. not bear thinJong about. In 
addition, Hindu J(ush puses will be coven,d in snow before the US can mobilise a 

- · - sufficient invasion force, making operariOMevenb&rder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing with rogue states: surgical strim by bombers and guided 
missiles at targets selected on the b,sis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastructure to speak of: no railways,no 
electricity grid, no infonnation or telepholle links. The Taliban jssue orders on the bock of 
cigarette packs. 'Ila doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

·hi$ bodyguar.dsnmy have dispersed &lready. ln 1987 I spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocuting. ln a terrain in which every rock and every irrigation canal 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is indfective. 

>. To track down and capture or kill tmorists f would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to aiiucmlltt ii, another guerrilla The British liquidated a Communistinsurg'ltc.y in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disruptina muj&heddfo supply lines in 
Afghaniswi in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only wh~ the U.S. 
dehvc.rcdStingcrs in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using col"lltlWidos means, 
however. the lo~s of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties, The groups should be ac.:companie<l anti-Taliban Afghans loyal to the Northern 
Allwice covemmcnt of Presi<lentbbbani. 

4. Tt is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The .ftOD-Talibaa Afgbaus should be drawn into the uti-termrist alliance. 
They had been warning ,aaainst the Taliban for years, On the other hand, you cannot fully 
crust th!! Pakistanis. The CIA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Palcistar1 's lnter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US monty and weapons c.bannelled to the ISI went to suppo11 Gulbud<fin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti~Americ:an of Afeh,an leaders, who tefu1ed to meet 
with the 'Great Saran' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can ettablisll J 
Pashtun-based (many officers in the Pakistani army and ISi are Pashtuns), pliable 
govcrnmeat in Kabul, to givethenuelvtS strategicdepch against India. Whenlickmatyat 
failed LO capture Kabul, they created another poppet, the Taliban. The U.S., und« 
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inflltcnce of business circle(Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
tO build a pipeline from Turicmenistan across Afgbanist!n and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean) initially turned a blind eye. Today, the puppet is pulling its own strings. Pakistan; 
society and army arc riven with fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and gen. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5. Rabbani's Northern Alliance has hccn wcakeacd by the Joss of Ahmed Shah Masud. his 
minister or &fence, in a suicide attack by two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don't believe in conspiracy theory but I believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the ~sination ofMu,ud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive Amerii;a of a valuable ally. 
Nevertheless, thcNorthcmA1lian.ceproved capahlc of instant retaliation against a Talib1111 
IUTJIS dump on the outskirts of Kabul. The No1thern Alliance comrols an ~clave in North 
Eastern Afghanistan with landingli and access to the Taji.k border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They haven representative at theV.N.; the Ambassador 
in London, Wali Massud (brotht:r of Ahmad Shah Mas.us) b an importam figure; contacts 
are nlso possihle in Wnrsaw. There arc poclcets in North.em and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance coasi.m of important 
commanders all over the country: 

The new political head of the Alliance, Dr AbdGlltb, is & moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. l have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch with him via a satellite phone. ls1111~I J(h111, former arm}' officer, 
governor of Her at, who spent two years in a Talibln prison in Kandahar but is now back 
inside the country rallying resistance against them. My book 'Dun of the Saints - a. 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describes his heroic deeds during resistance against \he 
Soviets. He can also be re~1ched inside Afghanistan by satellite phone. 

Haji i{adlr. former governor of.lellalabad, aPashtun, which is importantbe(awc his role 
neutralises the TAliban c:thnic card, I spent a months with him in Nang,ahar int 9!6. 

The former Communist general Dostum seems to maintain following among the northern 
Uzheks. The Hazua minority, Shias, also resent the Taliban for tht murder of their 
former leader. 

6. If the Northern Alliance were hacked with money, food, rnedicixle9 and weapons it can 
build an l!Tlti· TAlibAn coalition which could establish control ovc:r Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile, each oasis, valley, clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders had ~ubmitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just as easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turned. 

7. While assistance to the Northern Alliance can ~ delivered through countries which have 
their OWJ\ reasons to want the downfall of the T&.liban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and Iran, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air bridge from ·sbips in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast ~uld ferry supplies directly t.o Alliance
controlled enclaves inside Afghanistan. I believe such a scenario was con5idcm.i in 1980s 
in support of the mujahedin. 
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Conclusions: 

I. An effettivt strike against the Tallb&li can best he dealt in co-operation with the military 
structures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing th( world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the 'f aliban yoke 

3, The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is to support the moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down the terrorists and toppling the Taliban, Afgbani,tan should be given 
massive humanittrian and development aid. Normal state strucrur,s can on)y be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic ,nfrastructure. Only when 
control is re•established, Soviet mines on cleared, agriculture functio ns again, will the 
refugees return from lran and. Pakistan and does the region have any cha.nee of pcnnJntnl 
stabilisation. 

'I 
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October 12, 2001 8:22 AM 

TO: Lan-y Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \\~ 

SUBJECT: UAVs 

Please have someone find out for me how many people have private UAVs, how 

much they cost and what they do with them. 

I am told that some modelers actually made one and flew it across the Atlantic-it 

must be pretty easy. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
1012014 

11-L-0559/0SD/1063 Ul 7188 /01 



ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
30 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·3010 

F'OR OF'F'ICIAI., USl'.3 ONLY .. , . : - i . i '?: ? J 

INFO MEMO 

Oct. 15, 2001, 2:45 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Mr. Pete Aldridge, Under Secretary of Defense (Ac 
Logistics) 

SUBJECT: Private Ownership of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) 

• You wanted to know how many people have private UAVs, what they do with 
them and their cost. Some quick research produced the following information. 

• Large Radio-Controlled Aircraft Used for Recreation. Payload >10 lbs. (sufficient 
for bio weapon); wingspan - 80 to 200"; range - 2 miles (radio control link 
limited); flight times - hours. Thousands in the U.S. Cost - $1,000 to $10,000. 
Can be upgraded with COTS navigation tools and an autopilot to permit long
range autonomous flight; upgrade system sales are not monitored within the U.S. 
or controlled under the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). 
Approximately IOO may have been upgraded; these could have ranges> 200 
miles. With the upgrade, price is $5,000 to $20,000. 

• UAVs. Non-military: Used for meteorology, forestry, agriculture, border patrol, 
law enforcement, media support; number: -150; cost: $50,000 to over $300,000. 
Military: Thousand worldwide, no estimate of number privately owned. 

• Manned Recreational Aircraft (Kit Planes, Ultralights). 700 models, numbers in 
the thousands. Range - over 1,000 miles. Payload - hundreds of pounds. Cost -
$20,000 to $ I 00,000. Significant threat as piloted vehicles and can be converted 
to UAVs (takes up to a year). 

• Additional details are provided at Tab A - Radio-Controlled Model Airplanes, Tab 
B - Flight Control System Providers, Tab C - Controls of Flight Management 
Systems, Tab D - Manned Recreational Aircraft, and Tab E - Commercial UAV 
Market. 

• The existence of uncontrolled navigation system providers is disturbing. These 
systems can tum a recreational vehicle into a very destructive weapon. The 
government should immediately backtrack recent sales of recreational air vehicles 
and flight control systems, close the MTCR loophole on flight control system 
exports, and develop defensive measures specifically aimed at converted 
recreational vehicles. ~ 

Prepared By: J. Carlini, 703-248- 1503 ,., 
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Tab A: Large Radio-Controlled Model Aircraft 

Radio controlled (RC) model aircraft in the Giant (up to 55 lbs) and Experimental RC Aircraft 
(55 to 100 lbs) classes are capable of carrying in excess of 10 lbs of payload and are capable of 
being modified to deliver biological weapons. It is estimated that there are in excess of I 000 air
craft in this category in the United States. (Over 200 pilots have demonstrated more than 400 
aircraft at annual national rallies in the last several years.) This memorandum briefly describes 
the capabilities of these aircraft. 

System Description 
RC model aircraft in these categories typically have wingspans of from 80 to > 200 inches. 
Two-cycle engines are quite powerful, with 155 cc engines providing 18.5 hp, and 240 cc en
gines providing 30 hp. Aircraft speeds can exceed 100 mph (jets have been developed that fly at 
about 300 mph), and ranges are estimated to exceed 200 miles, based on a I 00 mph speed and 
over two-hours of flight time when 30 - 60 oz fuel containers are placed in the aircraft.. 

The RC models are controlled by 72 MHz, multi-channel radios (throttle, ailerons, elevators, 
rudders, etc.). The maximum range of these controllers is about 2 miles, although 0.75 mile is a 
more common range, as the operator needs to maintain visibility. Antennas on the aircraft are up 
to three feet long, and hand-held ground controllers use 6 - 8 inch antennas. Power requirements 
are minimal for these controllers. 

Fm 6fficial Hse Oat,· 
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Smoke is often used for dramatic effect at air shows. About 32 oz of chemical is carried for this 
purpose. Smoke systems appear to be common hardware. lt is not know how easily these smoke 
dispensers could be modified to disperse a chemical or biological agent. 

The aircraft typically cost $1000 to $2500, however deluxe systems are available that range from 
$5000 to $10,000. Aircraft can be purchased as kits, fully assembled from the manufacturers or 
as resale items. At least 20 aircraft of this type were identified by conducting a brief internet 
search. 

The latest advance in the technology is autonomous flight. Companies such as Micropilot, U
NA V and Vector will sell or custom install GPS-based systems that allow cross-country flight. 
The systems cost S4000 - $8000, with custom modification of the design and installation into the 
aircraft being available for - $50 / hour. With these systems, the pilot would launch the aircraft 
by remote control, and then engage the autopilot. Upon reaching it's destination, the plane is 
commanded to return to remote control for landing. GPS way-points are used for the flight. 

Web Sites 
Several web sites have been identified that are valuable sources of information on RC aircraft. 
The following are of particular interest. 

General Information 
Academy of Model Aeronautics 
International Miniature Aircraft Association 

http://www.modelaircraft.org/ 
http://www.fly-imaa.org/ 

Expert help 

Autopilots 
MicroPilot 
U-NAV 

Vehicle with Autopilot 
Vector 

Purchase RC Aircraft 
RadioCraft 

Pictures 
B-29 
B-25 
Steerman 
P-40 / B-17 

http://www.allexperts.com/getExpert.asp?Category=228l 

http://www.micropilot.com/ 
http://u-nav.com/ 

http://www.ase. w I.com/ 

https://ntpl.kookieiar.neUdvhi/ Ci!i/radiocraft/index.html 

http://rcwarbirds.com/macsb29page.htm 
http://rcwarbird$.com/jacksb25page.htm 
http://rewarbirds.com/mi kessteannanoage.htm 
.http://rcw.llrbirds.com/owatonnapage.htm 

FM Otfitial U!!e Ont, 
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List of Web Sites 
RC Web Directory 

Examples 

B-36 

Wingspan 
Fuse length 
Stab width 
Stab height 
Radio 
Servos 
Finish 
Landing gear 
Engines 
Wheels 
Flights 

fm Official Use Only 

B-36 Stats 

http://www.towerhobbies.com/rcwair.html 

t . 
. \ 

192" 
135" 
62" 
39" 

Futaba 7 A UFS 
World Engines ball bearing (164 inch ozs) 
Epoxy fiberglass 3/4 oz cloth 
Homemade oleo chrome moly steel 
( 6 ) OS Max .61 two cycle 

( 8 ) 3 1/2" Dobro mains, ( 2 ) 3 1/4" Dobro nose 
20 + 

Roger scratch built this magnificent bomber using a tns scale Monogram plastic 
model as a guide. 

B25 
The fuse is simply a box with foam blocks glued to the sides with yellow Eimers, and 

shaped to plan specification. Retracts are of the custom variety, myself being the customizer. The 
concept for the gear being proven earlier with a 136" span A-26 featured elsewhere in the RC 
war-birds site. Engines are also home brew with one of them an Ebay purchase in the form of a 

Fu, 0fficial Use 011ly 
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Husqvarna 3120 demolition saw and cut up and converted myself along with the gear. The two 
7.3 husky engines will have 30-10 props and 50 oz tanks and separate throttle servos. 

Steerman (classic biplane) 
Mike's plane is made from a kit by Balsa USA. The plane is constructed from balsa, 

plywood, fiberglass and metal. Mike chose Stits for the covering. The Stearman weighs 52lbs 
and has 118" wingspan. The kit features functional flying and landing wires, scale gear with 
suspension, cockpit gauges and leaf sprung tail wheel. One striking feature of Mike's Stearman 
is the 215cc gas four cycle, five cylinder radial! You have to hear this engine. The one I have 
heard flying was amazing and sounded very much like a real radial going overhead. The radial 
will swing a 32/10 at 5000 rpm and idle at 700. 

P-40 
Jeff Quesenberry from Apple Valley Minn. and his magnificent enlarged Ziroli P-40. Jeff scratch 
built using wood and glass in the P-40's construction and painted her with Krylon paints. This 
big boy weighs 521bs and has a 120" wingspan. A Husky 7.3 spins the prop. Other features are 
flaps and custom made retracts Great job Jeff! 

B-17 
Gene Hallaway from Claremont, Minn. shows off his great looking B-17 G. Gene used Don 
Smith plans and a Madden Model Products kit to craft this beauty. Wood construction with fi
berglass overlay bring this 138.5" wingspan bomber up to SSlbs. Four Saito 91 's has carried 
her safely through 78 missions. This masters quality plane looks great in person and has 
amazing detail. 

Fer Offieial Use 0111, 
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Tab B: Flight Control System 
Providers 

Some companies that make remote flight control 
systems: 

AAI Corporation 

PO Box 126 

Hunt Valley, MD 21030-
0126 

1-800-655-261 6 

AAIReg@aaicorp.com 

Applications: Shadow 
200, Shadow 600, 
Pioneer 

CDL Systems 

3553 31 Street NW Suite 
200 

Calgary, Alberta, Canada 
T2L2K7 

(403) 289-1 733 

info@cdlsystems.com 

Applications: Outrider 
Tactical UAV 

Meggitt Defense Systems (S-TEC) 

One S-TEC Way, Municipal Airport 

Mineral Wells, TX 76067 

(940) 328-1 197 

info@sentryuav.com 

Applications: Sentry, Sentry HP, Banshee 

Geneva Aerospace 

PO Box 613018 

Dallas, TX 75261-3018 

(940) 440-9099 

www .geneaero.com 

Applications: Dakota 

11-L-0559/0SD/1069 



Tab C: Controls of Flight Management Systems 

Export Control 
The 1987 MTCR, which now includes 33 member states, seeks to limit the proliferation 

of rockets, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and related technologies capable of carrying a 
payload of 500 kg for at least 300 km. In 1995 the guidelines were extended to include missile
delivery systems capable of carrying biological and chemical payloads regardless of weight. 

The MTCR includes a long list of dual-use components that are subjected by member 
states to case-by-case review before they are exported. The MTCR's original formulation for 
coverage of flight control systems is provided under Item 10 of Category II dual-use items. Item 
10 originally specified that such flight control systems would be subject to case-by-case review if 
they were "usable in the systems in Item 1," namely UAVs or cruise missiles meeting the 
MTCR's range and payload thresholds. The original formulation for UA V flight controls was 
subsequently liberalized so as only to capture flight control systems specifically "designed or 
modified" for UAVs and cruise missiles. 

This loophole means that the current handful of manufacturers of UA V flight control 
system are not subject to any export review. Such flight control systems could help tum kit 
airplanes and radio-controlled model airplanes into very potent means of chemical or biological 
weapons delivery. 

We recommend that Item 10 be returned to its original "usable in" formulation for flight 
control systems to eliminate this loophole. 

Internal U.S. Sales 
We recommend that all internal sales be monitored and background checks be completed 

for all buyers. 

POI Official U,c Only 
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Tab D: Manned Recreational Aircraft 

Manned recreational aircraft include kit planes and ultralight vehicles. We estimate the 
number of such vehicles in the Untited States to be in the thousands. The major 
advantage of these aircraft over model aircraft is their ability to carry large payloads. 
These aircraft can can·y payloads up to 500 lbs to a distance of over 1000 miles. 

The major challenge in converting a recreational vehicle to a UA Vis the integration of 
the actuators and flight management system. We believe this task can be accomplished by 
a few people but requires significant time (up to a year) and some advanced mechanical 
and engineering skills. The total material cost for building a recreational aircraft based 
UAV is less than $100K. The companies that build flight management systems do offer 
services to assist in this integration. However, it is important to note that the actuator and 
flight management integration challenge can be entirely eliminated by employing a pilot. 

Kit Plane Conversion to Cruise Missile Case Study 

As a case study, DARPA and the Army are jointly funding the Air Force Hardware 
Facility (Hard Fae) to demonstrate the capability of a rogue nation to build a cruise 
missile. The Hard Fae uses a mix of engineers and technicians to emulate the 
capabilities of countries such are Iran or Iraq. These efforts are overseen by a team of 
"referees" from the intelligence community to ensure that only resources available to a 
rogue nation are used in the course of the program. 

The planned effort is to procure a kit plane, integrate a guidance system, and demonstrate 
that the resulting "cruise missile" can autonomously fly a 350 lb payload up to 500 miles 
to within 100 feet of a selected target. After 9 months, Hard Fae has procured on the 
open market all equipment necessary for the vehicle using the Internet as the primary 
source of information. The Hard Fae is currently in the process of integrating the 
guidance system with flight-testing planned in 4 months. 

The DARPA and Army have paid Hard.Fae $600K to build and ground test the "cruise 
missile". The majority of this cost is the labor required to integrate the flight 
management system and test the aircraft. The material cost is under $100K and is broken 
out as follows: 

Airframe Kit: 
8 1 HP Engine/Propeller: 
Aircraft Manufacturer Fee to Assemble Aircraft: 
Flight Management System with Software Configured for Aircraft: 
Radio Control System for Operator Assisted Take-off and Landing: 
Actuators and MjsceHaneous EQuipment: 
Total 

¥0r Oft:iei81 Use Only 
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$13K 
$10K 
$ SK 
$40K 
$5K 
$SK 

$81K 
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The HardFac has also purchased approximately $15K of spare equipment for use during 
an extended test period. 

Titan Tornado 11-912 Kit Plane Used in Case Study 

Performance 

Cruise@75% 
Stall (solo) 
Range@ 75% (15 gal.) 
Climb (solo) 
Take off (solo) 
Landing (solo) 
Ceiling (solo) 

120 mph 
35 mph 

500 miles 
1800 fpm 

300 ft 
250 ft 

14,500 ft 

Soecifications 

Empty weight 
Gross weight 
Length 
Height 
Wing Span 

540 lbs. 
1000 lbs. 
19 ft. Oin. 

6 ft. 6 in. 
23 ft. 6 in. 

Titan Tornado 11-91 2 Kit Plane Performance/Specifications 

F6r Offkisl Use 0111,· 
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Tab E: Commercial UAV Market 

Introduction. The unmanned aerial vehicle (UA V) community has tried for some time to 
create a commercial UAV market to expand sales. For completeness, we estimated the 
number of UAVs in the United States that were explicitly marketed and used for non
military applications, since these might be purchased through third parties or stolen and 
used for weapons. Non-military UAVs are marketed for applications such as 
meteorology, forestry, agriculture, border patrol, law enforcement operations, and media 
support. We estimate the number of platforms supporting these applications in the 
United States to be approximately I 50. This is based largely on discussions with UA V 
manufacturers on the forefront of trying to create a commercial UA V market. The 
reasons for the small market and hence the small estimate is a point of argument. The 
positions include the lack of cost competitiveness with manned systems and the lack of 
action by the FAA to incorporate unmanned flight routinely into the nation's air 
infrastructure. 

MeteoroloJ!V 

Aircraft are used to tly through and around cloud formations measuring the general 
make-up of the doud (water and ice content, etc.). This information is useful for future 
weather prediction. UAVs are able to tly with heavy payloads over great distances or 
during a prolonged amount of time. UAVs can also tly into conditions that might be 
considered life threatening to pilots in traditional aircraft. 

Example: 
Tn Hawaii, a study was conducted in 1999 that probed how clouds affect global warming. 
http://www.ca.sandia.gov/news/altuskauai.nr2.html 
NASA will use UAVs to study lightening and thunderstorms. 
ftp://ftp.hg.nasa.gov/pub/pao/pressrel/2001/0l-089.txt and 
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2001 /05/0 l 051107255 l .htm 

Forestrv 

UAVs are able to loiter over an area and use remote sensing devices to detect activity. 
They may also be used as a kind of satellite - able to act as a relay for communications 
and other devices. UAVS are cheaper and easier to transport than their manned relatives. 
Some are also reconfigurable, meaning they may be outfitted with a variety of mission
specific devices. 

10 
11-L-0559/0SD/1073 



A l!riculture 

UAVs can be used to provide photographs of crop growth or crop disease and insect 
infestation. UA Vs are able to tly at higher altitudes and for longer durations than their 
manned counterparts. They can also loiter over fields for continuous data collection, and 
do so automatically. 

Example: 
NASA plans on using UAVs to provide Hawaiian Coffee growers with spectral images of 
their fields. This will help coffee growers know when to harvest. 
ftp://ftp.hg.nasa.gov/pub/pao/pressrel/ZOO I /0} .090,txt and 
http://www.sciencedailv.com/releases/2001/05/010511072637 .htm 

Border Patrol & l..aw Enforcement 

A UA V can be set to fly a preprogrammed route to detect border crossings or other 
activity. UAVs could operate in areas difficult or hazardous for patrols on the ground. 
They can also be made very small. This allows them to move easily in an urban 
environment. UA Vs are also able to operate in potentially life-threatening conditions. 
This combined with a UA V's ability to carry a variety of sensors and to loiter over an 
area for an extended period of time makes UA Vs uniquely suited to perform 
reconnaissance and surveillance roles. 

Example: 
The CYPHER UA V took part in a drug interdiction program at Ft. McLellan's Military 
Police school. 
http://www.edwards.af.mil/articles98/docs html/splash/mav98/cover/cypher.htm 

Media Support 

A UA V can be outfitted with cameras to loiter over an area of activity around potentially 
dangerous areas (i.e., war zones, or hard to reach locations). 
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ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
30 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·3010 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONf;Y .. , .. - i. i '?: ? J 

INFO MEMO 

Oct. 15, 2001, 2:45 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Mr. Pete Aldridge, Under Secretary of Defense (Ac 
Logistics) 

SUBJECT: Private Ownership of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) 

• You wanted to know how many people have private UAVs, what they do with 
them and their cost. Some quick research produced the following information. 

• Large Radio-Controlled Aircraft Used for Recreation. Payload >10 lbs. (sufficient 
for bio weapon); wingspan - 80 to 200"; range - 2 miles (radio control link 
limited); flight times - hours. Thousands in the U.S. Cost - $1,000 to $10,000. 
Can be upgraded with COTS navigation tools and an autopilot to permit long
range autonomous flight; upgrade system sales are not monitored within the U.S. 
or controlled under the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). 
Approximately IOO may have been upgraded; these could have ranges> 200 
miles. With the upgrade, price is $5,000 to $20,000. 

• UAVs. Non-military: Used for meteorology, forestry, agriculture, border patrol, 
law enforcement, media support; number: -150; cost: $50,000 to over $300,000. 
Military: Thousand worldwide, no estimate of number privately owned. 

• Manned Recreational Aircraft (Kit Planes, Ultralights). 700 models, numbers in 
the thousands. Range - over 1,000 miles. Payload - hundreds of pounds. Cost -
$20,000 to $ I 00,000. Significant threat as piloted vehicles and can be converted 
to UAVs (takes up to a year). 

• Additional details are provided at Tab A - Radio-Controlled Model Airplanes, Tab 
B - Flight Control System Providers, Tab C - Controls of Flight Management 
Systems, Tab D - Manned Recreational Aircraft, and Tab E - Commercial UAV 
Market. 

• The existence of uncontrolled navigation system providers is disturbing. These 
systems can tum a recreational vehicle into a very destructive weapon. The 
government should immediately backtrack recent sales of recreational air vehicles 
and flight control systems, close the MTCR loophole on flight control system 
exports, and develop defensive measures specifically aimed at converted 
recreational vehicles. ~ 

Prepared By: J. Carlini, 703-248- 1503 ,., 

FSRl~~~~LY Ul829:5 /01 
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Tab A: Large Radio-Controlled Model Aircraft 

Radio controlled (RC) model aircraft in the Giant (up to 55 lbs) and Experimental RC Aircraft 
(55 to 100 lbs) classes are capable of carrying in excess of 10 lbs of payload and are capable of 
being modified to deliver biological weapons. It is estimated that there are in excess of I 000 air
craft in this category in the United States. (Over 200 pilots have demonstrated more than 400 
aircraft at annual national rallies in the last several years.) This memorandum briefly describes 
the capabilities of these aircraft. 

System Description 
RC model aircraft in these categories typically have wingspans of from 80 to > 200 inches. 
Two-cycle engines are quite powerful, with 155 cc engines providing 18.5 hp, and 240 cc en
gines providing 30 hp. Aircraft speeds can exceed 100 mph (jets have been developed that fly at 
about 300 mph), and ranges are estimated to exceed 200 miles, based on a I 00 mph speed and 
over two-hours of flight time when 30 - 60 oz fuel containers are placed in the aircraft.. 

The RC models are controlled by 72 MHz, multi-channel radios (throttle, ailerons, elevators, 
rudders, etc.). The maximum range of these controllers is about 2 miles, although 0.75 mile is a 
more common range, as the operator needs to maintain visibility. Antennas on the aircraft are up 
to three feet long, and hand-held ground controllers use 6 - 8 inch antennas. Power requirements 
are minimal for these controllers. 

Fu, Official Use 011IJ 
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Smoke is often used for dramatic effect at air shows. About 32 oz of chemical is carried for this 
purpose. Smoke systems appear to be common hardware. lt is not know how easily these smoke 
dispensers could be modified to disperse a chemical or biological agent. 

The aircraft typically cost $1000 to $2500, however deluxe systems are available that range from 
$5000 to $10,000. Aircraft can be purchased as kits, fully assembled from the manufacturers or 
as resale items. At least 20 aircraft of this type were identified by conducting a brief internet 
search. 

The latest advance in the technology is autonomous flight. Companies such as Micropilot, U
NA V and Vector will sell or custom install GPS-based systems that allow cross-country flight. 
The systems cost S4000 - $8000, with custom modification of the design and installation into the 
aircraft being available for - $50 / hour. With these systems, the pilot would launch the aircraft 
by remote control, and then engage the autopilot. Upon reaching it's destination, the plane is 
commanded to return to remote control for landing. GPS way-points are used for the flight. 

Web Sites 
Several web sites have been identified that are valuable sources of information on RC aircraft. 
The following are of particular interest. 

General Information 
Academy of Model Aeronautics 
International Miniature Aircraft Association 

http://www.modelaircraft.org/ 
http://www.fly-imaa.org/ 

Expert help 

Autopilots 
MicroPilot 
U-NAV 

Vehicle with Autopilot 
Vector 

Purchase RC Aircraft 
RadioCraft 

Pictures 
B-29 
B-25 
Steerman 
P-40 / B-17 

http://www.allexperts.com/getExpert.asp?Category=228l 

http://www.micropilot.com/ 
http://u-nav.com/ 

http://www.ase. w I.com/ 

https://ntpl.kookieiar.neUdvhi/ Ci!i/radiocraft/index.html 

http://rcwarbirds.com/macsb29page.htm 
http://rcwarbird$.com/jacksb25page.htm 
http://rewarbirds.com/mi kessteannanoage.htm 
.http://rcw.llrbirds.com/owatonnapage.htm 

Fm Official Use Ont, 
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List of Web Sites 
RC Web Directory 

Examples 

B-36 

Wingspan 
Fuse length 
Stab width 
Stab height 
Radio 
Servos 
Finish 
Landing gear 
Engines 
Wheels 
Flights 

f9r OAifilial Use Only 

B-36 Stats 

http://www.towerhobbies.com/rcwair.html 

t . 
. \ 

192" 
135" 
62" 
39" 

Futaba 7 A UFS 
World Engines ball bearing (164 inch ozs) 
Epoxy fiberglass 3/4 oz cloth 
Homemade oleo chrome moly steel 
( 6 ) OS Max .61 two cycle 

( 8 ) 3 1/2" Dobro mains, ( 2 ) 3 1/4" Dobro nose 
20 + 

Roger scratch built this magnificent bomber using a tns scale Monogram plastic 
model as a guide. 

B25 
The fuse is simply a box with foam blocks glued to the sides with yellow Eimers, and 

shaped to plan specification. Retracts are of the custom variety, myself being the customizer. The 
concept for the gear being proven earlier with a 136" span A-26 featured elsewhere in the RC 
war-birds site. Engines are also home brew with one of them an Ebay purchase in the form of a 

:Fer QHitial Use Only 
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Husqvarna 3120 demolition saw and cut up and converted myself along with the gear. The two 
7.3 husky engines will have 30-10 props and 50 oz tanks and separate throttle servos. 

Steerman (classic biplane) 
Mike's plane is made from a kit by Balsa USA. The plane is constructed from balsa, 

plywood, fiberglass and metal. Mike chose Stits for the covering. The Stearman weighs 52lbs 
and has 118" wingspan. The kit features functional flying and landing wires, scale gear with 
suspension, cockpit gauges and leaf sprung tail wheel. One striking feature of Mike's Stearman 
is the 215cc gas four cycle, five cylinder radial! You have to hear this engine. The one I have 
heard flying was amazing and sounded very much like a real radial going overhead. The radial 
will swing a 32/10 at 5000 rpm and idle at 700. 

P-40 
Jeff Quesenberry from Apple Valley Minn. and his magnificent enlarged Ziroli P-40. Jeff scratch 
built using wood and glass in the P-40's construction and painted her with Krylon paints. This 
big boy weighs 521bs and has a 120" wingspan. A Husky 7 .3 spins the prop. Other features are 
flaps and custom made retracts Great job Jeff! 

B-17 
Gene Hallaway from Claremont, Minn. shows off his great looking B-17 G. Gene used Don 
Smith plans and a Madden Model Products kit to craft this beauty. Wood construction with fi
berglass overlay bring this 138.5" wingspan bomber up to 551bs. Four Saito 91 's has carried 
her safely through 78 missions. This masters quality plane looks great in person and has 
amazing detail. 

FM Offieial Us@ 0111,1 
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Tab B: Flight Control System 
Providers 

Some companies that make remote flight control 
systems: 

AAI Corporation 

PO Box 126 

Hunt Valley, MD 21030-
0126 

1-800-655-261 6 

AAIReg@aaicorp.com 

Applications: Shadow 
200, Shadow 600, 
Pioneer 

CDL Systems 

3553 31 Street NW Suite 
200 

Calgary, Alberta, Canada 
T2L2K7 

(403) 289-1 733 

info@cdlsystems.com 

Applications: Outrider 
Tactical UAV 

Meggitt Defense Systems (S-TEC) 

One S-TEC Way, Municipal Airport 

Mineral Wells, TX 76067 

(940) 328-1 197 

info@sentryuav.com 

Applications: Sentry, Sentry HP, Banshee 

Geneva Aerospace 

PO Box 613018 

Dallas, TX 75261-3018 

(940) 440-9099 

www .geneaero.com 

Applications: Dakota 

11-L-0559/0SD/1080 
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Tab C: Controls of Flight Management Systems 

Export Control 
The 1987 MTCR, which now includes 33 member states, seeks to limit the proliferation 

of rockets, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and related technologies capable of carrying a 
payload of 500 kg for at least 300 km. In 1995 the guidelines were extended to include missile
delivery systems capable of carrying biological and chemical payloads regardless of weight. 

The MTCR includes a long list of dual-use components that are subjected by member 
states to case-by-case review before they are exported. The MTCR's original formulation for 
coverage of flight control systems is provided under Item 10 of Category II dual-use items. Item 
10 originally specified that such flight control systems would be subject to case-by-case review if 
they were "usable in the systems in Item 1," namely UAVs or cruise missiles meeting the 
MTCR's range and payload thresholds. The original formulation for UA V flight controls was 
subsequently liberalized so as only to capture flight control systems specifically "designed or 
modified" for UAVs and cruise missiles. 

This loophole means that the current handful of manufacturers of UA V flight control 
system are not subject to any export review. Such flight control systems could help tum kit 
airplanes and radio-controlled model airplanes into very potent means of chemical or biological 
weapons delivery. 

We recommend that Item 10 be returned to its original "usable in" formulation for flight 
control systems to eliminate this loophole. 

Internal U.S. Sales 
We recommend that all internal sales be monitored and background checks be completed 

for all buyers. 

Fot Otfieittl Use Only 
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Tab D: Manned Recreational Aircraft 

Manned recreational aircraft include kit planes and ultralight vehicles. We estimate the 
number of such vehicles in the Untited States to be in the thousands. The major 
advantage of these aircraft over model aircraft is their ability to carry large payloads. 
These aircraft can can·y payloads up to 500 lbs to a distance of over 1000 miles. 

The major challenge in converting a recreational vehicle to a UA Vis the integration of 
the actuators and flight management system. We believe this task can be accomplished by 
a few people but requires significant time (up to a year) and some advanced mechanical 
and engineering skills. The total material cost for building a recreational aircraft based 
UAV is less than $100K. The companies that build flight management systems do offer 
services to assist in this integration. However, it is important to note that the actuator and 
flight management integration challenge can be entirely eliminated by employing a pilot. 

Kit Plane Conversion to Cruise Missile Case Study 

As a case study, DARPA and the Army are jointly funding the Air Force Hardware 
Facility (Hard Fae) to demonstrate the capability of a rogue nation to build a cruise 
missile. The Hard Fae uses a mix of engineers and technicians to emulate the 
capabilities of countries such are Iran or Iraq. These efforts are overseen by a team of 
"referees" from the intelligence community to ensure that only resources available to a 
rogue nation are used in the course of the program. 

The planned effort is to procure a kit plane, integrate a guidance system, and demonstrate 
that the resulting "cruise missile" can autonomously fly a 350 lb payload up to 500 miles 
to within 100 feet of a selected target. After 9 months, Hard Fae has procured on the 
open market all equipment necessary for the vehicle using the Internet as the primary 
source of information. The Hard Fae is currently in the process of integrating the 
guidance system with flight-testing planned in 4 months. 

The DARPA and Army have paid Hard.Fae $600K to build and ground test the "cruise 
missile". The majority of this cost is the labor required to integrate the flight 
management system and test the aircraft. The material cost is under $100K and is broken 
out as follows: 

Airframe Kit: 
8 1 HP Engine/Propeller: 
Aircraft Manufacturer Fee to Assemble Aircraft: 
Flight Management System with Software Configured for Aircraft: 
Radio Control System for Operator Assisted Take-off and Landing: 
Actuators and MjsceHaneous EQuipment: 
Total 

F8r OfHeittl Use Ottlr 
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$40K 
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The HardFac has also purchased approximately $15K of spare equipment for use during 
an extended test period. 

Titan Tornado 11-912 Kit Plane Used in Case Study 

Performance 

Cruise@75% 
Stall (solo) 
Range@ 75% (15 gal.) 
Climb (solo) 
Take off (solo) 
Landing (solo) 
Ceiling (solo) 

120 mph 
35 mph 

500 miles 
1800 fpm 

300 ft 
250 ft 

14,500 ft 

Soecifications 

Empty weight 
Gross weight 
Length 
Height 
Wing Span 

540 lbs. 
1000 lbs. 
19 ft. Oin. 

6 ft. 6 in. 
23 ft. 6 in. 

Titan Tornado 11-91 2 Kit Plane Performance/Specifications 

~ar OfAdel Use Oe1,· 
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Tab E: Commercial UAV Market 

Introduction. The unmanned aerial vehicle (UA V) community has tried for some time to 
create a commercial UAV market to expand sales. For completeness, we estimated the 
number of UAVs in the United States that were explicitly marketed and used for non
military applications, since these might be purchased through third parties or stolen and 
used for weapons. Non-military UAVs are marketed for applications such as 
meteorology, forestry, agriculture, border patrol, law enforcement operations, and media 
support. We estimate the number of platforms supporting these applications in the 
United States to be approximately I 50. This is based largely on discussions with UA V 
manufacturers on the forefront of trying to create a commercial UA V market. The 
reasons for the small market and hence the small estimate is a point of argument. The 
positions include the lack of cost competitiveness with manned systems and the lack of 
action by the FAA to incorporate unmanned flight routinely into the nation's air 
infrastructure. 

MeteoroloJ!V 

Aircraft are used to tly through and around cloud formations measuring the general 
make-up of the doud (water and ice content, etc.). This information is useful for future 
weather prediction. UAVs are able to tly with heavy payloads over great distances or 
during a prolonged amount of time. UAVs can also tly into conditions that might be 
considered life threatening to pilots in traditional aircraft. 

Example: 
Tn Hawaii, a study was conducted in 1999 that probed how clouds affect global warming. 
http://www.ca.sandia.gov/news/altuskauai.nr2.html 
NASA will use UAVs to study lightening and thunderstorms. 
ftp://ftp.hg.nasa.gov/pub/pao/pressrel/2001/0l-089.txt and 
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2001 /05/0 l 051107255 1 .htm 

Forestrv 

UAVs are able to loiter over an area and use remote sensing devices to detect activity. 
They may also be used as a kind of satellite - able to act as a relay for communications 
and other devices. UAVS are cheaper and easier to transport than their manned relatives. 
Some are also reconfigurable, meaning they may be outfitted with a variety of mission
specific devices. 

10 
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A l!riculture 

UAVs can be used to provide photographs of crop growth or crop disease and insect 
infestation. UA Vs are able to tly at higher altitudes and for longer durations than their 
manned counterparts. They can also loiter over fields for continuous data collection, and 
do so automatically. 

Example: 
NASA plans on using UAVs to provide Hawaiian Coffee growers with spectral images of 
their fields. This will help coffee growers know when to harvest. 
ftp://ftp.hg.nasa.gov/pub/pao/pressrel/ZOO I /0} .090,txt and 
http://www.sciencedailv.com/releases/2001/05/010511072637 .htm 

Border Patrol & l..aw Enforcement 

A UA V can be set to fly a preprogrammed route to detect border crossings or other 
activity. UAVs could operate in areas difficult or hazardous for patrols on the ground. 
They can also be made very small. This allows them to move easily in an urban 
environment. UA Vs are also able to operate in potentially life-threatening conditions. 
This combined with a UA V's ability to carry a variety of sensors and to loiter over an 
area for an extended period of time makes UA Vs uniquely suited to perform 
reconnaissance and surveillance roles. 

Example: 
The CYPHER UA V took part in a drug interdiction program at Ft. McLellan's Military 
Police school. 
http://www.edwards.af.mil/articles98/docs html/splash/mav98/cover/cypher.htm 

Media Support 

A UA V can be outfitted with cameras to loiter over an area of activity around potentially 
dangerous areas (i.e., war zones, or hard to reach locations). 

11 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFEN$E;: 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20301·1800 

March 15, 2001 

.,.,.,.-.. 
'I. ••• 

L -

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUT~7~;~RY OF E ENSE 

FROM: ROBERT R. SOULE ~~ 
DIRECTOR, PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
Prepared by: David L. McNicol, DD(RA), PA E, (703) 695-0721 

SUBJECT: DoD Tooth-to-Tail Comparisons -INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: To respond to your request for information on metrics for judging DoD 
tooth-to-tail (see Tab "Incoming'') 

DISCUSSION: 
• OSD has used the forces-to-infrastructure ratio since the 1993 Bottom-Up Review 

- Developed by P A&E and the Institute for Defense Analyses 

• P A&E metric based on rigorous definitions of "forces'' and "infrastructure" 

• Infrastructure is being downsized in proportion to the DoD topline 
There is no indication that infrastructure resources are taking a significantly 
increased share of DoD resources 
See point paper attached at Tab A, which includes a chart on the trend in the 
forces/infrastructure shares since 1980 

• The Business Executives for National Security (BENS) Tail-to-Tooth Commission 
has estimated the share of DoD funding devoted to "tail'' to be roughly 70 percent 

BENS estimate of tail includes logistics resources (such as fuel and spare parts) 
and operational intelligence, space, and communications programs that P A&E 
definitions attribute to forces 

Attachments 

0 U05426 101 
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DoD Tooth-to-Tail 

BACKGROUND 
• This paper responds to your request for information on metrics for judging 

DoD tooth-to-tail 

DISCUSSION 
+ OSD has used the forces-to-infrastructure ratio since 1993 Bottom-Up Review 

Developed by P A&E and the Institute for Defense Analyses 
Used extensively within DOD-included as metric in response to 
Government Performance and Results Act 
Used outside DOD-reviewed and tracked by General Accounting Office 

+ P A&E metric based on rigorous definitions of "forces" and "infrastructure" 
Forces are operational units, assigned to combatant commands, that deploy 
and/or employ weapons 
Infrastructure is all other activities-includes training above the unit level, 
installations, the DoD medical program, central logistics activities, and 
other categories of support activities 

• Infrastructure is being downsized in proportion to the DoD topline 
Infrastructure in FY 80 accounted for 42 percent of the DoD topline, while 
in FY 00 it accounted for 45 percent; by FY 05, it is expected to account for 
43 percent (see attached chart) 

- There is no indication that infrastructure resources are taking a significantly 
increased share of DoD resources, although adjustments lagged forces 

+ The Business Executives for National Security (BENS) Tail-to-Tooth 
Commission has estimated the share of DoD funding devoted to "tail" to be 
roughly 70 percent 

BENS estimate of tail based on P A&E definitions but includes additional 
logistics resources-such as fuel and spare parts-that P A&E attributes to 
forces 

- BENS estimate also includes operational intelligence, space, and 
communications programs; Joint Staff guidelines attribute these programs 
to forces, since they are integral to combatant commands 

Attachment: "Trends in DoD TOA: Forces and Infrastructure Shares" 

Prepared by: David L. McNicol, DD(RA), PA&E, (703) 6950721 
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) ,, March 12, 2001 3:21 PM :.J 

TO: Robert Soule, P A&E 

FROM: Donald Rumsleld <),l-
SUBJECT: Teeth to Tail Ratios 

I would like a good way to judge teeth to tail ratios and I would like to know what 
it has been over the last period of years. 

DHR:dh 
031201-23 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Paul Gebhard 

Steve Herbits, 

Donald Rumsfeld _,.w 
April 2, 200 I 

SUBJECT: BINS Tail-to-Tooth Commission Report 

Have we looked at the BINS Tail-to-Tooth Commission report? 

If not, why don't we have the staff director and Perry and Carlucci come in and brief, H y 
next Saturday, a key group of our people, including the service secretaries, Dov Zakhei , 
and a number of the people that are currently here. 

Why don't you pull together a list and let me know what you think? 

DHR/azn 
040201.17 

--
C> -
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PROGRAM ANALY&I& 
AND fNAWATtON 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1 800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1800 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY ,.C~ OF DE 

March2t,2b)t 

FROM: ROBERT R. SOULE./~/~ ~--
DIRECTOR. PRopRAM ANALYSIS EVALUATION 
Prepared by: David L. McNicol,DD(RA), PA &E, 695-0721 

SUBJECT: DoD Tooth-t&Tail ComparisoDS-:'INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: J'o respond to your request for information on metrics for judging 
DoD too th - to - t a i I 

0 
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March 21, 2001 

TO: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPTJTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: ROBERT R..SOULE, PA& 

SUBJECT: DoD 'Tooth-to-Tail Comparisons 

TAB A: Incoming request 

TAB B: PA&E estimate of tooth-t&tail 

TAB C: Comparison of PA&E estimate with that of Business Executives for 
National Security (BENS) 

TAB D: Transmittal letter 
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... · TO: Robert Soule, P A&E 

FROM: OonaidRumsfeldy~ 

-SUBJECT: T~th to Tail Ratios 

I 
-March 12, 2001 3:21 Jt.M 

I would like a good way to judge teeth to tail ratios and I would like to know what 
it has been over the fast period of years. · · 

DHR=dh 
031201-23 
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PA&E Tooth-to-Tai I CalculaUon 

• A metric we commonly use to measure "tooth•to•tail" is the percentage of 1he 
budget devoted to "forces" (tooth) compared to that for "infrastructure" (tail) 
- Forces are operational units, assigned to combatant commands, that deploy 

and/or employ weapons . 
Infrastructure is all other activities-includes training above the unit level, 
installations, the DoD medical program, central logi~cs activities, and 
othet categories of support activities 

• Based on those definitions, the trend ·in infrastructure percentages of the budget 
is: 

1980 1985 
Infrastructure % 42% 3 7 % 

1992 
45% 

+ The attached graph shows this in more detail 

2000 
45% 

2005 
43% 

+ There is no indication that infrastructure resources are taking a significantly 
increased share of DoD resources; it is being downsized in proportion to the 
DoDtopline 

Attachment: "Trends in DoD Total Obligation Authority (TOA): Forces and 
.Infrastructure Shares'' . 

Prepared by: Robert R. Soule, Director, PA&E, 697-0971 
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Trends in DoD Total Obligation Authority (TOA) 
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Assessment of BENS Calculations 

+ The Business Executives for National Security (BENS) Tail-to-Tooth 
Commission has estimated the share of DoD funding devoted to "tail" to b 
roughly 70 percent 

+ BENS estimate of tail includes additional logistics resources, such as fuel and 
spare parts, that PA&E believes should be attributed to forces, because the! 
forces can not operate without them 

+ BENS estimate also includes programs such as operational intelligence. J 
and communications programs that the Joint Staff attributes to forces, because 
they are integral to combatant commands 

• Because of these differences, PA&E believes the BENS calculations severely 
-overestimate the extent of the force that should be characterized as ''tail'• · 

+ The attached table compares the PA&E and.BENS definitions 

.+ PA&E is preparing a review of the BENS recommendations; it should be 
available later this month 
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FORCES 
("Tooth") 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
(Tall") 

Comparison of "Tooth-to-Tall" Methods 

PA&E 

Operational units 
Fuel 
Spare parts 
lntelllgence programs 
Space programs 
Tacticalcommunlcations 

55~ 

Training above unit level 
Installations 
Medical 
Central logistics 
Central personnel 

45% 
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BENS 

Operational units 

30% 

Training above unit le\'1 !I 
Installations 
Medical 
Central logistic.s 
Central personnel 
F u e I 
Spare parts 
lntelllgance program 
Space programs 
Tactlcal communlcattl ns 

70% 
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May 1, 2001 

TO: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~ ,n ol 
FROM: BARRY D. WATTS, PA&EdOJ'cJ~ 

1 °9 

SUBJECT: Personnel in the Office of Net Assessment 

TAB A: Office of Net Assessment Personnel Numbers - INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 
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May 1, 2001 

Net Assessment Personnel Numbers 

• You asked us to provide the recent staff sizes and budgets for the Office of Net 
Assessment 

• The staff currently has 13 people 
- 8 civilian (3 SES, 2 GS-15, 1 GS-14,1 GS-11, 1 GS-8) 
- 5 military (3 0-6, 1 0-4, 1 E-8) 

• The current budget is $8.9M, including $6.9M for studies and $2M for staff 

• The most recent estimate we have on changes in the funding and staff size 
comes from the PBD in September 1997 that transferred the office from 
USD(Policy) to National Defense University 
- Staff size was 13 at that time and was estimated to remain the same; as it is 

still 13, we believe that has been the case 
- Total funding is shown in the table below 
- Because the staff size has remained constant, we estimate funding for staff 

at approximately $2M, less the effects of inflation 
- The balance of the funding is for studies 

[$Millions] 

1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 

'Personnel 
Total Funding 

Fundinq (estimate} 

5.1 1.7 
6.2 1.8 
8.8 1.9 
8.8 1.9 
8.9 2.0 

Study 
Funding 

[estimate) 

3.4 
4.4 
6.9 
6.9 
6.9 

Prepared by: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant, PA&E, 695-0749 

2 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1 800 

INFO MEMO 

,. 

..... ,.,, l'' V Ir; '''. i.~ • ., . 
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May 9, 20013:53 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~~qtlb.MO/ 
FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E§.o.>'"o-~ -0 

SUBJECT: Facilities Recapitalization Rates 

• You requested information regarding standard recapitalization rates for various types ~ 
of infrastructure in order to determine costs for each of the services to meet standards C:::, 
over 6 to 12 years (TAB A) \) 

+ The overall DoD recapitalization rate is about 67 years 
PA&E calculated this value independently 
Agrees with the value provided by USD(AT&L) in the April 2001 Report to 
Congress on reducing the backlog of maintenance and repair facilities 
Recapitalization rates for the Services range from 65 years for the Army to 68 
years for the Marine Corps 

+ The current backlog is approximately $82B 
The cost to work off that backlog in 6 to 12 years (while maintaining the rest of 
the facilities at the 67-ycar rate) is $10-$20B per year above the cunent fundini; 
level of $2.5B 

• Privatization efforts (such as utilities), BRAC rounds, or demolition of facilities could 
reduce the costs substantially, but without details we can not estimate those savings 

+ TAB B provides details on these calculations, as well as tables of recapitalization 
rates and funding requirements 

COORDINATION: None 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 695-0749 

0 
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April 30, 2001 7:21 PM 

TO: PA&E 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1 \ 
SUBJECT: Recapitalization Rates 

Would someone please give me the correct information as to what the proper 
recapitalization rates are for the various types of infrastructure the Pentagon 
invests in. I understand it could vary from Service to Service and from housing to 
other types of facilities. Let me know how you can most easily present it. 

My goal is to end up being able to figure out a number for each of the Services as 
to what it would cost if we decided to get them to the proper recapitalization 
schedule in 6, 8, 10 or 12 years for, say, 75% of their infrastructure. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
043001-63 

11-L-0559/0SD/1101 



Facilities Recapitalization 

Back2round 

• You requested information regarding standard recapitalization rates for various types 
of infrastructure in order to determine costs for each of the services to meet standards 
over 6 to 12 years (TAB A) 

Recapitalization Rates 

+ Facilities Recapitalization includes: 
Replacement Projects 
Revitalization Projects 

Associated Planning and Design 
Minor Construction 

- Restoration and Modernization 

+ Recapitalization rates were computed by PA&E from more detailed rates established 
by a panel of DoD experts in 1997 in connection with the Quadrennial Defense 
Review. These rates: · 

Provide the only comprehensive DoD rates 
- Reflect judgement of panel members-not explicitly sounded on benchmarks 

• Table 1 (attached) provides detailed listings of recapitalization rates by service and by 
type of facility 

The breakout by Service is: 

• Army - 65 years 
• Navy - 67 years 
• Air Force - 6 7 years 
• Marine Corps - 68 years 

• Aggregating over all the services and facility types, the standard recapitalization rate 
for facilities funded through the military construction and family housing accounts is 
about 67 years 

This figure agrees with the value computed by USD(AT &L) in the Report to 
Congress on Identification of the Requirements to Reduce the Backlog <f 
Maintenance and Repair of Defense Facilities (April 2001) 
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Comparison versus Commercial Standards 

• Table 2 ( attached) provides benchmark data for comparing DoD recapitalization rates 
to commercial standards 
- The data represents the best that is readily available to us 

• Compared to these benchmarks: 
DoD lines up well for: 
• Medical (DoD,.., 50 years; benchmarks,.., 50 years) 
• Office buildings (DoD,.., 56 years; benchmarks - 36-50 years) 
• Housing (DoD,.., 42 years; benchmarks - 30-65 years) 

- DoD seems high for: 
• Supply facilities (DoD - 77 years; benchmarks - 32-40 years) 
• Utilities and ground improvements (DoD- 68 years; Army, Air Force, USMC 

- 70-75 years; benchmarks,.., 60 years) 

Because we do not have the underlying data behind these benchmarks, we can not 
evaluate the reasons for these differences 

Recapitalization Funding 

• The steady-state cost of sustaining the department-wide recapitalization rate of 67 
years is roughly $8B per year (ignoring the backlog) 

The services currently program about $2.5B per year 
- The shortfall is thus about $5.5B per year for the facilities in Table 1 

+ Because past funding has been well below the steady-state need, the recapitalization 
backlog is about $82B 

• Table 3 (attached) displays the annual additional resources needed to: 
- Either eliminate this backlog and fully fund the steady-state needs (100%) 

Or, eliminate 75% of the backlog and fund 75% of steady-state needs 
• In the second case, the backlog would continue to grow absent measures such 

as a round of base closures 
- After working off the backlog, the steady-state funding would need be the $8B per 

year discussed above ($5.5B above current levels) to prevent the backlog from 
growing again 

• Data in Table 3 suggest at least $10-20B per year more would be needed to work off 
the backlog in the next 6 to 12 years (see caveats below) 
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Caveats 

• In computing these funding requirements, two points must be considered: 
~ Some categories of facilities should be outsourced (such as utilities), which 

account for over 25 percent of the replacement value of DoD facilities 
Many facilities should be declared excess and tom down rather than replaced, 
which is particularly imp01tant if no additional BRAC rounds are authorized 

• We can not estimate the effects of these changes without details on which facilities 
are affected, but the changes could be substantial 
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Table 1. Facility Recapitalization Rates (Years) 

Maintenance and Production 

Research, Develo ment, Testing and Evaluation 46 45 48 

Su 1 Facilities2 78 76 75 77 77 

Medical excludin Defense Health Pro am 50 50 50 50 so 
Administrative 38 50 65 61 56 
Housin 65 64 62 76 68 
Utilities and Ground Im rovements 70 58 75 73 68 

Overall 65 67 67 68 67 

Notes: 

I. The recapitalization rates shown are target rates and are equal to the service life of the respective 
facility infrastructure type. 
2, Supply facilities include warehouses, hazardous material storage facilities, and ammunition 
storage facilities. 

Variance in Infrastructure Recapitalization Rates 

• A I 997 DoD panel established service life estimates for approximating I 30 groupings of like 
facilities. 

• The differences in the proportion of these facilities owned by each service produced the 
variance shown in the infrastructure type recapitalization rates 

• For example: 

-- Shipyard maintenance facilities had an estimated service life of I 00 years, far greater than 
other maintenance facilities. The Navy has the majority of these types of facilities and 
therefore its overall maintenance and production recapitalization rate is noticeably higher 
than the other services. 

-- One group of Morale, Welfare, and Recreational facilities in the administrative 
infrastructure type had an estimated service life of 25 years, far lower than other 
administrative facilities. The Army has the majority of these types of facilities and 
therefore its overall administrative recapitalization rate is noticeably lower than the other 
services. 
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Table 2. Comparison of Service Life Estimates' 
BEA2 BEA Marshall 

{~rivate} (government} &Swift3 

Office BuildinQ 50 45-55 
36 35-50 

Warehouse 40 50 35-60 
Hospital 48 50 35-50 
Single Residence 80 na 30-65 

Notes: 
1. Extracted from Implementation of the Department of Defense Sustainment Model, 

Whitestone Research, January 2001. 
2. Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce. 
3. Marshall and Swift is a commercial firm that specializes in collecting, processing, and 

distributing building cost data. 
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Table 3. Additional Annual Resource Needs to Recapitalize Facilities 

6 Years 8 Years 10 Years 12 Years 

100% Army $6B $5B $5B $4B 
Navy $7B $6B $5B $4B 
Air Force $6B $5B $4B $4B 

Total $19B $168 $148 $12B 

75% Army $5B $4B $3B $3B 
Navy $5B $4B $4B $3B 
Air Force $4B $4B $3B $3B 

Total $14B $12B $108 $9B 

Note: These resources are above the $2.58 the Services are currently 
investing and include eliminating the backlog within the prescribed times 

11-L-0559/0SD/1107 



,- •. Q_Ff°ICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DE FEN SE 
' , .. c··~·. ' . . . . _ . 1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

W~SHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1800 

, ...... , ,., , '.' I .. J·· ,.,, 

I; c: .. _., '-'-·'' L .. • • d .. ' 

PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION INFO MEMO 

May 18, 2001 9:20 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E ~(JdJk,j'D~OJ 

SUBJECT: Funding for Combating Terrorism 

• In response to our package outlining funding for the Department's Combating 
Terrorism efforts, you asked why there was a discrepancy between the $5B per year 
we reported and the $15B reported elsewhere (TAB A). 

• We have not been able to find any reference to a $15B figure, nor are we aware of any 
way of aggregating the Department's combating-terrorism accounts that would 
suggest such a figure. 

• The figure we developed ($4.6B in FY 2001) was reported in our reports to 0MB and 
the Congress and, as such, represents the official Department position. 
• ASD(SOLIC) reported the same figure to you separately. 

• A similar report from 0MB to Congress summarizing spending for the entire Federal 
Government reports a figure of $9 .3B in FY 2001. 

• An additional $2.0B is spent on Critical Infrastructure Protection across the 
Federal Government for efforts that assure the security of infrastructures in both 
the government and private sector that are needed to ensure our national security, 
national economic security, and public health and safety. 

• The total expenditure government-wide is thus about$ I lB. 

COORDINATIONS: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 6950749 

0 
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May 10, 2001 9:41 AM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1)~ 
SUBJECT: Costs for Combating Terrorism 

I don't know why people are using the $15 bil1ion number if this piece of paper 
says it is closer to $5 billion. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
5/9/0 I PA&E memo toSecDef re: Combating Ten-orism Funding Information 

DHR:dh 
051001·13 ~ 

'.1 
'~ ,v 
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Combating Terrorism 

• Background 

- Combating Terrorism encompasses all actions taken to oppose terrorism throughout the 
threat spectrum, including terrorist use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and/or high 
explosives. 

• Funding 

- The DoD budget for Combating Terrorism is currently about $5 billion per year. 
Manpower accounts for about 80 percent of the total and includes such elements as security 
forces/technicians, law enforcement, and investigations. 

TOA($ in Millions) 
FY 2000 FY 2001 

Antiterrorism 
Connterterrorism 
Terrorism Consequence Management 
Intelligence 

Total 

• Definition of Combating Terrorism Categories 

3,380.6 3,537.7 
689.4 545.8 
337.l 352.9 
141.7 131.5 

4,548.8 4,567.9 

- Antiterrorism: Defensive measures (including force protection) used to reduce the 
vulnerability of individuals and property to terrorist acts, including limited responses and 
containment by local military forces. 

-- Includes physical security equipment, site improvements, management and planning, 
security forces and technicians, law enforcement, security and investigative matters, and 
research and development. 

- Counterterrorism: Offensive measures taken to prevent, deter, and respond to terrorism . 

.. Terrorism Consequence Management: DoD preparedness and activities to mitigate the 
consequences of a terrorist incident involving the use of weapons of mass destruction. DoD 
domestic consequence management activities are designed to support the designated lead 
federal agency. 

-- Includes emergency response preparedness, chemical/biological response, WMD civil 
support teams, medical elements, the U.S. Army Technical Escort Unit, and the U.S. Marine 
Corps Chemical/Biological Incident Response Force. 

- Intelligence Support for Combating Terrorism: Collection, analysis, and dissemination 
of all-source intelligence on terrorist groups and activities intended to protect, deter, preempt, 
or counter terrorist threats to U.S. personnel, forces, critical infrastructures, and interests. 
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t'ROGRAM ANALYSIS 
ANO EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 800 

May 9, 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING ASSIST ANT SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 
(PUBLIC AFFAIRS) 

SUBJECT: Combating Terrorism Funding Infonnation 

In response to a request from a member of your staff, we have prepared a point 
paper providing information on DoD funding for Combating Terrorism activities. The 
Comptroller has provided cost data for FY 2000-2001 derived from budget displays 
submitted to Congress. Once the FY 2002 budget is complete, we can provide similar 
figures for that year. 

If you require further information, please feel to contact Jim Johnson of my staff 
at 695-7341 . 

~\~ 
..... / Barry D. Watts · 

Director 

Attachment 

0 
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INFOMEMO 

May 18, 20019:20 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

/ '/.'\OM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E~~Jd,lkifti~OJ 
.r 'Yi , 

'J . ~ . 
\ I ~J SUBJECT: Funding for Combating Terrorism 

~i ),_;., ~ 
~. 

,.7'~ :;, ,~ \ 

• In response to our package outlining funding for the Department's Combating ,, dfJ 
Terrorism efforts, xou asked why there was a discrepancy between the $5B per year (57 

. w,e reported and the $T3B reported elsewhere (TAB A). ;f' ~ t 
', 

'\. . I t.J.1'11- #w() 

·~. »le htwe net \leM able t6 find any refere11ee te e $ 1 jQ figttre, &er ltM ~ aware of any 
way of aggregating the Department's combating-terrorism accounts that would 
suggest such a figure. 

• The figure we developed ($4.6'.B in FY 200 I) was reported in our reports to 0MB and 
the Congress and, as such, represents the official Department position. 
• ASD(SOLIC) reported the same figure to you separately. 

• A similar report from 0MB to Congress summarizing spending for the entire Federal 
Government reports a figure of $9.3B in FY 200 I . 
• An additional $2.0B is spent on Critical Infrastructure Protection across the 

Federal Government for efforts that assure the security of infrastructures in both 
the government and private sector that are needed to ensure our national security, 
national economic security, and public health and safety. 

• The total expenditure government-wide is thus about $1 lB. 

COORDINATIONS: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 695-0749 

0 
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May 10, 2001 9:41 AM 

TO: L a r r y Di Rita 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Costs for Combating Terrorism 

I don't know why people are using the $15 billion number if this piece of paper 
says i~ is closer to $5 billion. · 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
5/9/01 PA&E memo to SecDef re: Combating Terrorism Funding Information 

DHR:dh 
05100)-13 

!;f;_/1 
t{I 
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Combating Terrorism 

• Background 

- Combating Terrorism encompasses all actions taken to oppose terrorism throughout the 
threat spectrum, including terrorist use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and/or high 
explosives. 

• Funding 

- The DoD budget for Combating Terrorism is currently about $5 billion per year. 
Manpower accounts for about 80 percent of the total and includes such elements as security 
forces/technicians, law enforcement, and investigations. 

TOA($ in Millions) 
FY 2000 FY 2001 

Antiterrorism 
Counterterrorism 
Terrorism Consequence Management 
Intelligence 

Total 

• Definition of Combating Terrorism Categories 

3,380.6 3,537.7 
689.4 545.8 
337. l 352.9 
141.7 131.5 

4,548.8 4,567.9 

- Autiterrorism: Defensive measures (including force protection) used to reduce the 
vulnerability of individuals and property to terrorist acts, including limited responses and 
containment by local military forces. 

-- Includes physical security equipment, site improvements, management and planning, 
security forces and technicians, law enforcement, security and investigative matters, and 
research and development. 

- Counterterrorism: Offensive measures taken to prevent, deter, and respond to terrorism. 

- Terrorism Consequence Management: DoD preparedness and activities to mitigate the 
consequences of a terrorist incident involving the use of weapons of mass destruction. DoD 
domestic consequence management activities are designed to support the designated lead 
federal agency. 

-- Includes emergency response preparedness, chemical/biological response, WMD civil 
support teams, medical elements, the US. Army Technical Escort Unit, and the U.S. Marine 
Corps Chemical/Biological Incident Response Force. 

- Intelligence Support for Combating Terrorism: Collection, analysis, and dissemination 
of all-source intelligence on terrorist groups and activities intended to protect, deter, preempt, 
or counter terrorist threats to U.S. personnel, forces, critical infrastructures, and interests. 
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l"ffOGRAM ANALYSTS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 800 

May 9, 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(PUBLIC AFFAIRS) 

SUBJECT: Combating Terrorism Funding Information 

In response to a request from a member of your staff, we have prepared a point 
paper providing information on DoD funding for Combating Terrorism activities. The 
Comptro11er has provided cost data for FY 2000-2001 derived from budget displays 
submitted to Congress. Once the FY 2002 budget is complete, we can provide similar 
figures for that year. 

If you require further information, please feel to contact Jim Johnson of my staff 
at 695-734 l. 

&\·· 
Barry D. Watts 

Director 

Attachment 
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PROGAAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1800: 

INFO MEMO 
""r •· • t ... ", I 

:· - ,) 
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August 30, 2001, 4:30 P.M. 

FOR: SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 
O"','',.L· j ..• .. T) /,.. '· !.· 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation-.~h 1,·0 ,i. t,..,(:v~\ ' 

SUBJECT: Combating Terrorism Funding 

• This memo responds to your question (Tab A) regarding DoD funding for combating 
terrorism. 

• 0MB prepares a report for Congress each year outlining combating terrorism spending 
government-wide. In its report, 0MB gives a composite figure for national security 
funding, reflecting both DoD and Intelligence Community resources. Funds for critical 
infrastructure protection (CIP) are combined with combating terrorism resources in 
some of the report's displays in order to depict the total level of funding devoted to 
countering unconventional threats. 

• The latest 0MB report puts FYOI national security funding for combating terrorism at 
$5.SB, against a federal total of $9.7B. These figures rise to $7.3B and $12B, 
respectively, -if CIP is included. The DoD share of the total (not reported separately by 
0MB) is $4.6B. 

• Bottom line: When responding to questions about current funding for combating 
terrorism activities, I suggest saying that DoD spends "around $5B." When discussing 
how much the government as a whole spends on combating terrorism, an appropriate 
response would be $1 OB to $12B. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachment 
As stated 

Prepared By: Milton L. Tulkoff, 703-697-0373 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301•1800 

INFO l\'IEMO 

"'=' "I , • • '.' ,.., I r• t L,.; ... I .~ ..• L Id 

May 18, 200111:33 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E ·~\J.i:db S/J.J/o1 

SUBJECT: Standards-Based Review 

• You requested information on the costs associated with funding the Department 
consistent with known, quantifiable standards, achieving those standards by FY 2007. 

• We have estimated these costs using the following categories: Facilities, Equipment, 
Development, Personnel, and Readiness. 
• In some cases, such as housing and facilities, agreed standards exist. 
• In others, such as research and development, no standards exist. 
• Therefore, where necessary, we postulated standards based on several 

considerations, including historical experience and recent Congressional direction. 
• A description of each standard we used can be found at Tab A. 

• The additional resources needed to achieve department-wide standards by FY 2007 
are more than $500 billion (Tab B). The implied program, particularly with respect to 
equipment modernization, could not be executed, due to the very large quantities of 
equipment (e.g., over 700 tactical aircraft per year) that would have to be bought. 

• As an alternative, we estimated the costs to achieve these standards by FY 2015. The 
additional resources required through FY 2007 are roughly $375 billion (Tab C). In 
this case the program would probably be executable, but still would be very costly. 

• The FY 20 15 alternative generates fiscal increases that closely match the proposed 
FYDP funding profile the Comptroller provided you last week. As a percent of GDP, 
that profile is: 3.07% FY02-04, 3.05% FY05-06, and 3.02% FY07 (see Tab C). 

COORDINATIONS: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 
Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 695-0749 

0 U09612 /01 
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Standards 

Facilities 

• Family Housing 
• Eliminate sub-standard housing by FY 2007. 
• CmTent Service programs meet standard by FY 2012. 

• Recapitalization of other Facilities 
• Fund at steady state requirement (67-year replacement cycle). 
• Eliminate half of existing backlog (-$40 billion). 
• Meet standard by either FY 2007 or 20 15. 

Equipment 

• Major Platfo1ms 
• Modernize at steady state rates, thereby achieving acceptable average age. 
• Eliminate accumulated shortfalls associated with less-than steady state 

procurement of the past decade. 
• Meet steady state standard by either FY 2007 or 2015. 

• Minor Items 
• Fund at historical rates. 

Research and Development 

• Science and Technology 
• Fund at 2% real growth per year, a rate consistent with past Congressional 

guidance. 
• This approach would yield results roughly consistent with the recommendation 

by Undersecretary Aldridge to fund S&T at 3% of DoD TOA. 

• Other R&D 
• Fund other R&D at 2 % real growth per year to accommodate unforeseen 

events - program cost growth, new initiatives, etc. 
• Missile Defense 

• Increase to reflect renewed emphasis. 
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Personnel 

• Military 
• Set pay raise at ECI + 0.5% each year. 
• Provide bonuses consistent with Presidential Initiative for FY 2002 (-$1 

billion). 
• Add additional 60,000 in active duty endstrength to offset Service-identified 

shortfalls. 

• Civilian 
• Set pay raise at ECI + 0.5% each year. 

Readiness 

• Core accounts 
• Fund at historical rate of 3% annual real growth. 
• Service inputs required to further refine estimates. 
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Facilities 
Housing 
MilCon 
Total 

Equipment 
Platforms 
Minor Items 
Total 

Research & Development 
S&T 
Other 
Missile Defense 
Total 

Personnel 
Military Raise 
Bonuses 
+70k 
Civilian Raise 
Total 

Readiness 

Real Growth 

Grand Total 

Comutroller Profile 

Summary - FY 2007 Option 
(TY $ Billions) 

FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 

0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 
10.6 10.6 10.6 10.6 

8.4 21.4 46.4 65.1 
1.7 1.4 1.4 1.7 

10.1 22.8 47.8 66.7 

1.5 1.8 2.0 2.4 
1.1 2.7 4.6 7.2 
3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 

5.6 7.5 9.6 14.6 

0.4 1.1 1.8 2.7 
1.0 1.4 1.4 1.5 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
0.3 0.8 1.3 1.8 
4.7 6.2 7.5 9.0 

10.5 17.2 21.7 26.4 

41.4 64.3 97.2 127.3 

P erce nt ofGDP 3.07% 3.07% 3.07% 3.05% 

Increase vs. Clinton Legacy Budget 23.4 41.5 53.3 62.9 
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FY 06 FY 07 Sum 

0.6 0.6 3.4 
10.0 10.0 60.0 
10.6 10.6 63.4 

16.2 13.3 170.7 
2.7 4.5 13.3 

18.9 17.7 184.1 

2.6 2.8 13.2 
8.9 13.2 37.7 
6.0 7.0 27.0 

17.6 23.0 77.9 

3.6 4.5 14.1 
1.5 1.6 8.3 
3.0 3.0 18.0 
2.5 3.1 9.7 

10.5 12.2 50.1 

30.9 36.5 143.2 

88.4 100.0 518.6 

3.05% 3.02% 

74.8 83.5 



Examples of Additional Procurement 
FY 2007 Option 

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 Total 
Army Helos 

Current Plan 
Dollars ($B) 1.5 1.6 1.9 2.5 2.9 3.9 14.2 

Quantities 21 35 57 79 123 147 462 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.8 1.0 1.4 1.5 0.0 0.6 5.3 
Quantities 45 90 143 197 0 12 487 

AF TacAir 
Current Plan 

Dollars ($B) 3.3 4.7 4.6 4.1 4.6 5.4 26.8 
Quantities 16 24 44 44 42 50 220 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 2.6 6.3 14.1 20.8 1.7 2.1 47.6 
Quantities 50 150 316 496 42 50 1,104 

Attack Subs 
Current Plan 

Dollars ($B) 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.7 4.2 15.3 
Quantities I I I I I 2 7 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.4 4.5 2.3 15.4 
Quantities 0 0 2 2 2 I 7 

USMC Vehicles 
Current Plan 

Dollars ($B) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.9 2.0 
Quantities 0 I 23 24 54 120 222 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.6 0.7 1.1 1.7 0.2 0.0 4.3 
Quantities 250 250 337 418 34 0 1,289 
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Facilities 
Housing 
MilCon 
Total 

Equipment 
Platforms 
Minor Items 
Total 

Research & Development 
S&T 
Other 
Missile Defense 
Total 

Personnel 
Military Raise 
Bonuses 
+70k 
Civilian Raise 
T 0 t a l 

Readiness 

Real Growth 

Grand Total 

Comptroller Profile 

Summary - FY 2015 Option 
(TY $ Billions) 

FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 

0.0 0.0 0.0 
6.0 6.0 6.0 
6.0 6.0 6.0 

0.9 2.3 7.8 
1.7 1.4 1.4 
2.6 3.8 9.2 

1.5 1.8 2.0 
1.1 2.7 4.6 
3.0 3.0 3.0 

5.6 7.5 9.6 

0.4 1. 1 1.8 
1.0 1.4 1.4 
3.0 3.0 3.0 
0.3 0.8 1.3 
4.7 6.2 7.5 

10.5 17.2 21.7 

29.3 40.7 54.l 

FYOS FY 06 FY 07 

0.0 0.0 0.0 
6.0 6.0 6.0 
6.0 6.0 6.0 

11.0 15.4 18.5 
1.7 2.7 4.5 

12.7 18. l 23.0 

2.4 2.6 2.8 
7.2 8.9 13.2 
5.0 6.0 7.0 

14.6 17.6 23.0 

2.7 3.6 4.5 
1.5 1.5 1.6 
3.0 3.0 3.0 
1.8 2.5 3.1 
9.0 10.5 12.2 

26.4 30.9 36.5 

68.7 83.l 100.7 

Percent of GDP 3.07% 3.07% 3.07% 3.05 % 3.05% 3.02 % 

Increase vs. Clinton Legacy Budget 23.4 41.5 53.3 62.9 74.8 83.5 
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Sum 

0.0 
36.0 
36.0 

56.0 
13.3 
69.4 

13.2 
37.7 
27.0 
77.9 

14.1 
8.3 

18.0 
9.7 

SO.I 

143.2 

376.5 



Examples of Additional Procurement 
FY 2015 Option 

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 Total 
Army Helos 

Current Plan 
Dollars ($B) 1.5 1.6 1.9 2.5 2.9 3.9 14.2 

Quantities 21 35 57 79 123 147 462 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 
Quantities 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 

AF TacAir 
Current Plan 

Dollars ($B) 3.3 4.7 4.6 4.1 4.6 5.4 26.8 
Quantities 16 24 44 44 42 50 220 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.4 0.3 0.4 1.5 2.9 5.0 10.5 
Quantities 10 15 12 34 64 82 217 

Attack Subs 
Current Plan 

Dollars ($B) 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.7 4.2 15.3 
Quantities I I I I I 2 7 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.0 0.0 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.3 8.8 
Quantities 0 0 I I I 4 

USMC Vehicles 
Current Plan 

Dollars ($B) 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.9 2.0 
Quantities 0 I 23 24 54 120 222 

Adds 
Dollars ($B) 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.4 2.6 
Quantities 50 150 150 175 196 150 871 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·1800 

A~,,., • • • • f ~-

f., ...... 

INFO MEMO 

1;: 2 9 

May 18, 2001 3:43 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E ~~(tW?~O) 

SUBJECT: Tooth-to-Tail Ratios 

• You requested information on various tooth-to-tail metrics (TAB A) 

• We have cakulated numbers of headquarters personnel, general and flag officer, band 
members, and operational support aircraft per 100,000 "warriors'· (TAB B) 

• Because of the way the data is gathered, the "warriors'' number is imperfect. It includes 
some military personnel who might not directly engage in combat, but excludes some 
personnel in the training base who would deploy to tight 

• The data illuminate a few basic points: 

• The various categories of "headquarters" personnel and "support/executive" aircraft you 
asked about are small relative to the numbers of "warriors''. 

• The numbers of warriors ("tooth") are more sensitive to changes in mission and strategy 
than are the numbers of other personnel or airplanes ("tail"). 

• Headquarters staff and operational support aircraft per warrior rose in the early 1990s 
but have fallen since 1995. 

• General and flag officers and band members per warrior have risen over the 1990s. 

COORDINATION: USD(Comptroller) Jfb11;1,; 
Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 695-0749 

0 U09942 /01 
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TAB 

A 
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&MO 

nmry 19, 2001 S:S6 PM 

·· I Want to figure out some indices to m~ure DoD teeth to tail ratio. Everything 
cou Id be ~ a percentage to warriOl'S-"--fighting troops. 

, . 
For. example: 

OSD personnel as a pen:aitage of troops DoD-wide 

Genera;Is~d admirals as apen:entagcofwarriorsDoD-wide 

· Air For.eel Anny/Navy seaetariats as a percentage of warriors m each of 
the Services 

Generals and admirals a& a percentage of wmion: in each Service_. -. 

- Execu~ve aucraft or private cars as a percentage ~f warriors in each 
Service 

Washington representational aad bands and that type of thing as a 
percentage of warriors 

There must be a number of these things that are better than these, but if we get 
~em listed, without even saying anything, things will begin to get better. The olcl 
adage is "'what you measure, impro,res." It is tme. 

DHR:dh 
021901-17 
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TAB 

B 
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FY7S FY80 FYSS FY90 FY9S FY99 
OSD 208 60 137 183 265 249 
Joint Staff 105 92 108 113 148 176 

1129 832 869 712 1132 895 
2409 1545 1270 976 1036 889 
1853 1564 1367 1267 1850 1736 

F\'75 FY80 FY85 FY90 FY95 FYOl 
DoD 101 100 88 86 104 111 
Ann 92 87 80 76 91 96 

109 115 

FY75 FY80 FY85 FY90 FY95 FYOl 
DoD 522 418 422 412 505 538 

554 448 471 485 603 623 
420 295 

FY75 FY80 FYSS FY90 FY95 FYOI 
69 51 43 53 66 48 
63 48 51 55 73 52 
75 50 36 41 52 45 

146 88 17 20 22 23 
43 43 47 75 95 60 

*MilitaryD.:partmcntcomparisonsaretoMilitaryD.:partmcnrpopulations. OS[) and Joint Staff arc 10 DoD. 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
ANO EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.- c r .-: -· _: :: 
\ .. : . ··- · .. ·, ~ -

1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON S~'.2~ .~.: <·,: ._,: . :·· .-. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1800 

200! J!i~·!. - I r:-t S: 2 

INFO MEMO 

June 1, 20011 :31 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E·~w~~t.htt;, C.(/C·i/CA 

SUBJECT: Setting a Deadline for Making Command and Control (C2) of Legacy 
Systems Interoperable 

• You asked Dr. Zakheim whether there is "any way to set a deadline for all legacy 
systems to be interoperable" with regard to C2 (TAB A). 

• A realistic deadline of 2007 or 2008 can be set if two conditions are met: 
(1) interoperability is limited to technically achievable goals (e.g., fielding common 

data links and tactical radios) 
(2) the acquisition system can enforce migration by the services to interoperable C2. 

• Enforcement is the pivotal issue in achieving such a deadline. 
• Heretofore, our acquisition oversight system has not been able to enforce 

interoperability across the military services. 
• C3I and AT&L have developed new directives that, when signed, should enable 

OSD to insist on interoperability certification at acquisition boards. 
• Unless these changes are implemented and interoperability enforced, success 

within any reasonable number of years is doubtful. 

• What might be a realistic deadline for doing such things as fielding common data 
links and tactical radios, and how much might that cost? 
• ASD(C31) currently estimates that acquisition oversight changes would require 

some $570M during FY02-07, of which less than 40% is in the current program. 
• Accelerated acquisition of initiatives, such as interoperable tactical radios, data 

links, and the Global Command and Control System (GCCS) would require 
another $8.4B over FY02-07, of which less than 40% is programmed. 

• If we completed investment in these programs, 2008 might be a reasonable 
deadline for achieving force-wide C2 interoperability. 
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• Investments in other interoperability programs, such as a Future Command Center and 
Battlefield Situational Awareness, are much more speculative, but could result in 
additional costs of $2.5B over the FYDP. 

• A more ambitious interoperability program than that described above could, of 
course, be attempted. 
• For additional detail, see the C3I paper (TAB B), which defines C3 

interoperability, outlines the obstacles to achieving it, and provides current and 
plus-up funding data for a more comprehensive menu of interoperability 
programs. 

• Note that the "future command post" program in TABB is the closest current 
program to the joint command-and-control system proposed by General 
McCarthy's transformation panel. 

• Achieving more ambitious goals, such as a "common operational picture" that can 
be automatically shared at every level of command, are far less certain than 
fielding joint tactical radios or interoperable data links. 

• The cost estimates in TAB B are very uncertain and should not be used for 
programmatic decisions until they are developed further. 

COORDINATIONS: TAB C 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Barry D. Watts, Director PA&E, 695-0971 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DovZakheim 

Paul Wolfowitz 

Donald Rumsfeld )t\ 
SUBJECT: Interoperability of Legacy Systems 

May 21, 2001 2:48 PM 

Is there any way to set a deadline for all legacy systems to be interoperable with 
respect to command and control? 

DHR:dh 
052101-44 
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C3 SYSTEMS INTEROPERABILITY 

I. DEFINITIONS 

• Command, Control and Communications (C3) is the set of systems and processes that 
collect, distribute, process, store, present, disseminate, and manage information for 
decision makers and organizations throughout the Department of Defense, and related 
national security organizations. 
• C3 is a subset of Information Technology as defined by the Clinger-Cohen Act. 
• C3 is a dynamic set of capabilities that continually evolve and change as technology 

improves. 

• Interoperability is defined as the ability of systems, units or forces to provide data, 
information, materiel, and services to and accept the same from other systems, units, or 
forces and to use the data, information, materiel and services so exchanged to enable 
them to operate effectively together. 

• Interoperability allows the full exploitation of information to: 
• decrease chance for error (e.g., fratricide), 
• make decision-making and control more effective and efficient, 
• reduce time to exchange information, 
• reduce training requirements, 
• optimize combat effectiveness. 

• Interoperability is achieved by: 
• Compatible hardware and software (common warfighting tools). 
• Commonality and uniformity of data and format for information exchange (a 

common war-fighting language). 
• Commonality of operating procedures and rules for information exchange ( a 

common warfighting method). 

II. CHALLENGES TO ACIDEVING INTEROPERABILITY 

Achieving interoperability has been a difficult problem because of technical issues 
involving info1mation exchange among a diverse and large set of C3 systems including 
both fielded systems and those under development. These technical challenges are made 
more difficult to overcome because our acquisition process is geared toward the 
development of individual C3 systems vice" a system of systems" approach. 
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Furthermore: 

• No one is perceived as being in charge of interoperability. 

• Policies and instructions are almost a decade old. 

• Metrics are hard to define and difficult to measure. 

• The Department has not made interoperability a real priority. 

III. POLICY AND PROCESS 

• A revised DoD interoperability directive has been prepared for Deputy Secretary of 
Defense approval that will implement a new process for achieving interoperability. 

• It is mission-focused and outcome-based. 

• Characterizes interoperability requirements in a family-of-systems or system-of
systerns joint mission area context. 

• Precisely defines operational user requirements. 
• Involves the test community throughout a system's life to ensure interoperability 

objectives have been met. 
• Includes experts from the operational war-fighter community to identify, 

consolidate, prioritize, and synchronize non-materiel solutions with materiel 
solutions, for both new and legacy capabilities. 

• Provides incentives to program managers to address high priority interoperability 
issues. 

• To implement and institutionalize the process called for in the new directive would 
require the fo11owing resources. (BOI...D entries show current funding levels.) 

Program/ Activity 

DoDCIO 

Joint Interoperability 
and Integration 
Orj!anization 
Interoperability 
Stabilization Fund 
Joint Distributed 
Engineering Plant 

Total Oversight 
Plus-up 
Total Oversight 
Baseline 

Function 

Interoperability assessments and 
SUDDOrt 

Warfighter interoperability support 

Fund to address near term, high 
priority interoperability issues 
Distributed engineering and test 
capability for verifying 
interoperability 

2 
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FY 02 FY 03-07 
Resources Resources 

$4M $29M 
$2M SOM 

$10M $46M 
$3M $8M 

$10 M $100M 
$SM $2SM 

$10M $145M 
$26M S150M 

34M 320M 

36M 183M 



IV. PROGRAMATIC AND RESOURCE ISSUES 

• The following is a set of high priority initiatives that will move us closer to achieving 
CJ systems interoperability. (BOLD entries show current funding levels.) 

Program/ 
Initiative 

Accelerate 
Tactical Data 
Links 

Accelerate 
Joint Tactical 
Radio System 

Accelerate 
Teleport 
Program 

Accelerate 
Global 
Command 
and Control 
Systems 
Future 
Command 
Center 

Standardize 
Collaboration 
Planning 
Tools 

Actions/ Improvement to 
Fielding Plan Interoperability 

Accelerate the fielding Link 16 enables a 
of Link 16 and shared integrated 
gateways to other data operational picture 
links 
Accelerate wavefonn Enables exchange of 

""' 
and crypto software. information between 
Develop maritime, dissimilar radios 
airborne, and handheld 
capabilities. 
Buy and install radios 
on objective platforms 
Accelerate interface Enables war-fighter 
between satellite and reach back to CONUS 
terrestrial 
communications 
svstems 
Accelerate Command Increases speed and 
and Control capability for joint 
information exchange planning and execution 
between the JTF and 
the Services 
Develop and field Supports all scenarios 
wireless command (war-fighting to disaster 
centers for the CINCs relief). Hosted on 
to maximize mobility variety of platforms, 
and minimize footprint uses local comms can 

operate autonomously 
Direct and field a Allows shared planning 
standard collaboration information 
planning toolkit 

3 
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Additional !\.dditional 
FY 02 FY 03-07 
FundinS? FundinS? 

$50 M $1,300 M 
$69M $425 M 

$100 M $3,500 M 
$160 M $667 M 

$OM $356 M 
$219 M $409 M 

$15 M $150 M 
$268M $1664 M: 

$50 M $1,650 M: 
$25 M $125 M 

(est.) (est.)1 

$7 M $19M 
$OM so Ml 



Accelerate 
Integrated 
Broadcast 
Service 

Accelerate 
Battlefield 
Situational 
Awareness 

Family of 
Interoperable 
Operational 
Pictures 
(FIOP) 

Total 
Initiative 
Plus-up 
Total 
Initiative 
Baseline 

Accelerate system to Ensures warfighters 
integrate intelligence will have complete, 
and warning shared intelligence 
information into a information 
single broadcast 
Accelerate the Enables the Service 
development and Components and Joint 
fielding of "Common Force Commander to 
Operational Picture" share a near real-time 

integrated view of the 
battlespace 

Increases the funding Improves the coherence 
for organizations and consistency of 
developing the operational pictures 
enhanced capabilities across all systems that 
for exchanging support joint and 
operational picture data coalition operations 
and accelerates the 
fielding of these 
capabilities by the 
Services and Agency 
Systems 

4 
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$18 M $73M 
$37M $188 M 

$10M $75 M 
$68 M $371 M 

$21 M $183 M 
$9M $75 M 

$271 M $7,306 M 

$855 M $3924 M 



V. CONCLUSIONS 

• We are making progress toward interoperability. 

• We have identified the management process (Section III). It requires sustained 
l ea d e r s hip c ommitm e nt . 

• Additional funding is needed to implement and sustain this new management process. 

• Additional resources for high priority programmatic initiatives will accelerate the pace 
at which we achieve interoperability among our C3 systems. 

5 
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COO RD INA TIO NS 

Under Secretary of Defense(Comptroller) 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (C3I) 

Name 

Dov Zakheim 

Cheryl Roby 
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Date 

6/1/01 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·180Cf :~.· 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE June 5, 2001, 4:30PM 

. . . tbJ-.w,LllJ1Iiij 
FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, Program Analysis and Evaluattort ~ £> /thiv 1 

SUBJECT: The Extent to Which DoD Has Outsourced 

• You asked me to look at the extent to which DoD has outsourced. (TAB A: your 
Memo). The attached chart (TAB B) shows private sector participation in DoD' s 
commercial-type functions as of FY99. 

• Private contractors provide about 37 percent (734,000 work-year equivalents) of 
the nearly two million DoD positions engaged in ''commercial" activities. Sixty 
three percent of these positions remain with the government. 

• Three-in-four of the in-house positions are considered either inherently 
governmental (e.g. policy making positions) or exempt. Positions are exempt due 
to law (e.g. guards, firefighters, and many depot'maintenance workers) or as 
otherwise determined by local DoD component managers. About 25 percent 
(3 16,000) of the in-house positions are eligible for outsourcing under 0MB 
Circular A-76. DoD plans to review 40,000 of these positions in FYO 1-05. 

• OM B Circular A-76 requires public-private competitions. Public bidders win 
about half of all competitions; thus substantial numbers of public providers would 
remain if all possible positions were competed. 

• Most outsourcing has been in installation services. TAB C provides functions 
where additional opportunities remain (about 635,000 positions). As discussed 
above, only half of these are eligible for outsourcing, according to current 
regulations. 

• Substantially increasing outsourcing requires addressing military-intensive and/or 
politically challenging functions. Achieving real savings from outsourcing military 
functions requires cutting endstrength. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: As stated 

Prepared By: David L. McNicol, 703-695-072 1 
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TAB 
A 
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MAY-1?-2001 15=31 

SECRETARY OF' DEFENSE MEMO 

February 1,, 2001 1:01 PM 

SUBJECT: Outsourcing 

We ought to get a set of indices that look at the extent to which outsourcing ha., 
taken place-things such as guards, mess cooks, and dozens of other activities. 

DHR:dh. 
021901-JS A--76 -

(1/ee J l'ew e-,.c.r 1 ,_ - h [t .. -
J j;, J,..,io (' Avv Ice 'J',, es:,/'~ ,;; /k, ) , L )) - l( . 

Lv-k~.{ fak, +o l~iy .-
'i, I .,:::;., . ~" .:: ,,-, ,' .-, -vr-ct~. ~r. ~ 
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TAB 
B 
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TAB B: Positions (or work-year equivalents) performing commercial activities in the Department of Defense 
( civilians, active military, nationa I guard, and reserves) 

Commericai 
Activities In 

Private Sector. 
Now 

734t,OOO 
L_ 

37% 

*includes civilian inherently governmental 
and military commercial positions 

63% 

11-L-0559/0SD/1144 

Exempted 
Positions 
758,288 

Positions 
Eligible For 

Civilian Positions Review 
Inherently 316,454 

Governmental 
168,915 



L 
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TAB C: Number of DoD employees petforming commercial activities, by function 
area (in thousands) 

Installation services 
Depot repair and maintenance 
Organizational and intermediate repair and maintenance 
Health services 
Education and training 
Real property management, maintenance, and construction 

Total 

Source: 200 1 DoD Commercial Activities Inventory Data. 
* - includes guard and reserves 
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Civilians 
37.2 
62.1 
46.6 
28.5 
34.4 
50.1 

258.9 

Military* 
52.7 

3.5 
109.7 
100.5 
85.6 
23.1 ------

375. I 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1 800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

-WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1800 

l'ROGHAM ANALYSIS 
AN O F VA I II AT I O N 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

INFO MEMO 
June 8, 2001, 5:20 p.m. 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E ~~]W<Jm> Ch/uZ Jo111a<l 

SUBJECT: Budget Comparison 

• You requested information to update DoD budget trends to 2000, to include service 
requests and SecDef recommendations (TAB A). 

• Tables are attached, showing: 
• Budget trends (Then-year and FY 2000 dollars) from 1975-2000 (TAB B). 
• Budget detail for 1997-2000 (TAB C). 
• A manpower table for FY 1975-200 I (TAB D). 

• Since at least the late 1980s, 0MB has been involved at an early stage with DoD's 
budget formulation. 

• Potential differences between the position of the Secretary and that of the 
Executive Office of the President have typically been settled informally. 

• No "SecDef recommended" budget level, as distinct from the eventual 
President's Budget, has been promulgated. 

• Thus, the data in TAB Bis equivalent to the ··President's Decision" column of 
the tables in TAB A. 

• You will notice that DoD-wjde programs have grown as a share of the DoD budget. 
• The principal reason is the functional transfer of certain activities (such as 

BMDO, SOCOM, and the Defense Health Program) from the services to DoD
wide. 

• The increases in DoD-wide programs were partially offset by the 1985 transfer 
of funding responsibility for military retirement from a DoD-Wide account, to 
the Services. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Bryan C. Jack, Director, Programming and Fiscal Economics, PA&E, 693-7827 
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May 21, 2001 8:37 AM 

TO: Barry Watts 

FROM: Don al d Rumsfcj-f\ 
SUBJECT:' Budget Comparison 

Here is some old material I found in a fl.le. I wonder if you could just give me a 
piece of paper that continues this and shows the year 2000 numbers, where they 
are appropriate. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
1'2/22176 DoD FY 1978 Budget Status 

DHR;dh 
052101-10 

11-L-0559/0SD/1148 
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. 
~ Fett 6fifitetAL ~,E 6NLY -< 
1 

Departrnentof·Defense FY 1978 Budget Status DI 
I 

($ Bi II ions) ~ .. 
Current$ FY 1978 $ FY 1978 Budget ~ 

Service Sec Def President• s N 

Title FY 75 fY 76 FY 72 f.V 75 FY _76 FY 7I Request RecnnmP.rltied Decision ~ 

Military Personnel 24.9 25.4 26.2 29.4 28.5 27.7 28.2 27.9 27.7. 

Retired Pay .6.2 7.3 8.3 7.8 8.3 0.9 9 • 1 9.0 9.0 

Operat1 on & Maintenance 26.2 28.9 32.2 32.5 33.5 34.3 38.9 35.5 34.7 • 

Procurement 17;4 21.4 28.5 20.9 24.1 30.2 38.3 36.3 35.3 -

RDTIE 8.6 9.5 10.6 10.5 10.a· 17.2 13.4 12.3 • 12.1 -

H1_1itary Constru~tton 1.8 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.5 . 2.5 2.7 2.-4 1.5 -

Family Rousing 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.l 1.6 1.5 1.4 ,; 

Other Mn 1 ta .. y Functions .1 .2 .3 .2 .3 .3 .3 .. 3 .3 

Military Assistance 1.5 - 1.4 1. L ~ ~ ~ 7.1 1.0 

~ ' TOA Tot~l 87.9 97.7 110.9 106.7 111.0 117.7 133.6 126.3 

Outlays 86.0 88.5 99.0 105.4 101 .1105.5 116.5 113. 1 111. 1 

Detail may not add due to rounding 

FOK 8Ff leJAL ~SE &HVI 
ll/22/76 

. . -:u 

\ 
' ••:• 

., ... . 
. . . · ... , .. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1149 
. . •· : .. .. :· . .. : . 
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rOR el'P'!CfAl t:ISE 614L¥ 

Department of Defense FY 1978 Budfet Status 
($ 81 lions) 

Current$ FY 1978 $ 

Title FY 75 

Army 21.7 

Navy 27.9 

Air Force 26.1 

Defense Agencies/ 
Defense-wide/MAP I i.2 

Total TOA. 87.9 

Outlays 86.0 

Detail may not add due to rounding 

.~. '. 
··t:. ··:·). 

• .... 
... .... , ..··, 

fY 76 FY 71 EV 75 FYJ6 FY 72 

24.0 26.9 26.2 27 .3 28.5 

31.5 37 .1 33.9 35.9 39.4 

28.5 32.1 - 31.5 32.3 34. 1 

~6 14.6 75.1 _15.6 15.a 

97. 7 110. 9 106.7 111.0 117.7 

80.5 99.6 105.4 101.1 105.5 

l!Olt OfififeIAL ~SE BULY 

·.;::I?·::·:, 
11-L-0559/0SD/11. 5~{ · ·.·; ·.· 

.. .. 

~ 
-< 
I 

~ 
I 

i ... 
FY 1978 Budget ... 

h-vi ce Sec bet President's ~ 

Regues t : Keconnended Decision !:3 

33.2 31.2 30.1 

44.5 42.4 41 ;2 

· 39.2 36.6 35.9 

16.6 16.1 15.9 

133.6 126.3 j23. i 

116.5 113. 1 111. 1 

12/2.2/76 



. . 
!!Ort Oli~IEIAI:: t:15E SHI=~' 

Army FY 1978 Budijet Statu5 
($ B1lli0J1S/ 

Current$ FY 1978 $ 
Title FY 75 - FY 76 FY 77 fY 75 FY_ 76 FY V 

. Hf11tary Personnel 9.2' 9.6 10. 1 10.9 10.8 · 10.7 

Operat 1on & Mai ntena nee I 7.4 8.3 9.2 9.2 9.7 9.9 

Procurement 2.6 3.2 4.4 3. T 3.6 4.7 

RDTIE . 1.8 2.0 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.4 

Mi 1 i tary Construction .8 .9 .7 .9 1.0 .8 

Other Military Functions * '* .t - .t * -- .\ 

TOA Total 21.7 24.0 26.9' 26.2 27.3 28.5 

Outlays 21.9 21.4 25.2 26.6 24.4 26~8 

• Less thin $50 mi II ion 

. Detail may not add due to rounding 

FOi\ Ol!l!le'.IAI:: HSE 8Ul=Y 

. :- ... 
11-L-0559/0SD/11 Sf· 

Service 
FY 1978 Budget 
Sec Def President's 

Request Recomended Decision 

11.0 

10.9 . 

7.2 

2.9 

1.1 

• • 1 

33.2 

28.5 

10.a 

· 9.9 

6.7 

2;7 

. . 9 

• I 1 

31.2 

'28.3 

12/22/76 

., . . 

10.7 

• 9. 7' 
. 6.3 

2.7 

.6 

• • 1 

30.1 

. 
1 

.. 
! 
i .... 
.... 
~ 
~ 

""O . 
f 
~ 
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F8R 8FFIEIAL ~SE 8tJLY . i .. I ·~ . ,< 

' Navy FY 1978 Budfet Status. ~ 
I U Bil ions) ~ ... 

Current S FY 1978 $ FY 1978 Budget 
Service sec bet .Prasfdent's ... 

11.J 
Title FY 75 ·EY 76 FV 72 fY 75 FY _76 FY 72 ltgaended decision 

.. 
~ 

Mflitary Personnel 7.8 8.0 8.4 9.3 9.0 .8.8 9.0 9.0 8.9. 

Operation & Maintenance a.a 9.2 10.6 10.0 10.7 11.3 13.1 12.3 12.0 

Procurement 8.4 10.2· 13~6 10.2 11.6 14.4 16.9 16. 1 15.5 

RDTIE 3.1 3.2 3.8 3.7 3.a 4.0 4.6 4.3 4.3 

Milltary Constructlsn .6 .1 .1 .7 .8 .1 • = .7 .5 

Other Military Functions * * * * * * • .. * - - - - -
TOA Total 27.9 31.5 37.1 33.9 35.9 39.4 44.5 . 42.4 41.2 

Outlays 27.4 2e.J 31.6 33.7 32.7 33.8 37.5 37.6 

* Less than $50.mtllion 

Detail may not add due to rounding 12/22/76 
FQR QFFICIAL YSE 8ULY 

'ti . 

. . 
. = . .-{~. 
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~ FSR OFFICIAL ~SE 8tl LY -< 
I 

Afr Force FY 1978 Sud,et Status 
rJI 
I 

($ Bil lions) i ... 
Current S fY 1978 $ FY 1978 Budget .... 

Service Sec Def President's I\) .. 
Title FY 75 EY1 76 fY 77- FV7S .EV 76 FY 77- lm)IJda Reconmended ~ 

Military Personnel 7.8 7_8 7_7 9.3 a.7 . a.2 a.2 8.1 8. 1 

Operation 6 Maintenance • 8.2 8.7 9.4 10.2 10.1 10. 1 11.5 10.2 9.9 

Procurement 6.3 7.8 10.2 7.5 8.7 10.8 13.8 13.1 13.1 

RDT&E. 3.3 3.6 3.8 4.0 4. 1 4.0 5.0 4.5 4.4 

Mi I itary Construction' .4 .6 .9 .5 .7 .9 .1 .7 .4 

Other Mf 11 tary Functions _J_ * _J,_ 
.,, 

* • * * • I - - --
- TOA Total 26.1 28.5 32.1 31.5 32.3 34.1 39.2 36.6 35.9 

Outlays 25.0 26.4 28.3 30.5' 30.1 30.9 33.1 32.0 

• Less than $50 million 

Oeta fl may not add due to rounding 

ll/22/76 
F8R 8FflflAL t:JSE 6NLY 

.;: : ~ . ... :· 
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• 

DefenseAgenctes/Defensewfde/NAP 
F8R OFFICIALl:ISE &NL¥ 

FY 1978 Budfet Status 
($ Bi I ions) 

Current i FY 1978 i 
Title FY 75 - FY 76 FY 77 fY 75 FY _76 FY Tl. 

Retired Pay 6.2 7.3 8.2 7.8 8.3 8.9 

Operation & Maintenance 2.5 2.6 2.9 3. 1 3. 1 3. 1 

Procurement .l .2 .3 • 1 .2 .3 

RDT&E .5 .6 .7 .6 .7 .7 
Military Construction * * .1 .. * .1 

Famfly Housing 1.2 1.3 1.3 l.5 1.5 1.3 

Other Ml I itary Functions .1 .2 .3 • I .3 .3 

Military Assi$tance 1.5 1.4 1. 1 1.9 1.5 1. 1 

TOA Total 12.2 13.6 14.6 15.1 15.6 15.8 

Outlays 11.7 .12.2 13.8 14.6 • 13.8 14.0 

* Less than $50 mi II ion 

Deta i I may not add due to rounding 

'· . 
•, .. 

FOft 6Fft€tifll: l:ISE ONI:¥ 

.. 
; .. 
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.. 
~ .• ' . 

! 

. 
j 
I 

rJI 
I 

~ .... 
... 

FY 1978 Budget I\) .. 
Mencv Sec Def President·s ~ 
ltgcaended _Decision _ 

9.1 9.0 9.0 

3.3 3.2 3.1 

.4 .4 .4 

.9 .8 .. a 

.2 .2 • 
1.6 1.5 1.4 

.1 .1 • I 

1., -1.:..Q. 1.0 

16.6 16.1 15.9 

17.4 15.3 

-. 

12/22/76 



• ·~ . .r .r . • 
FY 1978 Budget Strength Status - - •• i FY 1977 FY 1978. 

Sec Def Servtce- Sec Def President's I 

FY 75 FY 76 Transft1Dn Authorized Recomiended Request Reconmended Dec is1on ~ 
M111tari Strengths: m Army 783,907 778,978 782,235 789,000 789,000 790,022 791,964 790,000 .... .. 

Navy 534,884 524,476 527,595 540,600 536,000' 543,545 536,736 536,000. IIJ .. 
~ 

Marf ne Corps 195,951 192,336 189,785 192,000 192,000 192,000 192,000 192,000 

i Air Force 612,551 · 5851207 5831078 571,000 571,000 5721819 572,994 572,000 

Total 2, 127,.293 2.080,997 2,082,693 2,092,600 2,088,000 2,098,386 2,093,694 2,090,000 

Total Emglo~ment 
Civi I ian Strengths: . . 

Anny 401,116 389,920 384,700 376,624 378,539 384,453 382,247 378.000 

, Navy 
I' 

325,859 321,416 318,621 318,439 320,172 330,724 318,984 317,500 

r Afr Force 277,978 262,573 259,762 256,056 257,233 262,501 260,155 256,200 

< Defense Agencies 73.417 72,439 77,853 ___12,881 80.156 81.293 79300 79,300 

Total 1,078,370 19046,348 1,040,936 1,031,000 1,036,100 1,058,971 1 1,040,686 1,031,000 

Direct Hire 

Army 338,039 328,785 325,110 313,895 319, 11~ 324,407 322,784 318,537 

Navy 314,938 310,912 308,108 309,222 308,.613 319,736 307,949 306,465 

Air Force 263,718 249,064 246,203 240,932 242,018 247,557 245,206 241,251 

Defense Agenc les 72.787 701604 76,457 77,951 78,317 79,462 77,485 77,505 

Total 989,482 959,365 955,878 942,000 948,067 971,162 953,424 943,758 
'"O 

-I 

~ p. 
FO" e,rrtCIAL ~SE et~LY 12./22/16 I ,, . 

m 
\ · .. :. '"' .. ·:· 

·••• ! .; -. 

:-. . 
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DoD Budget Track: FY 1975--FY 2000 
Title FY 1,975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 

Current i (BllliO!Jl 
Military Personnel * 24.9 25.4 25.9 27.2 28.7 31.1 36.7 42.8 45.6 48.2 
Retired Pay 6.2 7.3 8.2 9.2 10.3 11.9 13.7 14.9 18.0 16.5 
Operation & Maintenance 26.2 28.8 32.0 3.4.9 37.9 46;6 55.2 62.0 6tt8 70.4 
Procurement 17.3 21,0 27.1 23.9 31.3 35.1 47.2 63.3 76.6 83.4 
RDT&E 8,6 9.5 10.6 11;5 12.4 13.5 16.6 20.1 22.8 26.9 
Military Construction 1..8 2.1 2.2 t.9. 24 2.3 3'4 4.8 4;2 

" 
4'7 

Family Housing 1.1 1.3 t.3 {4 1.~ 1:El ~.1 ~.3 2.6 2.8 
Revolving & Mgt Funds 0,0 /ti1 Q.2 . 0.2 · 0;1 .o.o ····0;5 0.3 0.9 2.5 
Special Foreign Currency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o:o 0.0 . o.o 0.0 
DOD-Wide Ccmtingency O;O. 0.0· 0.0 ·. 0;0 0.0 · .o~o ····.······•·)M, QJl .·,·a& O'.O 
TOA Total 86.1 95.7 107.6 116.1 124.7 142~D . ·.115.5 210.7 23.515 255;3 
Outlays 84JJ ,a:r.s .· .95;6 103.0 115.0 .~u· " : Js&,2 184,S 2Q(O ·220:a 

Army Total i2if< ... ·. 24.3 27.3 29,5' 32.1 35.2 •to 53.0 57.4 •·.eu~ 
Do.N Total 28.3 ,,' . . 31.7 36.7 39.9 42.2 41.4 .. 6.7.6 . 68.6 79.0 .· .. ·· ,,$Qi~. 
Air Force Total .<is.i. . 28;8· 31.5 . ··>S.a.;3 35.A .. ;. 42:.1 ······)~;0 85.8 13.:4 ·. >rz:a " : 

OoD-Wide Total** ~ 10.9 12.1 13,4 ru 17.3 'a2..Q 23.3 25,7 
TOA Total 8.6.1 95.7 107.6 116.1 124;7 1C.~ 1!5,5 !1Q.~7 ~5.il. -~-3 

FY.2000 l f&lUion) 
Military Personnel . 85;6·, .. ·. ~,O. 80.4 18,9 78.3 7&,8 80.9 82A 83i9 84.7 

2ms " ·2ifo " 

24;9 ·25) ···2s:s 27.2 Retired Pay 21.8 23;1 27.4 27.5 
Operation & Maintenance t&:2 it~ 79.D 79.9 80.4 85,4 91.7 98.1 103.5 107.5 
Procurement 50] '57.2 66.4 61.t 63.;7 .64 ... 6 " 

79.9 100.2 11S.4 121A 
RDT&E 24;7 25'.3 25.9. 25.9 25.2 .25J). · 28.~ 32.3 35.3 40.1 
Military Construction 4.8 5.3 5.0 3.9 4Jl 4[0 $,6 rt 6.5 7.1 
Family Housing 3;3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.4 2:8 3.5 3.6 3.9 3.8 
Revolving & Mgt Funds 0.0. 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.2 o~o 0.9 0;6 1.4 4.0 
Special Foreign Currency 0.0 OiO 0.0 o.o o:o o;o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
DoD-Wide Contingency 0.0 M 0.0 0.0 0(0 Q..(l o:o 0.0 o~o 0;0 

TOA Total 265~1 273.9 283.6 283.;5 281.0 ii$.~3 317.4 352.0 377.4 396.1 
Outlays 2B8.3 2.59;8 262.8 264.2 273.3 281.-5 294.9 317.2 336.7 348.6 

Army Total 7();0 72;0 74.6 74.6 75.4 75}6 84.1 92.8 95.8 98.9 
DoNTotal 85.4 :$.9iO 94.1 94.6 92.3 9Z9 1Cit.9 112.7 124,6 123.6 
Air Force Total 79,7 81'3 $2.1 80.3 78.1 81,3 91.8 104.9 113.5 128.1 
DoO-Wid.e Total- 30;0 '31;6 32.7 ~ 35.2 ~ ~ 41.6 43.5 45.5 
TOATotat 265.1 273,9 283.6 283.5 281.0 286~3 317.4 352.0 377.4 396.1 

• Includes retired pay accrual after FY 1984 
•• Includes retired pay accrual prior to FY 1985 

06/0612001, 11:03 AM, Page 1 of 3 
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DoD Budget Track: FY 1975--FY 2000 
Title 

Current S (Billion) 
Military Personnel • 
Retired Pay 
Operation & Maintenance 
Procurement 
RDT&E 
Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Revolving & Mgt Funds 
Special Foreign Currency 
06D-Wide Co:ntmgency 

TO.A Totaf 
Outlays 

Army Total 
DoNTotal 
Air Force Total 
DoO-.Wide Total** 
TOA Total 

FY 2000 $ (Billion} 
Military Personnel • 
Retired Pay 
Operation & Maintenance 
Procurement 
RDT&E 
Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Revolving & Mgt Funds 
Special Foreign Currency 
DoO-Wide Contingency 
TOATotaf 
Outlays 

Army Total 
OoN Total 
Air Force Total 
DoD-Wide Total_ 
TOA Total 

• Includes retired pay accrual after FY 1984 
- Includes retired pay accrual prior to FY 1985 

FY 1985 FY 1988 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 

68.1 

Tt6 
90:0 
30.6. 

5..5 
. 2.8 

···><.f8 
. OJ3 

OJ) 
276.2 
24$.4 

;_J·· 
.. · .. 93.1 .. 96:~ 

ru 
276.2 

107.9 

115;9 
127:2 
44.3 

7.9 
4.0 

i .?.;?: .·. 
·0;0 
0.0 

409;4 
·368;7 

110.9 
1:a1..6 
140.Q 
2{t8 

409 .. 4 

71.7 

76.3 
87.3 
33.5 
5.1 

. J! 
O;O 

.... U 
· <278.1 

265.6 

73.8 
93.3 
93.9 
17.2 

278.1 

10~.7 

112.9 
119.7 
47.2 

7.2 
3.8 
2.1 
o:o 
0.0 

402.5 
388.'~e 

109:3 
134:6 
133.5 
2il 

402.5 

74.5 

80;3 
83.2 
35.7 
5.2 
3.1 
O:i 
0.0 
0.0 

282~7 
Z74.0 

· 75.2 
95.1 
93.6 
ru 

282.7 

111;0 

114.9 
11o~a. 
48.9 
7.0 
4.2 
0.9 
0.0 
·2& 

397.1 
39.0,0 

108.3 
133.0 
129.5 
2M 

397.1 

76.6 

82.7 
82.1 
36,9 
5.5 
3.3 
0.8 
o.o 
o.o 

287;8 
281.9 

76.3 
102.4 
90.3 
1M. 

287,8 

109.8 

114.7 
104.6 
48.6 

7 .. 1 
4.2 
1.1 
o;o 
Q.Q 

390.0 
388,6 

105.7 
137.7 
121.2 
25.5 

390.0 

11-L-0559/0SD/1157 

78.4 

6.6,6,<. 
79,4··.· · 
37;:f •. 
5.7 
3.3 
0.7 
o~o 
O•O a1:S:/·.·• 

294~9 

78.6 
98.2 
94.7 
20.1 

291.5 

108.9 

114.4 
97.6 
47.1 

7.1 
4.2 
0,9 
()lO 
Q.Q 

380.3 
389;9 · 

104;5 
127.7 
122.1 
2M 

380.3 

78;9 

s,.4 
7ft7 
35,;s 
5.2 
3.2 
0.2 
0.0 

• .. ,.O!.O 
iH:;.f · 
289;8 

79.1 
98.6 
93.2 
20.4 

291.4 

107.8 

112.9 
94.7 
43.5 
6.2 
3.8 
0.3 
· 01.1. ·· 
PA 

369.3 
·:*7i..8· 

1Pi.4 
124.7 
116.9 
2M 

369~3 

84.0 

109.8 
71.4 
~.7 
5,5 
.3A . ts.· .• 

· ··o.o 
·:Q..Q 
310~6 
282.4 

92.5 
101.5 

91:2 
2M 

310.6 

109.5 

130.0 
82.5 
40.7 
6.4 
3.9 
2.2 
O.o 
0.0 

375.2 
321.0 

114.0 
122.5 
108.3 
30.5 

375.2 

FYl.992 FY 1993 FYl994 

81.1 16.0 71.3 

92.1 90;8 89.0 
61.9 53A3 43.8 
37.9 at:1 3,Ui 

S;O 3.9 .'$'.~ 
3.6 3.8 3:6 
3.5 ~~.·. .i., 
0.0 0.0 O;O 
~ ·0;.G.•· · · 00 

.zss;1 ag,t·· •:i\~·:a 
286.6 278,6 • ,<268;6 

75.5 
.89.B 
84.7 
35.1 

28.5.1 

109.1 
69.9 
43.2 
5.7 
4.1 
4.1 
0.0 
0.0 

339.0 
~1.f 

92.0 
106.8 
99.8 
40.4 

339.0 

66.7 
85.0 
79.6 
38.3 

.269~7 

104.7 
59.4 
42.2 
4.4 
4.2 
4.4 
0.0 
Q& 

311.7 
3~.1 

78.6 
98.5 
91.1 
43A 

311.7 

· .• <a.3.1 
1$.0 
74.~ 
35;3 

251;3 

100.0 
47:6 
37.9 

7.1 
3.9 
3.1 
0.0 
Q& 

28.4.1 
~c>3.3 

72;7 
88,0 
84;1 
~. 

284.1 

06/06/2001, 11:03 AM, Page 2 of 3 



Department of Defense 

Title 
Military Personnel '" . 
OpetatiQn & Maintenance 
Proct.1rement 
RQT&E. 
·M.fli!jr:y •. ,eonstructioti. 
Fl'mily Ht:>using · 
·~evolving & MgtFunds 
060-Wlde Contingency 
to.A.Total .. 

.... ~ ... 
Army Total 
OoNTotal 
Air Force Total 
DeO.Wide Total 
TOA Total 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

DoD Budget Track: FY 1997-2000 

&tt 
79.2 
13.2 
'JZ.2 . 

254.2 

64.0. 65.5 
821) · 82.3 
76'.&> 77.4 

. . J'2, •.. 39,2 

. f-59il. .264.5 

17J!. .. .. 1.4;~< .. 1~i1 · . . 71.4 . 73.7. 
,011 ··· ~9:13 , 99.ao · · .. · .• ·ta· 1 103.3 
4SJ:l ,· 4613. .. :jij~j · ···· ( ~,:~ . 53.0 

·.··.

38

.~.· •. i.····· !.t.i.: .. i. ::if.. : ...... <IIi:I\ i . . ·1i 
M ~ ·~ · .... ··· c, .••:a,11c•······ . 1•· 

69.7 
84.3 
77.6 
~ 

2;70.7 

67.5 
85A 
79.5 

.38,Q 
2.'10.3. 

65.9 
$2,7 
79.1 
.36A 

264.1 

67.4 
83,6 
79;6 
39;9. 

270.3 

·. )ij 
/. ·,,a:.1.· 

79;$· 
.~ 

. i7.~3 

• In recent years, 1,0 Seebef bodget recom~d~tron, as distinguished ftom~;,if p~,den~:Budget, has bean promulg~ • 
** Includes retired pay accruaf · · 
.... Nat expressed in outlays 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

11-L-0559/0SD/1158 
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Table 7-5 [Continuedl 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MANPOWER 

(End Strength in Thousands) 

~fIIYE 1n;n "111,II~IU' [l\:11 latl! ~2BXt:2B!:;t.: Total Defense ·rotal 
Full Navy. Defense DnD Related Defense 

Fiscal '.\farine Air Time Total including 1li r Agend,a Total l\11n- Employment Related 
X!!!: Army .t!m ~ I9m ~ JWlttlD'. Arm ~ fm.t A.20!.tt tl!llla!!l JZ2!l!: Jn 111stutrv M111m:n:a: 
1975 784 535 196 613 2.128 401 326 278 73 1.078 3.206 1.800 5,006 
1976 779 524 192 585 2,082 390 321 262 7 2 1,945 3,127 1,690 4,817 
1977 782 530 192 570 1 2,074 372 318 255 77 1,022 3,096 1.730 4,826 
1978 771 530 191 569 I 2.062 371 317 251 77 1,016 3,078 1,765 4,843 
1979 758 522 185 559 7 2.031 359 310 245 77 991 3,022 1,860 4,882 
1980 777 527 188 558 13 2,063 361 309 244 77 990 3,053 1,990 5,043 
1981 781 540 191 570 19 2.101 372 321 246 80 1.019 3,121 2.085 5,206 
19R2 780 553 192 583 22 2.130 378 319 248 82 1,028 3,158 2.290 5.448 
1983 780 558 194 592 39 2,162 391 339 251 83 1,064 3.226 2,415 5,641 
1984 780 565 196 597 46 2,184 403 342 253 87 1.085 3,270 2,735 6,005 

1985 781 571 1911 602 55 2,206 420 353 264 92 1,129 3,335 2.980 6,315 
1986 781 581 199 608 64 2.233 413 342 263 94 1,112 3,345 3,315 6,660 
1987 781 587 200 607 69 2.243 418 353 264 98 1,133 3,376 3.625 7,002 
1988 772 593 197 576 71 2.209 393 348 253 96 1,090 3,299 3.430 6,729 
1989 770 593 197 571 72 2,202 403 354 261 99 1,117 3,319 3.275 6,S9S 

1990 751 583 197 539 74 2.143 380 341 249 103 1,073 3,216 3,115 6,332 
1991 725 571 195 Sll 75 2,077 365 329 233 117 1,045 3,122 3,045 6,166 
1992 611 542 lBS 470 72 1,880 334 309 214 149 1,006 2,886 2,840 5,726 
1993 572 510 178 444 71 1,776 294 285 202 156 937 2.713 2,620 5,332 
1994 541 469 174 426 68 1,678 280 269 196 156 901 2,579 2.460 5,039 

1995 509 435 174 400 65 1,583 267 249 186 147 849 2.432 2,315 4,747 
1996 491 417 175 389 66 1,538 259 240 183 138 819 2,356 2,210 4,568 
1997 492 396 174 37u 64 1,.504 247 223 180 136 786 2,290 2.215 4,505 
199R 484 382 173 367 64 1.470 237 210 174 126 747 2,217 2,190 4,407 
1999 480 372 172 366 64 1,454 226 207 169 123 725 2.179 2.210 4,389 

2000 480 372 172 361 64 1,449 220 199 163 118 700 2,149 2,185 4,334 
2001 480 371 172 354 64 1.441 216 192 162 114 684 2,125 2,200 4,325 

Air Force civil service erJt>loymctlt is included in the Anny prior to 1948 andidcntifiodsi:pmtclythcrcaft«. Bcgiuuiug in 1953. the civilian work force liguresincbldc both U.S. and fumgn 
nariom1 direct hi res g the fumgn uatioua I mim:t hi re to1).lo)'e(l$ that support U.S. fbrcesoventAS. Beginning with 'FY 1996. a 11 the Federal civilian work force a re nicasw:td i u Full-tme Equivalents 
(FTE) on th is table. 

Navy tellCl'\'C pcrsomel onacm~ duty brTrainqandAdtninistralion of Reserves (TARS)are included in the active Navy prior to FY 1980 and in the Full-Time Guard aud Reserve thereafter. 
Active Duty Military include, the activation of 25,652 Natiollll Guard aud Reservists in FY 1990punuant to sections 673b, Title 10 U.S.C., 17.059 Natioual Guard and Reservists in FY 
NatnnalOoardand 'Rescrvatsin•-Y 1992 pu11uant loMCtio.ns 672and673, TitlelOU.S.C., tosupport()pcnlnonDcsertShield/Desert Storm. 

1991 aud 954 
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June 12, 2001 9:22 AM 

TO: Service Chiefs 

cc: Paul Wolfowitz 
Dov Zakheim 
Barry Watts 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~t 
SUBJECT: Tooth-to-Tail Ratios 

Attached is a paper prepared by PA&E in answer to a question I posed. 

I don't think the actual numbers are terribly important. I think, if we use the same 
yardsticks, what is important is the year-to-year progression. 

What do think about setting five goals for 2002? 

Also, on this page, why don't we have Barry Watts put in the totals for each'? 

Let's visit about this. 

Attach. 
5/18/01 Watts memo to SecDef re: Tooth-to-Tail Ratios [U09942/0 l J 

DHR:dh 
061101-26 
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FY7S FY80 FYSS FY90 FY95 FY99 (}) V 

OSD 208 60 137 183 265 249 
Joint Staff 105 92 108 113 148 176 
Anny 1129 832 869 712 1132 895 
Navy t 2409 1545 1270 976 1036 889 
Air Force 1853 1564 1367 1267 1850 1736 

FY7S FY80 FY85 FY90 FY95 FYOI 

DoD 101 100 88 86 104 lll 
92 87 80 76 91 96 

108 109 88 87 101 115 ,M 
Marine Corps 61 62 53 57 73 73 
Air Force 129 133 116 119 146 154 

FY75 FY80 FY85 FY90 FY95 FYOl 
DoD 522 418 422 412 505 538 
Anny 554 448 471 485 603 623 
Navy 420 295 272 248 337 353 

751 549 672 529 699 788 

FY75 FY80 FY85 FY90 FY95 FYOl 
DoD 69 51 43 53 66 48 
Army 63 48 51 55 73 52 
N 75 50 36 41 52 45 

146 88 17 20 22 23 
Air Force 43 43 47 75 95 60 

* Military [)epanment comparisons are 10 Military Department populations. OSD and Joim Staff arc toDoD. 

i< /VA\/.'{ N t.A.M 45'l,S / N e.-L ~ l>l!E. J=OC.T0/2>) DEN 11!, TS C::IIA PU>-,~ 
) 'I 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1 800 

l) \\ 
b·.,"r' 

INFO MEMO 

L . .. 

May 18) 2001 3:43 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~\. ('); ' jj :J6ftb . 
FROM: B::uTy D. Walts, Director, PA&E':'.J,\l,~l.l)'W" 'OJ 

SUBJECT: Tooth-to-Tail Ratios 

• You requested information on various tooth-to-tail metrics (TAB A) 

• We have calculated numbers of headquarters personnel, general and flag officer, band 
members, and operational support aircraft per 100,000 ·'warriors" (TAB B) 

• Because of the way the data is gathered, the "wanfors" number is imperfect. It includes 
some military personnel who might not directly engage in combat, but excludes some 
personnel in the training base who would deploy to tight 

• The data illuminate a few basic points: 

1 
• The various categories of "headquarters" personnel and "support/executi u 

• 

• 

• 

asked about are small relative to the numbers of "w::uTiors". "--=:ilill!lii:::::=i~--

The numbers of warriors ("tooth") are more s~ to changes in mission and strategy 
than are the numbers of other personnel oie'rpl;•r:S'tail"). 

Headquarters staff and operational support airer ft per warrior rose in the early 1990s 
but have fallen since 1995. 

General and flag officers and band members per warrior have risen over the 1990s . 

COORDINATION: USD(Comptroller) Jtti--v,z.,, 
Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 6950749 

0 U0~942 /01 
11-L-0559/0SD/1162 



i 

KMO 

ruary 19, 2001 S:S6 PM 

··· I Want to figure out some indices to ~ DoD teeth to tail ratio, Everything 
could be as. a percentage to waniors--fighting troops. 

For example: 

OSD personnel as a peICentage of troops DoI>--wide 

Genera;Is and admirals as a pen:entagc of warriors DofJ-wide 

Aµ-Force/ Anny/Navy secretariats as a percentage of warriors in each of 
the Services 

Generals and admirals~ a percentage of warriors: in eacli Service. 

- Executive aucraft or private cars as a percentage of warriors in each 
Service 

Washington representatioml aad bands and that type orthing as a 
percentage of warriors 

There must be a number of these things that are better than these, but if we get 
them listed, without even saying anything, things wi II begin to get better. The oltl 
adage is "what you measure, improves_•• It is true. 

DHR:dh 
021901-17 
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PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

UNCLASSIFIED 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1800 

INFO MEMO ZOOI JUU I 3 Ei S: 

June 13, 2001, 4:30 PM 

FOR: SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation ).};i~?fi)L(,(;tID 
SUBJECT: Force Costs by ClNC Area of Responsibility (AOR) 

• 1n response to your question (TAB A), the total FY 2000 U.S. cost for forces by ClNC 
AOR is $22.4B, as shown in the table below. 

F C ts b AOR FY 2000 orce OS ,v •• 
AOR 

Pennanently Costs Total Host 
Stationed for U.S. Nation 

$ In Billions Forces Contingencies Costs Support 

EUCOM $11.0 $3.3 $14.3 <$0.1 
PACOM $ 6.3 <$0.1 $6.3 $4.3 
CENTCOM $0.3 $1.1 $1.4 $0.2 
SOUTHCOM $0.1 NIA $0.1 NIA 
JFCOM $0.3 NIA $0.3 NIA 

Total $18.0 $4.4 $22.4 $4.5 

• "Permanently Stationed Forces" include: military personnel, operations and 
maintenance, family housing, and military construction. 

Costs 
With 
HNS 
$14.3 
$10.6 
$1.6 
$0.1 
$0.3 

$26.9 

• "Costs for Contingencies" includes: the incremental costs of forces on temporary duty 
in support of contingency operations (e.g., Bosnia and Kosovo). 

• "Host Nation Support" includes: funding provided by foreign nationas within their 
borders. 
• Taking direct HNS funding into account, cost estimates for PACOM and EUCOM 

AOR are more closely aligned. This would be expected, since approximately 
equal numbers of U.S. military personnel are permanently stationed in Europe and 
the Pacific. 

COORDINATION: None 

Attachments: As Stated 
Prepared By: Milton L. Tulkoff, 703-697-o 



. . 
May 2', 2001 6:31 PM 

TO: LanyDi Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~\, 

SUBJECT: Dollar Cost 

Will some~ne please get me the dollar cost by area where our farces are deployed 
using the AORs? 

Thanks. 

DHR.:dh 
OS290J-76 
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TO: Pete Aldridge 
Gordon England 
Jim Roche 
Tom White 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz ~ ~ 

Donald Rumsfel;p FROM: 

SUBJECT: Outsourcin!! 
""' 

The attached on outsourcing might be of interest. 

We need to press ahead. 

Attach. 

June 13, 2001 4:27 PM 

5/24/01 Zakheim memo toSecDef re: Indices for Outsourcing 

DHR:dh 
061301-36 

11-L-0559/0SD/1166 
U10947 /01 

---G' 
D 

-



INFO MEMO 

SECDEFHAS SEEN 
JUN 13 2001 

May 24,200 l, 7:00 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE_ .- 7" . . ,,:~,{\ 

I f,/1-5 • . 
FROM: Dov S. Zakheim if) /~1-
SUBJECT: Indices for Outsourcing 

• PA&E advises us that the Department annually reports to Congress on 
outsourcing of commercial activities in compliance with Title 10 U.S.C. 2461. 
(A draft copy of the most recent report is provided at Tab A.) 

• This report may provide some frame of reference for the total amount and 
general type of DoD work that is contracted out. Nonetheless, it is not 
comprehensive and does not distinguish between core and non-core DoD 
missions. 

• Further work needs to be done and we will work to develop some meaningful 
metrics. 

Coordination: OSD, PA&E 
Prepared By: Tina Jonas, 703/695-3078 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 19, 2001 1:01 PM 

SUBJECT: Outsourcing 

We ought to get a set of indices that look at the extent to which outsourcing has 
taken place-things such as guards, mess cooks, and dozens of other activities. 

DHR:dh 
021901-18 

()},., < ,\/' \ 
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Department of Defense Report: 
Performance of Commercial 

Activities 

Fiscal Year 2001 Submission 

Working Draft 

May 16, 2001 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT 
PERFORMANCE OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001 
10 USC SECTION 2461(g) 

This report provides information describing the extent of commercial and 
industrial type work performed by Department of Defense (DoD) civilian employees and 
DoD private sector contractors during Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 with corresponding 
estimates for FY 2001. 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT 

Title 10, United States Code, Section 2461 {g) requires that: 

"Not later than February 1 of each fiscal year, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to Congress a written report describing the extent to which 
commercial and industrial type functions were performed by Department 
of Defense contractors during the preceding fiscal year. The Secretary 
shall include in each such report an estimate of the percentage of 
commercial and industrial type functions of the Department of Defense 
that will be perfonned by Department of Defense civilian employees, and 
the percentage of such functions that will be performed by private 
contractors, during the fiscal year during which the report is submitted." 

METHODOLOGY 

The commercial activities report is based on Fiscal Year 2000 in-house civilian 
authorizations and estimated contractor work-year equivalent (WYE) data. For FY 2000, 
the report displays federal civilian authorizations in total and by function group, and for 
private sector contractors, estimates contractor WYEs by federal service code (FSC). For 
FY 200 I, the report provides estimates of civilian authorizations and WYE data in total. 
The function groups and codes are listed in Attachment 1. The FSCs are listed in 
Attachment 2. 

In-house Civilian Manpower: The data submitted by the DoD Components for 
commercial activities performed by in-house labor is based on federal civilian 
authorizations.1 

•
2 The definition of DoD commercial activities is derived from 0MB 

t Civilian authorizations account for the total number of civilian full-rime equivalents (FTEs) authorized for 
the activity for FY 2000. An FTE accounts for the planned use of 2,087 straight-time paid hours in a Fiscal 
Year (to include authorized leave and paid time off for training). as defined in DoD Instruction 4100.33. 

2 
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Circular A-76, and then more specifically defined by internal DoD policy. 3 Civilian 
authorizations engaged in commercial activities: 

• include in-house civilian manpower authorizations for commercial activities that 
are classified as reviewable for competition; 

• include in-house civilian manpower authorizations for commercial activities that 
are exempt from competition; 

• include civilian manpower authorizations for depot maintenance (in contrast to 
the Department's Federal Activities Inventory Reform Act of 1998 (FAIR Act) 
submissions which exclude such commercial activities because they are not 
subject to 0MB Circular A-76); 

• do not include foreign nationals on DoD's direct payroll or foreign nationals 
hired indirectly through contractual arrangements with overseas host nations 
(foreign nationals are not appointed to the civil service and are not included in 
the definition of Federal "employee" under 5 U.S.C. 2105); 

• do not include inherently governmental manpower authorizations; and, 
• do not include military authorizations. 

In early 2001, the Department collected Component data on civilian manpower 
authorizations perfom1ing commercial activities as part of a comprehensive total 
inventory of commercial and inherently governmental activities. The Department 
developed this inventory to address a multitude of management issues and congressional 
requirements, including the FAIR Act and the Section 2461 requirements. As a result, 
the Department has confidence in the in-house manpower data detailed in this report. 

Estimated Contractor Work-Year Equivalents (WYEs): h1 contrast to the 
Department's comprehensive inventory data on civilian authorizations performing 
commercial activities, the Department does not have an equivalent level of detailed 
infonnation for determining the size of the contractor workforce. With this report, the 
Department is taking a significantly different approach to estimating WYEs. Past 
Commercial Activities Reports provided estimates of WYEs based on input from the 
Components. However, this data suffered inherent quality control problems due to a lack 
of standardization in estimating techniques used and specific functions included by the 
Components. 

To standardize the contractor WYE estimating methodology, the Department, for 
the first time, used a centralized approach in developing the information for the Report on 
Use of Employees of Non-Federal Entities to Provide Services to Department of Defense 
required by Section 343 of the National Defense Authorization for Fiscal Year 2000, 

2 Civilian authorizations account for work pe1formed by all civilian U.S. citizens on DoD's direct payroll. 
This report does not include authorizations for civilians paid through Non-Appropriated Funds (NAF). 
3 These policies include DoD Directive 4100.15, "Commercial Activities Program," and DoD Instruction 
4100.33, "Commercial Activities Program Procedures.'' 

3 
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Public Law No. 106-65.4 This standardized methodology represents an improved way of 
estimating contractor WYEs because the contracts come from a common data source that 
provides a more complete accounting of contract dollars and creates a clear audit trail. In 
addition, using a single estimating methodology for all Defense Components eliminates 
inconsistencies in reporting from one to another and represents a practical and efficient 
approach to addressing such requirements. 

As with all estimating methods, our WYE methodology is subject to some 
limitations. For example, although the FPDS/DIOR database represents a high quality 
source of contract data, contracts with a value less than $25,000 are not included. These 
contracts represent approximately 7 percent of the total dollars awarded by DoD, but they 
cannot be classified by FSC because the data is not captured by DIOR. 

Notwithstanding limitations, the new estimating method represents an overall 
improvement compared to our previous approach. The WYE estimates provided herein 
are practical, cost-effective, and consistent and are the most reliable to date. 

DOD COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES ESTIMATES 

As illustrated in Table 1, the DoD estimates a (9tal combined workforce for Fiscal 
Year 2000 of 1,203,000 civilian manpower authorizations and contractor work-year 
equivalents. The composition of the combined workforce is 39 percent in-house civilians 
and 61 percent contractor. Fiscal Year 2001 projections are very similar to Fiscal Year 
2000 both in total size (1,194,000) and the percentage breakout of the in-house and 
private sector workforce. We expect a slight decline in the federal civilian workforce 
primarily because of projected civilian manpower reductions in the Department and no 
significant change in contractor WYEs. 

Table I 
Department of Defense 

l?iscal Year 2000 and Estimated .Fiscal Year 2001 
Full-Time and Contractor Work-Year Equivalents* 

Federal Civilians Contractor Total 
uvman Estimated 

Manpower Percent of Work-Year Percent of Combined 

Fiscal Year Auth Total F.•1uivalenls Total Workforce*'" 

2000 471,000 39% 732.000 6lo/r 1,203,000 

2001 462,000 , 39% 732.000 61% 1,194,000 

•Rounded to the nearest 1,000 
••Manpower Authoriza1ions .111d Contractor Work· Year Equivalents 

Prrcenl of 
Total 

100% 

100% 

4 When the Section 343 repo11 was submitted on March 12, 2001, FY 2000 contraccs data was 1101 available 
and the repo1t was based on FY I 1)99 contracts data. The FY 2000 data is now available is used in this 
report to generate contractor WYE estimates. 

4 
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The estimated contractor WYEs are 54% higher than reported last year due to an 
improved methodology that more accurately and consistently includes the appropriate 
types of contract work. It is important to note that this significant increase represents a 
correction in our estimates rather than a trend in future year behavior. 

With the new methodology for estimating contractor WYEs, we can no longer 
make a direct comparison between DoD's federal civilian authorizations arrayed by 
functional group with contractor WYEs arrayed by FSC. Table 2 on the next page 
presents the two arrays for FY 2000. 

The data indicates that the Department relies heavily on the private sector to 
provide services in research, development, test, and evaluation, in professional 
administrative and management support, in automatic data processing and 
telecommunications, and in the construction, maintenance, and repair of real property. In 
contrast, federal civilian workers provide relatively more support services in logistics, in 
force management and general support, in personnel and social services, in education and 
training, and in health/medical services. 

CONCLUSION 

The Department of Defense relies heavily on contracted labor for the perfom1ance 
of commercial activities. This year's report takes a significant step f01ward in improving 
the estimate of contractor WYEs providing the Department with better data quality 
assurance and control without unnecessarily burdening the Components or violating the 
proprietary rules of the FAR. We believe the new estimates more accurately reflect the 
extent to which commercial and industrial type functions are perfom1ed by DoD 
contractors. Due to continued focus on achieving management efficiencies, the 
composition of the Department's workforce will likely continue to follow the current 
trend of marginally decreasing civilian manpower authorizations relative to contractor 
WYEs. 

s 
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Table 2 
DoD Commerl'ial and Industrial Workforce for FY 2000 

Prntlm:ls Manufacturetl or fabricated 1.758. 

6 

Transportation. Travel & Relocation 

Services 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Function Codes 

GROUP I-FORCE MANAGEMENT AND GENERAL SUPPORT 

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION OF THE DOD 
Y l 05 Management Headquarters - Defense Direction and Policy 

Integration 
Y 115 Management Headquarters - Joint Staff Direction of the Anued 

Forces 
Yl 99 Other Force Management and General Support Activities 

OPERATION PLANNING AND CONTROL 
Y2 l O Management Headquarters - Operation Planning and Control 
Y215 Operation Planning and Control 
Y217 Combat Development Evaluations and Experimentation 
Y220 National Mobilization and Emergency Preparedness Management 

MANPOWER MANAGEMENT 
Y240 Management Headquarters - Manpower Management 
Y245 Manpower Management Operations 

SUPPORT EXTERNAL TO DOD 
Y3 l0 ~anagement Headquarters-Foreign ~ilitary Sales and Security 

Assistance 
Y315 Foreign Military Sales and Security Assistance Program 

Management 
Y320 Support External to DoD - Not Identified 

LEGAL SERVICES 
Y 405 Management Headquarters-Legal Services 
Y 415 Legal Services and Support 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
Y501 Management Headquarters-Public Affairs 
Y 515 Public Affairs Program Activities and Operations 

PROTOCOL OPERATIONS 
Y525 Protocol Operations 
Y527 Other Protocol Activities 

VISUAL INFORMATION 
Y560 Management Headquarters-Visual Information 
Y570 Visual Information Program Activities and Operations 

1-1 
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

Y 610 Management Headquarters-Legislative Affairs 
Y620 Legislative Affairs 

HISTORICAL AFFAIRS 
Y710 Management Headquarters-Historical Affairs 
Y720 Historical or Heraldry Services 
Y730 Museum Operations 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 
Y8 l O Management Headquarters - Administrative Support 
Y815 Administrative Support Program Management 
Y820 Administrative Management and Correspondence Services 
Y830 Documentation Services 
Y840 Directives and Records Management Services 
Y850 Microfilming and Library Services 
Y860 Printing and Reproduction Services 
Y880 Document Automation and Production Services 
Y899 Other Administrative Support Activities 

AUDITS AND INVESTIGATIONS 
Audits 

Il 10 Management Headquarters-Audit 
I120 Audit Operations 

Investigations 
I510 Personnel Security Clearances and Background Investigations 
I520 Criminal, Counter Intelligence, and Administrative Investigative 

Services 
I530 Industtial Security Assessments 
1999 Other Audit and Investigative Activities 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
Cl 10 Management Headquarters - Financial Management 
C400 Budget Support 
C700 Finance/ Accounting Services 
C999 Other Financial Management Activities 

GROUP 2-COMMUNICATIONS, COMPUTING AND OTHER 
INFORMATION SERVICES 

Wl 00 Management Headquarters - Communications, Computing & 
Infonnation Sservices 

COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 
W210 Telephone Systems 
W220 Telecommunication Centers 

1-2 
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W299 Other Communications Systems 

COMPUTING SERVICES 
W310 Computing Services and Data Base Management 
W399 Other Computing Services 

INFORMA TION OPERA TION SERVICES 
W 410 Infonnation Operations and Infonnation Assurance/Security 
W 430 Mapping and Charting 
W440 Meterological & Geophysical Services 
W499 Other Information Operation Services 

GROUP 3-SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY (S&T) AND RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT (R&D) MANAGEMENT AND 
SUPPORT 

RI 10 Management Headquarters- Research and Development 
RI20 Science and Technology 
Rl 40 Management and Support to Research and Development 
R999 Other S&T and R&D Management and Support Activities 

GROUP 4-SYSTEMS ACQUISITION, TEST AND EVALUATION, 
ENGINEERING, AND CONTRACTING 

SYSTEMS ACQUISITION 
D 110 Management Headquarters - Systems Acquisition 
D 120 Systems Acquisition - Program Management 
D210 Technology Transfer & International Cooperative Program 

D510 
D520 
D599 

Management 
Systems Acquisition - Research and Development Support 
Systems Acquisition - Other Program Support 
Other Systems Acquisition Activities 

TEST AND EVALUATION 
D610 Management Headquarters - Test and Evaluation 
D620 Test and Evaluation Operations 
D630 Management and Support to Test and Evaluation 
D699 Other Test and Evaluation Activities 

ENGINEERING 
D730 Engineering Support at Maintenance Depots 
D7 40 All Other Engineering Support 

PROCUREMENT AND CONTRACTING 
Fl 10 Management Headquarters- Procurement and Contracting 

1-3 
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F2 l O Contract Administration and Operations 
F999 Other Procurement and Contracting Activities 

GROUP 5-LOGISTICS 

L 110 Management Headquarters - Logistics 

MAINTENANCE 
Ll20 Management Headquarters- Maintenance 

Organizational and Intermediate Repair and Maintenance of Military 
Equipment 

1410 Organizational & Intennediate Repair & Maintenance 

1501 
1502 
1503 
J504 
1505 
1506 
1507 
J511 
J518 
1519 
1520 
1550 
1555 
1570 
1575 
1600 
1700 
J750 
1999 

Management 
Aircraft 
Aircraft Engines 
Missiles 
Vessels 
Combat Vehicles 
Non-Combat Vehicles and Equipment 
Electronic and Communications Equipment 
Special Equipment 
Support Equipment 
Industrial Plant Equipment 
Test, Measurement & Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) 
Software Support for Embedded and Mission Systems 
Tactical Automatic Data Processing Equipment (ADPE) 
Armament and Ordnance 
Munitions 
Metal and Other Containers, Textiles, Tents and Tarpaulins 
Portable Troop Support Equipment 
Portable Field Medical and Dental Equipment 
Organizational and Intermediate Repair & Maintenance of Other 

Equipment 
Depot Repair and Maintenance of Military Equipment 

K4 l O Depot Management 
KS 3 1 Aircraft 
K532 Aircraft Engines 
K533 Missiles 
K534 Vessels 
K535 Combat Vehicles 
K536 Non-Combat Vehicles and Equipment 
K537 Electronic and Communications Equipment 
K539 Special Equipment 
K541 Industrial Plant Equipment 
K546 Test, Measurement & Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) 
K549 Support Equipment 
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K550 Software Support for Embedded and Mission Systems 
K555 Tactical Automatic Data Processing Equipment (ADPE) 
K570 Armament and Ordnance 
K575 Munitions 
K600 Metal and Other Containers, Textiles, Tents, and Tarpaulins 
K700 Portable Troop Support Equipment 
K750 Portable Field .\iiedical & Dental Equipment 
K999 Depot Repair and Maintenance of Other Equipment 

SUPPLY OPERA TIONS 
TI01 Management Headquarters-Supply 
Tl 10 Retail Supply Operations 
T120 Wholesale/Depot Supply Operations 
T 130 Storage and Warehousing 
Tl40 Supply Cataloging 
TISO Warehousing and Distribution of Publications 
T 160 Bulk Liquid Storage 
T 165 Distribution of Petroleum, Oil and Lubricant Products 
T167 Distribution of Liquid, Gaseous and Chemical Products 
Tl 75 Troop Subsistence 
Tl 77 Food Supply 
Tl80 Military Clothing 
Tl 90 Preparation, Demilitarization and Disposal of Excess and Surplus 

Inventory 
Tl 99 Other Supply Activities 

TRANSPORTATION 
T701 Management Headquarters - Transportation 
T710 Traffic/Transportation Management Services 
T800 Ocean Terminal Operations 

Administrative Transportation Services 
T8 l O Air Transportation Services 
T81 l Water Transportation Services 
T8 l 2 Rail Transportation Services 
T824 Motor Vehicle Transportation Services 
T826 Air Traffic Control 
T899 Other Transportation Services 

GROUP 6-PRODUCTS MANUFACTURED OR FABRICATED 

X931 Ordnance 
X932 Products Made from Fabric or Similar Materials 
X933 Container Products and Related Items 
X938 Communications and Electronic Products 
X939 Construction Products 
X944 Machined Parts 
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X999 Other Products Manufactured and Fabricated 

GROUP 7-INSTALLATION/FACILITY MANAGEMENT AND 
PHYSICAL SECURITY 

INSTALLATION/FACILITY MANAGEMENT 
S 1 00 Management Headquarters - Installations 
S200 Installation, Base or Facility Management 
S210 Building Management 
S310 Housing Management 

Building and Housing Management Services 
S410 Custodial Services 
S420 Collection and Disposal of Trash and Other Refuse 
S430 Collection and Disposal of Hazardous Material (HAZMAT) 
S440 Laundry and Dry Cleaning Operations 
S499 Other Building and Housing Management Services 

LA W ENFORCEMENT, PHYSICAL SECURITY AND SECURITY GUARD 
OPERATIONS 

S500 Management of Law Enforcement, Physical Security and Security 
Guard Operations 

S5 l O Law Enforcement, Physical Security and Secmity Guard 
Operations 

S520 Support Services to Law Enforcement, Physical Security and 
Security Guard Operations 

S540 Security of Classified Material 
S560 Special Guard Duties 

Prison and Other Confinement Facility Operations 
S570 Prison Operations 
S575 Confinement Facility Operations 
S599 Other Law Enforcement, Physical Security and Security Guard 

Operations 

UTILITY PLANT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
S722 Incinerator Plant and Sanitary Fill Operations 
$725 Electrical Plant and Distribution Systems Operation and 

Maintenance 
S726 Heating Plant and Distribution Systems Operation and 

Maintenance 
$727 Water Plant and Distlibution Systems Operation and Maintenance 
S728 Sewage and Waste Plant and Distribution Systems Operation and 

Maintenance 
S729 Air-Conditioning and Refrigerator Plant and Distribution Systems 

Operation and Maintenance 
S730 Other Utility Plant and Distribution Systems Operation and 

Maintenance 

1-6 

11-L-0559/0SD/1180 



GROUP &ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCE SERVICES 

El 10 Management Headquarters - Environmental Security 
E120 Environmental and Natw·al Resources Services 
E220 Safety 
E225 Occupational Health Services 
E230 Explosives Safety 
E240 Fire Prevention and Protection 
E250 Response to Hazardous Material Mishaps 
E260 Pest Management 
E999 Other Environmental Security Activities 

GROUP 9-REAL PROPERTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT, 
MAINTENANCE AND CONSTRUCTION 

REAL PROPERTY PROGRAM AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
2101 Corps of Engineers Program and Project Management 
Zl 10 Management of Major Construction of Real Property 
Z120 Real Estate/Real Property Acquisition 

Title, Outgranting, and Disposal of Real Estate/Real Property 
2135 Title, Outgranting and Disposal of Real Estate/Real Property-

National Projects 
2138 Title, Outgranting and Disposal of Real Estate/Real Property-Local 

Projects 
Architect-Engineering Services 

Z145 Architect-Engineering-National Projects 
Z148 Architect-Engineering-Local Projects 
2199 Other Real Property Program and Project Management Activities 

REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE, REPAIR AND CONSTRUCTION 
Z991 Minor Construction, Maintenance & Repair of Family Housing 

and Structures 
Z992 Minor Construction, Maintenance & Repair of Buildings and 

2993 
2997 
2998 
Z999 

Structures Other Than Family Housing 
Maintenance and Repair of Grounds and Surfaced Areas 
Maintenance and Repair of Railroad Facilities 
Maintenance and Repair of Waterways and Waterfront Facilities 
Maintenance, Repair and Minor Construction of Other Real 

Property 

GROUP 10-CIVIL WORKS 

Q120 Management Headquarters-Civil Works 
Q220 Water Regulatory Oversight and Management 
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Q240 Natural Resources Oversight and Management 
Q260 Civil Works Planning Production and Management 
Q420 Bank Stabilization 
Q440 Maintenance of Open Waterways for Navigation 
Q460 Maintenance of Jetties and Breakwaters 
Q520 Operation and Maintenance of Locks and Bridges 
4540 Operation and Maintenance of Dams 
Q560 Operation and Maintenance of Hydropower Facilities 
Q580 Operation and Maintenance of the Washington Aqueduct 
Q620 Operation and Maintenance of Recreation Areas 
4999 Other Civil Works Activities 

GROUP II-PERSONNEL AND SOCIAL SERVICES 

MILITARY PERSONNEL SER VICES 
Bl 10 Management Headquarters - Military Personnel 
B 120 Military Recruiting and Examining Operations 
B 130 Military Personnel Operations 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SERVICES 
B2 l O Management Headquarters - Civilian Personnel 
B220 Civilian Personnel Operations 

PERSONNEL SOCIAL ACTION PROGRAMS 
8310 Management Headquarters - Personnel Social Action Programs 
B320 Personnel Social Action Program Operations 
B999 Other Personnel Activities 

SOCIAL SERVICES 
Community and Family Services 

G2 l O Management Headquarters - Community and F amity Services 
G220 Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) Services 
G240 Family Center Services 
G260 Child Care and Youth Programs 

Commissary and Military Exchange Operations 
G310 Commissary Management 
G320 Commissary Operations 
G380 Military Exchange Operations 

Other Social Services 
G410 Homeowners' Assistance Program 
G420 Employee Relocation Assistance Program 
G520 Temporary Lodging Services 
G620 Recreational Library Operations 
G630 Postal Services 
G660 Military Bands 
G900 Chaplain Activities and Support Services 

1-8 

11-L-0559/0SD/1182 



' ' 
• 

G940 Casualty and Mortuary Affairs 
G999 Other Social Services 

GROUP 12-EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
UOOl Management Headquarters-Education and Training 
U050 Military Institutional Education and Training Management 
UlOO Recruit Training 
U 150 Multiple Category Training 
U200 Officer-Acquisition (Pre-Commissioning) Training 
U300 Specialized Skill Training 
U400 Flight Training 

Professional Development Education 
U5 l O Professional Military Education 
U520 Graduate Education (Fully Funded, Full Time) 
U530 Other Full-Time Education Programs 
U540 Off-Duty and Voluntary Education Programs 
U550 Training Development and Suppon for Military Education & 

Training 
U599 Other Military Education and Training Activities 

CIVILIAN EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
U605 Management Headquarters-Civilian Education and Training 
U620 Management of Civilian Institutional Training Education & 

0630 
U640 
U650 
U660 
U699 

Development 
Acquisition Training, Education, and Development 
Civil Works Training, Education, and Development 
Intelligence Training, Education, and Development 
Medical Training, Education, and Development 
Other Civilian Training, Education, and Development 

DEPENDENT EDUCATION 
U710 Management Headquarters-Dependent Education 
U720 Dependent Education Field Management 
U760 Dependent Education -Teacher Instruction 
U770 Dependent Education - Substitute Instruction 
U780 Dependent Education - Aides for Instruction 
U799 Other Dependent Education Activities 

GROUP 13-HEALTH SERVICES 

HO 10 Management Headquarters· Health Services 
H050 Hospital/Clinic Management 
HlOO Medical Care 
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H102 Surgical Care 
H 106 Pathology Services 
H107 Radiology Services 
H 108 Phannacy Services 
H 113 Dental Care 
H 116 Veterinary Services 
H 1 19 Preventive Medicine 
H125 Rehabilitation Services 
H127 Alcohol and Drug Rehabilitation 
H203 Ambulatory Care Services 
H250 Medical and Dental Devices Development 
H350 Hospital Food Services and Nutritional Care 
H450 Medical Records and Medical Transcription 
H650 Hospital Supplies and Equipment 
H710 Medical Transportation Services 
H999 Other Health Services 

CATEGORY II - FORCES AND DIRECT SUPPORT 

GROUP 14-COMMAND AND INTELLIGENCE 

OPERATIONAL COMMAND AND CONTROL 
M120 Combatant Headquarters-CINC Command Authority 
Ml 45 Combatant Headquarters-Military Department Command 

Authority 
Ml 50 Support to the CINCS - Infonnation 
Ml99 Other Operational Command and Control Activities 

INTELIJIGENCE 
M30 l Management Headquarters - Intelligence 
M302 Intelligence Policy and Coordination 
M306 Classification Management 
M3 10 Counterintelligence 
M312 Imagery Intelligence (~T) 
M314 Imagery Acquisition 
M3I6 Geospatial Information Production 
M318 Geospatial Information Acquisition and Processing 
::\1320 Open Source Intelligence (OSI~T) Collection/Processing 
Yl322 Language Exploitation 
M324 Multidisciplinary Collection and Processing 
M326 Intelligence CommW1ications and Filtering 
M328 All Source Analysis 
M330 Intelligence Production Integration and Analytic Tools 
M334 Intelligence Requirements Management and Tasking 
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M399 Other Intelligence Activities 

GROUP 15-EXPEDITIONARY FORCE DEFENSE 

M410 Expeditionary Force Operations 

GROUP 16-HOMELAND DEFENSE 

M6 l O Homeland Defense Operations 

GROUP 17-SPACE DEFENSE 

M810 Military Space Operations 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

FEDERAL SERVICE CODES 

A· RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
/\*** Research and Development Codes 

B • SPECIAL STUDIES AND ANALYSES -NOT R&D 
B502 Air Quality Analyses 
B503 Archeological/Paleontological Studies 
B504 Chemical/Biological Studies and Analyses 
13505 Cost Benefit Analyses 
B506 Data Analyses (other than scientific) 
B507 Economic Scudies 
B509 Endangered Species Studies - Plant and Animal 
B5 10 Environmental Studies and Assessments 
85 13 Feasibility Studies (non-construction) 
B5 16 Animal and Fisheries Studies 
B5 17 Geological Studies 
85 18 Geophysical Studies 
85 19 Geotechnical Studies 
B520 Grazing/Range Studies 
B521 Historical Studies 
8522 Legal Studies 
8524 Mathematical/Statistical Analyses 
8525 Natural Resource Studies 
8526 Oceanological Studies 
8527 Recreation Studies 
B528 Regulacory Studies 
8529 Scientific Data Studies 
B530 Seismological Studies 
8532 Soil Studies 
8533 Water Quality Studies 
13534 Wildlife Studies 
8537 Medical and Health Studies 
8538 Intelligence Studies 
8539 Aeronautic/Space Studies 
8540 Building Technology Studies 
8541 Defense Scudies 
8542 Educational Scudies and Analyses 
8543 Energy Studies 
8544 Technology Studies 
8545 Housing and Community Development Studies 
8546 Security Studies (Physical and Personal) 
8547 Accounting/Financial Management Studies 
8548 Trade Issue Studies 
8549 Foreign Policy/National Security Policy Studies 
8550 Organization/Administrative/Personnel Studies 
855 I Mobilization/Preparedness Studies 
8552 Manpower Studies 
8553 Communications Studies 
8554 Acquisition Policy/Procedures Studies 
8555 Elderly/Handicapped Studies 
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8599 Other Special Studies and Analyses 

C -ARCHITECT AND ENGINEERING SERVICES 
Cl - ARCHITECT AND ENGINEERING SERVICES - CONSTRUCTION 

Cl 1- BUILDI:'.'IG AND I<"ACILITY STRUCTURES 
Cl 11 Administrative and Service Buildings 
Cl 12 Airfield, Communication and Missile Facilities 
C 113 Educational Buildings 
Cl 14 Hospital Buildings 
C 115 Industrial Buildings 
C 116 Residential Buildings 
Cl 17 Warehouse Buildings 
Cl 18 Research and Development Facilities 
C I 19 Other Buildings 

Cl2 - NON-BUILDING STRUCTURES 
C 12 I Conservation and Development 
Cl 22 Highways, Roads, Streets, Bridges, and Railways 
Cl23 Electric Power Generation (EPG) 
C 124 Utilities 
C 129 Other Non-Building Structures 
Cl30 Restoration 

C2 - ARCHITECT AND E:'.'!Gl:'.'IEERING SERVICES - GENERAL 
C2H Architect - Engineer Services (including landscaping, interior layout, and designing)+BlOl 
C2 12 Engineering Drafting Services 
C2 13 A&E Inspection Services (non-construction) 
C2 l 4 A&E Management Engineering Services 
C2 15 A&E Production Engineering Services (including Design and Control. and Building Programming) 
C2 16 Marine Architect and Engineering Services 
C2 19 Other Architect and Engineering Services 

D3 -AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING AND TELECOMMUNICATION 
SERVICES 

D30 l ADP Facility Operation and Maintenance Services 
D302 ADP Systems Development Services 
D303 ADP Dara Entry Services 
D304 ADP Telecommunications and Transmission Services 
D305 ADP Teleprocessing and Timesharing Services 
D306 ADP Systems Analysis Services 
D307 Automated Information System Design and Integration Services 
D308 Programming Services 
D309 Information and Dara Broadcasting or Data Distribution Services 
D3 JO ADP Backup and Security Services 
D3 11 ADP Data Conversion Services 
D3 12 ADP Optical Scanning Services 
D3 13 Computer Aided Design/Computer Aided Manufacturing (CAD/CAM) Services 
D3 14 ADP System Acquisition Suppo11 Services. Includes preparation of statement of work, benchmarks. 
specifications, etc. 
D3 15 Digitizing Services. Includes cartographic and geographic information. 
D3 16 Telecommunications Network Management Services 
D3 17 Automated News Ser-vices, Data Services, or Other Information Services. Buying data. the electronic 
equivalent of books, periodicals, newspapers, etc. 
D399 Other ADP and Telecommunications Services (includes data storage on tapes, compact disks, etc.) 
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E- PURCHASE OF STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES 
E*** Purchase of Structures and Facilities 

F - NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION SERVICES 
FOOl Aerial Fertilization/Spraying Services 
F002 Aerial Seeding Services 
F003 Forest/Range Fire Suppression/Presuppression Services 
F004 Forest/Range Fire Rehabilitation Services (non-construction) 
F005 Forest Tree Planting Services 
F006 Land Treatment Practices Services (plowing/clearing, etc.) 
F007 Range Seeding Services (ground equipment) 
F008 Recreation Site Maintenance Services (non-construction) 
F009 Seed Collection/Production Services 
FOlO Seedling Production/Transplanting Services 
FO 11 Su1face Mining Reclamation Services (non-construction) 
F012 Survey Line Clearing Services 
FOi 3 Tree Breeding Services 
FOl4 Tree Thinning Services 
FO 15 Well Drilling/Exploratory Services 
FO 16 Wildhorse/Burro Control Services 
F018 Other Range/Forest Improvements Services (non-construction) 
FO 19 Other Wildlife Management Services 
F020 Fishe1ies Resources Managemem Services 
F02 I Site Preparation 
F022 Fish Hatchery Services 
F099 Other Natural Resources and Conservation Services 

Fl - 1<:NVIRO~MK°"TAL SYSTEMS PROTECTION 
F to I Air Quality Support Services 
F 102 Industrial Investigation Surveys and Technical Support Related to Air Pollution 
F 103 Water Quality Suppo11 Services 
F 104 Industrial Investigation Surveys and Technical Support Related to Water Pollution 
F 105 Pesticides Support Services 
F 106 Toxic Substances Suppo11 Services 
F 107 Hazardous Substance Analysis 
F108 Hazardous Substance Removal. Cleanup. and Disposal Services and Operational Support 
F I 09 Leaking Underground Storage Tank Support Services 
F 110 Development of Environmental Impact Statements and Assessments 
Fl 11 Industrial Investigations, Surveys and Technical Suppo11 for Multiple Pollutants 
F 112 Oil Spill Response including Cleanup, Removal, Disposal and Operational Support 
F999 Other Environmental Services, Studies, and Analytical Support 

G - SOCIAL SERVICES 
0001 Care of Remains and/or Funeral Services 
G002 Chaplain Services 
G003 Recreational Services 
G004 Social Rehabilitation Services 
GOOS Geriatric Services 
G006 Government Life Insurance Programs 
0007 Government Health Insurance Programs 
0008 Other Govemment Insurance Programs 
G009 Non-Govemment Insurance Programs 
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GOI O Direct aid to tribal Governments and organizations provided by contract pursuant lo Public Law 
(P.L) 93-638 
G099 Other Social Services 

H - QUALITY CONTROL, TESTING, AND INSPECTION SERVICES 
Hl n Quality Control Services (**In these two positions, enter first 2 digits of FSC Code from Part C. or 
99 for miscellaneous) 
H2** Equipment and Materials Testing (**In these two positions, enter first 2 digits of FSC Code from 
Part C. or 99 for miscellaneous) 
H3** Inspection Services (including commercial testing and laboratory services, except medical/dental) 
H9"'* Other Quality Control, Testing and Inspection Services 

J - MAINTENANCE, REPAIR AND REBUILDING OF EQUIPMENT 
JO** Maintenance, Repair and Rebuilding of Equipment 
J998 Non-nuclear Ship Repair (East) Ship repair (including overhauls and conversions) performed on non
nuclear propelled and nonpropcllcd ships cast of the 108th meridian 
5999 Non-nuclear Ship Repair (West) Ship repair (including overhauls and conversions) performed on. 
non-nuclear propelled and nonpropelled ships west of the 108th meridian 

K - MODIFICATION OF EQUIPMENT 
KO** Modification of Equipment 

L - TECHNICAL REPRESENTATIVE SERVICES 
LO** Technical Representation Services 

M - OPERATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED FACILITIES 
M*** Operation of Government-Owned Facilities 

N - INSTALLATION OF EQUIPMENT 
NO** Installation of Equipment 

P-SALVAGE SERVICE 
P JOO Preparation and Disposal of Excess and Surplus Property 
P200 Salvage of Aircraft 
P300 Salvage of Marine Vessels 
P400 Demolition of Buildings 
P500 Demolition of Structures or Facilities (Other than Buildings) 
P999 Other Salvage Services 

Q - MEDICAL SERVICES 
Q IO I Depcmlenl Medicare Services 
Q20 I General Health Care Services 
Q301 Laboratory Testing Services 
Q401 Nursing Services 
Q402 Nursing Home Care Contracts 
4403 Evaluation and Screening 
QSO 1 Anesthesiology Services 
Q502 Cardio-Vascular Services 
4503 Dentistry Services 
Q504 Dennatology Services 
Q505 Gastrnenterology Services 
Q506 Geriatric Services 
Q507 Gynecology Services 
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Q508 Hematology Services 
Q509 Internal Medicine Services 
QS 10 Neurology Services 
QS 11 Ophthalmology Services 
Q5 12 Optometry Services 
Q5 13 Orthopedic Services 
Q5 14 Otolaryngology Services 
QS 15 Pathology Services 
Q5 16 Pediatric Services 
Q5 17 Pharmacology Services 

·.,t ;; 

Q5 l 8 Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation Services 
QS 19 Psychiatry Services 
Q520 Podiatry Services 
Q52 1 Pulmonary Services 
Q522 Radiology Services 
Q523 Surgery Services 
Q524 Thoracic Services 
Q525 Urology Services 
Q526 Medical/Psychiatric Consultation Services 
Q527 Nuclear Medicine 
Q999 Other Medical Services 

111··. t 

R - PROFESSIONAL, ADMINISTRATIVE AND MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 
R4 - PROFESSIONAL SERVICE 

R40I Personal Care Services (includes such services as barber and beauty shop, shoe repairs, tailoring, etc.) 
R402 Real Estate Brokerage Services 
R404 Land Surveys, Cadastral Services (non-construction) 
R405 Operations Research and Quantitative Analysis Services 
R406 Policy Review/Development Services 
R407 Program Evaluation Services 
R408 Program Management/Support Services 
R409 Program Review/Development Services 
R4 l l Real Property Appraisals Services (SIC 653 1) 
R4 12 Simulation 
R4 13 Specifications Development Services 
R4 14 Systems Engineering Services 
R4 15 Technology Sharing/Utilization Services 
R4 16 Veterinary/Animal Care Services 
R4 18 Legal Services 
R4 19 Educational Services 
R420 Certifications and Accreditations for products and institutions other than educational institutions 
R42 1 Technical Assistance 
R422 Market Research and Public Opinion Services (includes telephone and field interviews, focus testing, 
and surveys) 
R423 Intelligence Services 
R424 Expert Witness 
R425 Engineering and Technical Services 
R426 Communications Services 
R427 Weather Reporting/Observation Services 
R428 Industrial Hygienics 
R497 Personal Services Contracts 
R498 Patent and Trademark Services 
R499 Other Professional Services 

R6 • ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES 
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R602 Courier and Messenger Services 
R603 Transcription Services 
R604 Mailing and Distribution Services 
R605 Library Services 
R606 Court Reporting Services 
R607 Word Processing{fyping Services 
R608 Translation and Interpreting Services(Jncluding Sign Language) 
R609 Stenographic Services 
R610 Personal Property Management Services 
R611 Credit Reportjng Services 
R6 12 Information Retrieval 
R6 13 Post Office Services 
R6 14 Paper Shredding Services 
R699 Other Administrative Support Services 

R7 • MANAGEMENT SUPPORT SERVICES 
R70 1 Advertising Services 
R702 Data Collection Services 
R703 Accounting Services 
R704 Auditing Services 
R705 Debt Collection Services 
R706 Logistics Support Services 
R707 Contract, Procurement, and Acquisition Support Services 
R708 Public Relations Services(includes writing services, event planning and management, media 
relations, radio and television analysis, and press services) 
R709 Ongoing Audit Operations Support 
R7 10 Financial Services (includes credit card services and any other financial services) 
R711 Banking Services(includes accepting and cashing government checks and other payment instruments, 
accepting direct deposits, accepting payments to the government from the public such as excise taxes and 
duties, maintaining bank accounts) 
R7 12 Coin Minting 
R7 13 Banknote Printing 
R799 Other Management Support Services 

S - UTILITIES AND HOUSEKEEPING SERVICES 
SI · UTILITIES 

S 1 11 Gas Services 
S 112 Electric Services 
SI 13 Telephone and/or Communications Services (includes Telegraph, Telex, and Cablevision Services) 
Sl 14 Water Services 
S 119 Other Utilities 

S2 · HOUSEKEEPING SERVICES 
S201 Custodial Janitorial Services 
S202 Fire Protection Services 
S203 Food Services 
S204 Fueling and Other Petroleum Services • Excluding Storage 
S205 Trash/Garbage Collection Services - Including Portable Sanitation Services 
S206 Guard Services 
S207 Insect and Rodent Control Services 
S208 Landscaping/Groundskeeping Services 
S209 Laundry and DryCleaning Services 
S2 l l Surveillance Services 
S2 12 Solid Fuel Handling Services 
S2 14 Carpet Laying and Cleaning 
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S2 15 Warehousing and Storage Services 
S2 16 Facilities Operations Support Services 
S2 17 Interior Plan1scaping 
S2 18 Snow Removal/Salt Service (also spreading aggregate or other snow melting material) 
S222 Waste Treatment and Storage 
S299 Other Housekeeping Services 

T - PHOTOGRAPHIC, MAPPING, PRINTING, AND PUBLICATION SERVICES 
TOO I Aris/Graphics Services 
T002 Cartography Services 
T003 Ca1aloging Services 
T004 Charting Services 
T005 Film Processing .Services 
T006 Film/Video Tape Production Services 
T007 xi icroform Services 
T008 Photogrammetry Services 
T009 Aerial Photographic Services 
TO IO General Photographic Services - Still 
TO 11 Print/Binding Services 
TOI 2 Reproduction Services 
T013 Technical Writing Services 
TO 14 Topography Services 
TO 15 General Photographic Services - Mocion 
TO 16 Audio/Visual Services 
T099 Other Pho1ogrnphic, Mapping, Printing, and Publication Services 

U • EDUCATION AND TRAINING SERVICES 
UOOl Lectures For Training 
t.:002 Personnel Testing 
U003 Reserve Training (Military) 
U004 Scientific and Management Education 
U005 Tuition, Registration, and Membership Fees 
U006 Vocationalffechnical 
U007 Faculty Salaries for Dependent Schools 
U008 Training/Cuniculurn Development 
U009 Education Services 
UOlO Certifications and Accreditations for Educational Institutions 
UO 11 AIDS Training 
UOl2 ADP Software, Equipment. and Telecommunications Training 
U099 Other Education and Training Services 

V -TRANSPORTATION, TRAVEL AND RELOCATION SERVICES 
V002 ~1ol0r Pool Opera1ions 
V003 Packing/Crating Services 

Vl-TRANSPORTATIO'.'l 01<' THINGS 
Vl 1- CARGO AND FREIGHT SERVICES 

Vl 11 Air Freight 
V 112 Mo1or Freight 
Vl 13 Rail Freight 
V 114 Stevedoring 
V 115 Vessel Freight 
V 11 1) Other Cargo and Freight Services 
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V12 - VEIDCLE CHARTER FOR TRANSPORTATION OF THINGS 
V 12 1 Air Charter for Things 
V 122 Motor Charter for Things 
Vl23 Rail Charter for Things 
V 124 Marine Charter for Things 
V 125 Vessel Towing Service 
V 126 Space Transportation and Launch Services 
V127 Security Vehicle Services 
V 129 Other Vehicle Charter for Transportation of Things 

V2 - TRAVEL OF PERSONS 
V21- PASSENGER SERVICES 

V2 11 Air Passenger Service 
V2 12 Motor Passenger Services 
V2 13 Rail Passenger Service 
V2 14 Marine Passenger Service 

V22-VEHICLE CHARTER FOR PASSENGERS (WITH OPERATORS) 
V22 1 Passenger Air Charter Service 
V222 Passenger Motor Charter Service 
V223 Passenger Rail Charter Service 
V224 Passenger Marine Charter Service 
V225 Ambulance Service 
V226 Taxicab Services 
V227 Navigational Aid and Pilotage Services 

V23 - LODGING - HOTEL/MOTEL 
V23 1 Lodging - Hotel/Motel 

V24 - MILITARY PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT (INCLUDING SUBSISTENCE 
AND/OR LODGING) 

V24 l Military Personnel Recruitment 

V25 - CIVILIAN PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT 
V25 1 Civilian Personnel Recruitment 

V3 - OTHER TRANSPORTATION TRAVEL AND RELOCATION SERVICES 
V301 Relocation Services 
V302 Travel Agent Services 
V999 Other Transportation Travel and Relocation Services 

W - LEASE OR RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 
WO** Lease or Rental of Equipment 

X-LEASE OR RENTAL OF FACILITIES 
X*** Lease or Rental of Facilities 

Y - CONSTRUCTION OF STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES 
Y*** Construction of Structures and Facilities 

Z-MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, OR ALTERATION OF REAL PROPERTY 
Z*** Maintenance, Repair or Alteration of Real Property 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DtFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301·18<:R~'. !'':~ ,':' .-.';' /!. I J 

PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION INFO MEMO 

June 19, 2001 5:05 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~'-1-:i)urrl:tA ~Jo N Ol 
FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E ''(P/i 

SUBJECT: Tooth-To-Tail Ratios 

• You requested the totals behind tooth-to-tail ratios we provided to you earlier (TAB A) 

• These are attached (TAB B), along with the original metrics (TAB C) 

COORDINATIONS: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 695-0749 
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Service Chiefs 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 
Dov Zakheim 

.. ·-··· Barry Watts 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~~ 
SUBJECT: Tooth-to-Tail Ratios 

June 12, 2001 9:22 AM 

Attached is a paper prepared by PA&E ia answer to a.question I posed. 

I don't thin,k ~e .actual numbers are terri•ly important I think, if we use the same 
yardsticks, what ·is impor:tant is theyear-to,.year progression. 

What do think about setting five goals for 20021 

Also, on ~f page, why don't we have Bary Watts put, in the totals for each? 

Let's visit about this. 

Attach. 
S/18/01WattsmemotoSecDefre:Toodi4•TailRatios[U09942/01] . 

DHR:dh 
. 061101-26 

,' 
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DoD 
Anny 
Navy 

Marines 

Air Force 

DNDW 

FY75 

1,121,308 

474,811 

257,385 

112,325 

276,787 

0 
.,, ... , .. 

•~n:,·;:<:~;,··"--:";,:-: 
FY75 

OSD 2,337 

Joint Staff 1,174 

Anny 5.361 

Navy Dept 8,905 

Air Force 5,128 

FY75 

DoD 1,138 

Anny 436 

Navy 277 

Marines 68 

Air Force 357 

FY80 

1,102,341 

483,198 

250,925 

108,205 

260,013 

0 
,..,. .. , , ...... 

FY80 

665 

l.010 

4.018 

5.549 

4,067 

FY80 

I, 105 

420 

273 

67 

345 

FY8S FY90 

1,195,062 1,219,533 

498,027 520,893 

282,505 295,851 

123,740 123,630 

290,790 279,159 

0 0 
- -··· .. 

FY8S 

l.642 2.230 

1,295 1,380 

4.330 3,707 

\161 4.096 

3,976 3,537 

FY85 FY90 

1,050 1,054 

398 395 

249 256 

65 70 

338 333 ,.,. .. , .. •:., "'" ... , ...... , ... _,,_o ... ,__..., •-·---•~ ·- ,,.,.. __ .,,., .M•- ... 

FY75 FY80 FY8S FY90 

DoD 5,853 4,609 5,049 5,022 

Army 2,632 2,166 2,346 2,528 
Navy 1.081 741 769 733 
Marines 844 S94 831 654 
Air Forc.e 1,296 1,108 1,103 1,107 

FY80 FY8S FY90 

DoD 776 S66 511 641 
Army 299 234 253 287 

Navy 193 125 101 120 

Marines 164 95 21 25 

Air Force 120 112 136 209 ...... ··-,,,,,.,, ... ·-·-·-·· .... ~··~· ••••••••-···-··v·-•·. •.... 

FY95 

855,975 

335,969 

216,757 

110,251 

192,979 

19 

2,180 

1.137 

3,143 

2,792 

3,567 

FY95 

889 

307 

220 

80 

282 ... , .... ~. , ... '"·· ,,,. ... ,.,, 

FY9S 

4,319 
2,026 

730 

771 

792 
" 

FY95 

565 

245 

112 

24 

184 
,. 

* Warriors include active duty manpower coded ''Forces" in the FYDP 

** Daca drawn from PB-22 budget exhibits 

*** Data from OASD(FMP)/GOMO 

**** Data drawn from service inventories, Occupational Code 450 

***** Navy. Mmine, and AF data from FYDP, Anny from Army program manager 
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FY99 FYOI 

771,968 804,069 

304,775 320,828 

180,949 191,299 

106,259 108,984 

179,985 182,939 

0 19 

1,919: 

1,356; 

2,729 

2,553 

3,124 

FYOI 

889 

307 

220 

80 

282 ..... , .. ,,,. 

FYOI 

4,327'. 

2,000 

675 

859. 

793 

FYOl 

388 

167 

87 

25, 

109 
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FY75 FY80 FY85 
OSD 208 60 137 
Joint Staff 105 92 108 
Ann 1129 832 869 
Navy Dept 2409 1545 1270 
Air Force 1853 1564 1367 

FY75 FY80 FYSS 
DoD 101 100 88 

92 87 80 
108 109 88 

61 62 53 
Air Force 129 133 116 

FY7S FY80 FY85 
DoD 522 418 422 
Arm 554 448 471 
Navy 420 295 272 
MarineCo s 751 549 672 
Air Force 468 426 379 

FY7S FY80 FY85 
DoD 69 51 43 
Arm 63 48 SI 
Navy 75 so 36 
Marine Co s 146 88 17 
Air Force 43 43 47 

FY90 FY95 
183 255 
113 133 
712 936 
976 894 

1267 1848 

FY90 FY95 
86 104 
76 91 
87 101 
57 73 

119 146 
"' ... 

··tt~:/ : . .. 

FY90 FY95 
412 505 
485 603 
248 337 
529 699 
397 410 

FY99 
249 
176 
895 
889 

1736 
~j[ 

.·. ~~~: 

FYOI 
111 
96 

115 
73 

154 

FYOl 
538 
623 
353 
788 
433 

. ,, .,., ~.,;;:;1i1'.°t:l{:;:-i1 : . · .. 
'FY90 FY95 FYOl 

53 66 48 
55 73 52 
41 52 45 
20 22 23 
75 95 60 

'' Mi Ii tary D.:panmcnr comparisons arc toMilDep popularions. OS D and Joi nr Sraff arc I() DoD. 
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TO: Dov Zakheim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld')\\ 

SUBJECT: J-8 Personnel 

May 7, 2001 1: 12 PM 

Here is some data on the relative size of J-8, PA&E, Comptroller, CBO and NSC. 
I thought you might find it interesting. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
4/1 9/01 PA&E Info paper re: "J-8 Personnel Numbers" 

DHR:dh 
05070 1-20 

-

U12602 /02 
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April 19, 2001 

J-8 Personnel Numbers 

+ As a result of our meeting with you on tooth-to-tail on April 16, you asked us to 
compare the personnel levels in J-8 with several other offices 

+ The question was whether J-8 had more people than any of these other offices 
That is not the case 
The table below shows that J-8 is slightly smaller than PA&E and Comptroller and 
is noticeably smaller than CBO; NSC has very few people by comparison 

Office Civilian Militarv Total 
J-8 19 125 144 

OSD(PA&E) 120 37 157 
USD(Comptroller) 161 5 166 
Congressional Budget Office 230 230 (15 in National Security Division) 

National Security Council 37 37 

+ J-S's size is driven by its responsibilities: 
Program and budgeting in support of the program and budget review processes 
and liaison with the CINCs on fiscal issues 
Support for activities of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC), 
including preparation of the Chairman's Program Recommendation (CPR) and 
Chairman's Program Assessment (CPA) and development of Joint Warfighting 
Capability Assessments 
Support for the Defense Acquisition Board, including close coordination with 
USD(AT&L) on system requirements 
Modeling and data analysis in support of major analytical efforts such as the 
Mobility Requirements Study and Dynamic Commitment 

+ J-8's responsibilities are similar to those for PA&E and we work closely with them on 
numerous projects 

Typically we divide the modeling work on major joint analytical efforts, such as 
the Mobility Requirements Study 

+ Both PA&E and J-8 rely on contractors in addition to the government staff, especially 
for modeling and data analysis 

Prepared by: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant, PA&E, 695-0749 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Dov Zakheim, Comptroller 
Barry Watts, PA&E 
Pete Aldridge, AT &L 

Donald Rumsfeld 1)~ 

Defense Manpower Levels Over Time 

May 11, 2001 8:53 AM 

Attached is some information on OSD personnel you might find of interest. 

We certainly are going to want to reduce the size of OSD. As soon as you are 
confirmed, please respond to this memo with some suggestions for your area of 
responsibility. 

The same principle, I think, goes for the Service secretaries. 

Attach. 
2/14/01 PA&E memo to SecDef re: Defense Manpower Levels Over Time 

[U03088/0 l} 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEf~~~~--:~ _ ··: 
\_. 1 ••.. - ' . ' .... 

1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON c-::-.-:,r.~·;-;:-·:; · ,- : ·-:i~~: ':2r: 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301·1800"'-'' ,_.; ' . -· - .... -

1~D1 FED IQ Fa 3: ~ 3 
PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

AND EVALUATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

February 14, 2001 

DEPUTY ~E~RET ARY;_? DEFENSE - l?As <I--
FROM: ROBERT R. SOULE/'~ 

DIRECTOR_, PR~ANALYS J\NDE ALUA'tION 
Prepared by: ScottA(. Comes, S"peciaf Assistant, PA&E. 693074'9 

SUBJECT: Office of Secretary of Defense Manpower Levels Over Time -
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

BACKGROUND: 
+ You requested infonnation on OSD manpower levels over time and sought metrics to 

compare those levels to the Defense budget (Tab A) 
+ Our summary conclusions are given below; detailed discussion is at Tab B 

DISCUSSION: 
+ OSD manpower levels have fluctuated substantially over the past 25 years in response 

to changes in the national security environment, political circumstances, and the 
objectives and interests of the Presidents and Secretaries of Defense 

+ OSD manpower levels also have been affected by changes to OSD missions, 
functions, responsibilities, and Congressional direction 

+ Attempts to establish metrics to quantify the appropriate size of the OSD staff have 
not been illustrative (see graphs in the detailed discussion) 

+ The appropriate size of the OSD staff is better understood by identifying how the staff 
best serves the management sty le and direction of the Secretary. Issues to consider: 

The degree of OSD oversight of programs and resources 
The number of acquisition programs, extent of international involvement, and the 
numbers and types of fiscal reviews 
The extent to which functions are kept in-house or devolved to other components 
or contractors 

Coordination: Director, Administration and Management 

Attachments 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/1204 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

Steve Cambone 

. Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

January 29, 200( 

l want to find ways to use percentages to measure OSD as a percentage of ~e Defense 
budget; or OSD as a percentage of something and track year to year. I think that is the 
only way you're going to know what's going on. Let's talk about this and see if we can't 
come up with some good indices. 

Gr tlrrc{ -

11-L-0559/0SD/1205 
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OSD Manpower Levels Over Time 

Current staffing 

+ As of January 31, 2001, OSD staff on-board strength was 1,875, including 1,322 
1 civilians, 476 military, and 77 Active Guard and Reserves (by law, the Reserve - 1 

Component positions do not count against the OSD ceiling) 
The current authorized level reflects reductions implemented in the 1997 Defense 
Reform Initiative ( 412 positions eliminated, 577 positions transferred out of OSD) 

+ The OSD authorized staffing level for FY 2001 and out is 2,109 (1,545 civilian, 471 
active duty military, and 83 Active Guard and Reserve) 

+ The graph at Tab I shows trends in OSD personnel on-board levels from 1975 to the 
present 

Changes in manpower levels over time 

+ Manpower levels have risen and fallen over the years because of changes in the 
national security environment, political circumstances, and objectives/interests of 
Presidents and Secretaries of Defense 

+ In some cases, old functions have been eliminated, reduced, or transferred 1 
For example, administrative support services, review of export license cases, ~ 
inspector general reviews and oversight, POW /MIA affairs, military health care 
program management 

• In other cases, new functions were added or increased emphasis was placed on 
existing functions 

For example, special operations and low-intensity conflict, counter-terrorism, drug 
enforcement, humanitarian assistance, Gulf War illnesses, anthrax matters, 
acquisition reform, information technology, cyber security 

+ The OSD workforce showed a decline of 30% from 1976 to 1978 when Secretary 
Brown reduced the staff by 561 positions through transfers and eliminations 

Includes transfer of operational administrative support functions to the newly 
established Washington Headquarters Staff (see graph at Tab I) 

l 
/. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1206 



+ Other reductions took place from 1983 to 1985 
Review and oversight functions transferred to newly established DoD Inspector 
General organization 
The 1984 Authorization Act reduced OSD by an additional five percent 
Technology export review functions were transferred to the newly established 
Defense Technology Security Administration 

Metrics 

+ Metrics that attempt to relate the size of the OSD workforce to other DoD baselines 
show little relationship 

The graph at Tab 2 shows that comparing the relative changes in the OSD 
workforce and the DoD budget topline over the last 25 years does not provide a 
useful correlation 
Tab 3 suggests that the OSD workforce as a percent of the total DoD workforce 
increased substantially in the early 1990' s, but that obscures the changes in 
missions and responsibilities discussed above 
Focusing on recent changes, Tab 4 shows how the Defense Reform Initiative in 
1997 arrested the growth of the OSD staff compared to overall management 
headquarters personnel (Note: the abrupt drop in FY 2000 results from 
Congressionally-mandated expansion of the definition of management 
headquarters staff) 

Sizing the OSD workforce 

+ When considering the appropriate size of the OSD staff, it is important to consider: 
How the workforce is to be used 
• For example, the number of acquisition programs, extent of international 

involvement, and the number and types of fiscal reviews 
The management sty le of the Secretary of Defense and his view on the scope and 
degree of OSD oversight of DoD programs and resources 
The number and nature of congressionally mandated requirements 
• For example, statutorily required officials and functions, mandated manpower 

reductions and ceiling controls 
The extent to which functions are maintained in house or devolved to other DoD 
components 
The extent to which contractor support is used to supplement the workforce 

2 
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• 

Conclusions 

• Comparing manpower changes must be done with careful consideration of the 
underlying changes to definitions, missions, and responsibilities 

• There are no close relationships between OSD manpower levels and other DoD 
macro-level baselines; rather, OSD staff levels are driven by the assigned roles and 
missions and changes in those over time 

3 
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OSD Manpower vs Time 
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PROGAAM ANALYSIS 
AND EVALUATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1800: 

INFO MEMO 
""r •· • t ... ", I 

:· - ,) 
. .. ('. t "') ; t .• ,,, 

August 30, 2001, 4:30 P.M. 

FOR: SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 
O"','',.L· j ..• .. T) /,.. '· !.· 

FROM: Barry D. Watts, Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation-.~h 1,·0 ,i. t,..,(:v~\ ' 

SUBJECT: Combating Terrorism Funding 

• This memo responds to your question (Tab A) regarding DoD funding for combating 
terrorism. 

• 0MB prepares a report for Congress each year outlining combating terrorism spending 
government-wide. In its report, 0MB gives a composite figure for national security 
funding, reflecting both DoD and Intelligence Community resources. Funds for critical 
infrastructure protection (CIP) are combined with combating terrorism resources in 
some of the report's displays in order to depict the total level of funding devoted to 
countering unconventional threats. 

• The latest 0MB report puts FYOI national security funding for combating terrorism at 
$5.SB, against a federal total of $9.7B. These figures rise to $7.3B and $12B, 
respectively, -if CIP is included. The DoD share of the total (not reported separately by 
0MB) is $4.6B. 

• Bottom line: When responding to questions about current funding for combating 
terrorism activities, I suggest saying that DoD spends "around $5B." When discussing 
how much the government as a whole spends on combating terrorism, an appropriate 
response would be $1 OB to $12B. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachment 
As stated 

Prepared By: Milton L. Tulkoff, 703-697-0373 
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•• 
- .. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~-- J 800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
"· WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 ·1800 

vl\10"1" r:, r·.·., 1: r:: 1= 5? 
e OGRAN ANAL'rSIS 

ANO EVALUATION INFO MEMO 

May 18, 20019:20 AM 

~OR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . 

~/"'t1FR.OM: Barry D. Watts, Director, PA&E -0:v,~(., i:Ut- / t(n.j ~'J 
r .} 'xt 
\ '"

1
' { ... t SUBJECT: Funding for Combating Terrorism 

~ ~ 
~ .... 

' 

• In response to our package outlining funding for the Depaitment' s Combating (@ 
Terrorism efforts, you asked why there was a discrepancy between the $5B per year 
w;. rep01ted and the SI 5B reported elsewhere (TAB A). ~ 

~ ~:1 
......,. We har;e BE C ace le a illQ f:iwrE liQf ar ) fLaware of any 

way of aggregating the Department's combating-terrorism accounts that would 
suggest such a figure. 

• The figure we developed (S4.68 in FY 200 l) was rep01ted in our rep01ts to 0MB and 
the Congress and, as such, represents the official Department position. 
• ASD(SOLIC) reported the same figure to you separately. 

• A similar report from 0MB to Congress summarizing spending for the entire Federal 
Government reports a figure of S9.JB in FY 2001. 
• An additional $2.0B is spent on Critical Infrastructure Protection across the 

Federal Government for effons that assure the security of infrastructures in both 
the government and private sector that are needed to ensure our national security, 
national economic security, and public health and safety. 

• The total expenditure government-wide is thus about S 11 B. 

COORDINATIONS: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Scott A. Comes, Special Assistant PA&E, 695-0749 

UOl0:,70 
OSO~A&E) CONT. NR.---- U09 ,04 /01 
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COMPTROLLER 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 100 

#>..;'"'• -.:·- n .... <; 

· .. - : . . 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

From: Bruce A. Dauer, Deputy Comptro11er ~l~~ 2 I 2001 
Prepared by: Warren Hall, Assistant Deputy Comptroller, 695-9252 

SUBJECT: Timelines - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: Respond to your question. 

DISCUSSION: 

• At the Tank session, you asked for budget timelines particularly as they relate 
to flying hours. 

• Tab A tracks FY 200 I Air Force flying hour cost estimates through the budget 
process. 

• Tab B tracks FY 2001 Navy flying hour estimates. 

• Tab C is a more general budget timeline. 

• This took too long to get to you because we bogged down working a more 
elaborate critique of the budget timeline. 

Attachments 

11-L-0559/0SD/1217 U03552 /01 



Air Force FY 2001 Flying Hour Cost Estimate Timeline 

May 1999: Air Force FY 2001 POM Submission 

• Flying hour cost estimate for FY 2001 and subsequent years is based on 
FY 1997 execution data and analysis by Air Force Cost Analysis Improvement 
Group (AFCAIG). 

June 1999: Air Force Flying Hour Cost Update 

• Flying hour cost estimate updated by the AFCAIG to reflect FY 1998 execution 
data. 

September 1999: Air Force FY 2001 Budget Estimates Submission 

• Air Force reduced the FY 2001 Operation and Maintenance appropriation budget 
request by $200 million based on June update. 

September - December 1999: OSD/OMB Budget Review 

• Air Force estimate is approved. 

February -August 2000: Congress Reviews FY 2001 President's Budget 

• Congress approves the funding request, which was based on FY 1998 cost 
expenence. 

June 2000: Air Force Flying Hour Cost Update 

• Flying hour cost estimate updated by the AFCAIG to reflect FY 1999 execution 
data, which show a significant increase in spare parts consumption. 

September 2000: Air Force FY 2002 Budget Estimates Submission 

• Air Force increased FY 2001 flying hour cost estimate by $303 million based on 
June update. 

September - December 2000: OSD/OMB Budget Review 

• Air Force estimate is questioned based on Navy experience, but no revisions 
are recommended. 

January 2001: Air Force Flying Hour Cost Update 

• FY.2001 flying hour cost estimate increased by $222 million based on 
AFCAIG assessment of preliminary FY 2000 data, which show a further 
increase in spare parts consumption. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1218 



Navy FY 2001 Flying Hour Cost Estimate Timeline 

December 1998 - February 1999: Flying Hour Cost Estimate Update 

• Flying hour cost estimate updated by Navy based on FY 1998 execution data. 

May 1999: Navy FY 2001 POM Submission 

• Navy flying hour estimate based on updated cost factions. 

September 1999: Navy FY 2001 Budget Estimates Submission 

• No revision to the flying hour estimate is required. 

September - December 1999: OSD/OMB Budget Review 

• Navy estimate is approved. 

February -August 2000: Congress Reviews FY 2001 President's Budget 

• Congress approves the funding request, which was based on FY 1998 cost 
expenence. 

March 2000: Flying Hour Cost Update 

• Flying hour cost estimate updated by Navy based on FY 1999 execution data, 
which show a significant increase in spare parts consumption. 

September 2000: Navy FY 2002 Budget Estimates Submission 

• Navy increased FY 2001 flying hour estimate by $202 million based on March 
update. 

September - December 2000: OSD/OMB Budget Review 

• Navy revised estimate approved. 

January 2001: Navy Flying Hour Cost Update 

• FY 2001 flying .hour cost estimate increased by $373 million based on 
preliminary FY 2000 data, which show a further increase in spare parts 
consumption. 
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Program and Budget Timeline 

March: Fiscal Guidance 

• Provides funding levels to the Military Departments and Agencies 

April: Defense Planning Guidance 

• Guidance to the Military Departments and Agencies for preparation of 
Program Objectives Memoranda 

May: POM Submission 

• Services balance program requirements against fiscal guidance 

May - September: OSD Program Review 

• Review of Military Department and Agency Programs to ensure conformity to 
the Secretary's priorities 

September: Budget Submission 

• Military Departments and Agencies refine programs and submit budget data 

September - December: OSD/OMB Budget Review 

• Review of Military Department and Agency budgets 

December: Final Presidential Decisions 

• Final funding and program levels adjusted 

February - September 1 year later: Congressional Budget Review 

• Review by Congress of President's budget 

Continuously: Execution Changes 

• Reprogramming and transfers 

March - July 2 years later: Supplemental 

• Address emergent operating/readiness needs 

11-L-0559/0SD/1220 



February 22, 2001 8:01 PM 

TO: Dov Zakheim 
William Schneider 

cc: Steve Cambone 
Admiral Quigley 
Honorable Rudy de Leon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld <'\)" 
STJBJECT: Report on Financial Management 

Attached is a rep01t T received on financial management. Please see that Steve 
Friedman gets a copy of this and is aware of it. 

It might be desirable to have Public Affairs make sure that the existence of the 
Steve Friedman task force is a part of the program. Use your own judgment. 
Thanks. 

Attachment 

DHR:dh 
022201-14 
***************************************************************** 

DATE/TIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
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CO ~1 PTRO LL ER 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 • 1 100 

.·, 
• ~ •. :. • r' 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Bruce Dauer, Deputy Comptrol_ler, Offife. of the Under Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller) jJt-UilW?U~ 

Prepared by: Nelson Toye, Deputy Chief Financial Officer, 
697-0503 

SUBJECT: Fleecing of America Broadcast - INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: For infonnalion only. 

DISCUSSION: 

• There is a possibilily lhal the National Broadcasting Corporation (NBC) 
will broadcast in its '"Fleecing of America" segment sometime within the 
next week to 10 days (maybe as early as Thursday), a report on poor 
accounting in the Department. Sources indicate that the report is likely lo 
be critical of the amount of disbursements that have not yet been matched 
to specific obligations, contract overpayments, and debt collection 
relating to erroneous contract payments. 

• The Department has numerous initiatives underway such as the 
development of a modern integrated end-to-end procurement suite of 
systems to share data between contracting, disbursing and accounting 
systems that will eliminate the root cause of these problems. However, it 
is expected to be a few years before these initiatives will be fully 
implemented. In the interim we are working hard to eliminate these 
types of problems, but issues remain. 

• Attached is a brief summary of each of the issues 

Attachment 
As slated 
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"FLEECING OF AMERICA" STORY 

• Disbursements That Have Not Yet Been Matched to an Obligation 

Obligations are recorded in the official accounting records when a 
contract is awarded or an order is placed. Payment is made upon proof of 
receipt of the required goods or services, submission of an invoice by the 
contractor, and identification that a valid contract exists. 

While obligations are recorded in the official accounting system at the 
time a contract is let or order made, the vast majority of payments are made 
from systems other than the accounting systems. Consequently, payment 
information must be communicated to the accounting system where the 
payment is matched to the obligation in the accounting system. Many of the 
payment and accounting systems are not linked electronically. As a result, 
payment data often cannot be matched to an obligation without manual 
intervention. Sometimes manual research is difficult, and the disbursement 
is not immediate! y matched to an existing obligation. 

The vast preponderance of payments made by the Department are 
matched to a corresponding obligation in the official accounting records 
within a relatively short period of time after the payment. Nonetheless, at 
any given time, the Department has a number of disbursements that have not 
yet been matched to the applicable obligation, Given the amount of 
payments made by the Department, a small percentage of payments can 
equate to large dollar amounts. The audit community and the Congress have 
repeatedly criticized the Department for not matching obligations to 
disbursements in the accounting records in a more timely manner. 

Through a serious commitment to financial management reform, the 
Department achieved dramatic reductions in the amount of disbursements 
not matched to their applicable obligation. For example, from fiscal year 
1993 through fiscal year 2000, the Department reduced the amount of such 
disbursements from approximately $35 billion to around $1.5 billion. 
Additionally, the Department now requires all payments, except payments of 
less than $100,000 to be identified to an obligation before a payment is 
made. 

1 
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As a long-term solution, the Department is developing a modem 
integrated end-to-end procurement suite of systems to share data among 
contracting, disbursing and accounting systems. This is expected to 
eliminate the root causes of disbursements not matched to obligations-
reliance on manual efforts. 

• Overpayments 

Overpayments to contractors are not simply a case of payment 
processing errors. The vast majority of such payments result from causes 
outside the control of the paying office. A recent review by the General 
Accounting Office indicated that overpayments were principally related to 
contract administration actions and that only a small percentage of such 
payments were related to billing or payment errors on the part of the 
contractor or the paying office. For example, federal acquisition regulations 
permit contractors to bill estimated overhead rates, which are finalized, at a 
later date. To the extent that the final overhead rates are different from the 
estimated overhead rates, an overpayment or underpayment will have 
occurred. Periodically, the Defense Contract Audit Agency reviews 
contractors' overhead costs and may disallow costs previously billed by the 
contractor and paid by the gove1nment. Thus, a payment that was not 
improper at the time it was made subsequently can become an overpayment. 

The acquisition and finance communities are working together to 
minimize those circumstances that might result in avoidable overpayments 
and aggressively pursuing collection of overpayments that occur regardless 
of the reason. 

• Debt Collections 

The amount of contractor debt that has been identified as potentially 
being owed to the Department is approximately $3.7 billion Of this 
$3.7 billion, nearly $3 billion is in dispute and is awaiting a formal decision 
by the Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals or the U.S. Court of 
Federal Claims as to whether a debt in fact does exist. About $100 million 
has been found to be a bona fide debt owed to the U.S. Government and is in 
the process of being collected by the DoD. The remaining $600 million is 
being handled by the Department of Justice for collection action, is still 
under investigation by the DoD or is uncollectible (e.g., due to bankruptcy). 

2 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF q._E;..F.ENSE 
11 00 DEFENSE PE NT AGON ~c.:_;>;'"",~ . · ., .' : 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 100 

Zni! J<I ') ") I ".'."I ') 
,,,..,, 1; , .• ,_ 1 i , • ,_: 0 6 
MAR 2 0 2G01 

COMPTROLLER 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: 

DEPUT~YE r?:RY OF DEFENSE 

William Schneider 
Prepared by: Bruce D r, eputy Comptroller, 695-3950 

SUBJECT: Maintenance -INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: To respond to your question concerning whether it takes 40 hours of 
maintenance to keep an F-16 in the air after a flight. 

DISCUSSION: 
• The recent newspaper articles reporting increases in the amount of man-hours 

required to maintain fighter aircraft cite erroneous statistics, but their message is 

generally correct. The Air Force reports that the F-16 now requires 19.9 man

hours of maintenance for every flying hour, which is almost 9 hours higher than 

reported in FY 1995. The Navy reports that its inventory of F14s has averaged 

between 40 to 50 man-hours of maintenance per flying hour, which is more than 

double the maintenance required on the Navy's newer FA- 18 aircraft. 

• The attached Air Force and Navy papers confirm the basic thrust of the article. 

The increased maintenance requirement is due to aircraft reaching an age where 

increasing component failure rates and other unforeseen maintenance problems 

occur with greater frequency and severity. 

Attachments 
( l) Air Force paper 
(2) Navy paper 
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TO: William Schneider 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7 
SUBJECT: Maintenance 

March 13, 2001 8:39 AM 

I read in the paper this week that it takes 40 hours of maintenance to keep an F- 16 
in the air after a flight. 

Would you have someone take a look at that? 

DHR:dh 
031301-4 
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AIR FORCE 
TALKING PAPER 

ON 
MAINTENANCE MAN HOURS 

PURPOSE: Response to SECDEF question "I read .. .it takes 40 hours of maintenance to 
keep an F-16 in the air after a flight." 

DISCUSSION: 
• Maintenance Manhours per Flying Hour for F-16 (all models) in FYOO was 19.9 

hours 
• 78% increase from FY95 

22 

20 

18 

16 

14 

12 

10 

F-16 Maintenance Manhour Per Flying Hour 

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO 

• FYOO average al!e for F-16A/B was 17.6 years; F-16C/D was 10.9 years 

MMH/FH includes the following maintenance operations: 

Launch and Recovery 
• Pre/Thru/Post flight inspections 
• Sortie launch and recovery 
• Ground handling and servicing 

Scheduled Maintenance Activities 
• Hourly phase inspections (e.g., structural insp., component time changes, and delayed 

maintenance) 
• Systems Program Office (SPO) or MA directed inspections or maintenance actions 

• Time Compliance Technical Order (TCTO) and special inspections 
• Periodic washing, painting, and lubricating program 

Unscheduled maintenance actions 
• On-aircraft engine and maintenance (e.g., boroscope, component changes, engine 

removals, and engine runs/ops check) 
• Component failure repairs - Not Mission Capable (NMC) on landing 

Lateral ~unnort actions 
• Cannibalization (removing and installing) 
• Recovery (rebuild) of cannibalized aircraft 

LtCol Daley/Maj Tatge/ILSY/695-6756/03/15/0l/SECDEF F-16 MMH question vi 
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CAPT John Woodburn 
CNO (N432) 
14 March 2001 

NAVY 

Subject: F-14 DIRECT MAINTENANCE MAN-HOUR PER FLIGHT HOUR 

BACKGROUND: An article titled Military Overhaul Hindered By Rising Cost, published in 
New Orleans Times-Picayune March 11 , 2001 , stated "For every hour a Navy F-14 fighter spends 
in the air, mechanics at the Oceana Naval Air Station labor for 40 hours to patch it back up enough 
to fly again" .. 

DISCUSSION: 
• Author states "for every hour a Navy F- 14 tighter spends in the air, mechanics at NAS Oceana labor for 40 

hours to patch it back up enough to fly again." Three factors that impact Direct Maintenance Man-hours 
per Flight Hour (DMMH/FH) on the F- 14 are aircraft age, scheduled maintenance and the five-year rule. 
o Aircraft age: The average age of today' s F-l4A fleet is 17.l years. Many of the F- 14B and F-

14D fleet are remanufactured F- 14A's. The new manufactured F- 14B and F-14D aircraft: have an 
average age of 12.2 and 11.7 years respectively. As the age of the fleet increases, the man-hours 
required to maintain the aircraft increases. By way of comparison, the F- 14 DMMWFH has varied 
between 40 to 50 hours for the period of 199 1-2000 while the newer FA- 18 has experienced 18 to 20 
hours over the same period. Additionally, the age of the aircraft adversely impacts the ability to 
procure replacement parts due to diminishing manufacturing sources and obsolescence. Many 
initiatives directed at sustaining an aging fleet and reducing high readiness and cost degraders are 
ongoing and beginning to show results. Also, safety-engineering processes are being streamlined to 
get fixes into the fleet quickly. 

o Scheduled Maintenance: The man-hours required to perfonn scheduled maintenance inspections 
have increased over time. As the aircraft approach their maximum fatigue life, unforeseen as well as 
predicted structural fai lures occur. The anticipation of these failures imposes new maintenance 
inspections. Recurring maintenance inspections are often implemented in lieu of more expensive 
redesign/modification solutions. 

o Five-year Rule: Public Law 103- 139-Nov 11, 1993 prohibits the installation of modifications to 
aircraft, other than safety, that will be removed from service before five years. The current retirement 
plan for the F- 14 makes it ineligible for many reliability and maintainability improvements that could 
both improve readiness and decrease maintenance man-hours. 

Author states that when aircraft mechanics see that there are no spares in the system to replace a broken 
part on his aircraft, the mechanic "walks down the line and steals a good one off another F-14 and installs it 
on his plane." 
o While "go steal one off of an aircraft:" is common phraseology for authorized cannibalization 

actions in the fleet, the author conveys an incorrect image. Naval Aviation's cannibalization rate for 
F- 14 aircraft per 100 flight hours has remained essentially unchanged since 199 1. These 
cannibalization actions are performed only when necessary and with the strictest documentation to 
maintain safety and justify material requirements. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
• None. Submitted for information purposes only. 
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April 9, 2001 3:25 Pl\11 

TO: Rudy de Leon 

Donald Rumsfeld l (l,.. FROM: 

SUBJECT: Nontraditional DoD Funding 

If you think it is a good idea, do you want to see if someone could draft up 
something so that we could propose to Congress that they move these $7 billion 
out of the Defense Department? 

There are some who say it is a good idea to keep some of it in because it causes 
people who might not support the Defense Department, unless it was doing bre,L.t1 
cancer or prostate cancer research or some education program at their local 
college, to support it. 

In any event, please take a look and tell me what you recommend. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
3/13/01 Info Memo: "Nontraditional Defense Programs Report"U05244/01 

DHR: dh 
04090 1-43 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSCE .. c:,~ -.·.r ,~:-.- :,·"-'..:. 

1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON -
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-I 100 S:C\~~: .• ·;_".- C:~:-;:t~ 

COMPTROLLER 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE -1-1 A> &py 

FROM: Bruce A. Dauer, Deputy Comptroller ~ . 13 2001 !¢lo 
Prepared by: Warren Hall, Assistant Depu~p lier '/B). 695-3950 fj/t 

SUBJECT: Nontraditional Defense Programs Report - INFORMATION MEMOl~NDUM 

PURPOSE: Information on DoD funding for nontraditional programs. 

DISCUSSION: 

• The current DoD budget supports many activities that are only indirectly relate id 
to the core Defense mission of manning, training, and equipping military force lS 

to maintain the security of the United States. 

• Although these activities may generally serve the nation as a whole and enjoy a 
broad level of support, it is questionable whether their inclusion in the Def ens 
program is appropriate. 

• The attached report attempts to quantify these "nontraditional" Defense 
programs in FY 200 I and as proposed in the Legacy budget for FY 2002. 
However, many would argue that each program identified in the report as 
nontraditional provides some value to DoD. 

• The report indicates that these programs in FY 2001 are funded at $7 .0 billion 
(2.4 percent of the FY 2001 budget authority). In comparison, the amount 
identified in a similar report in fY 1994, which was also the enacted level, wa5 
$1.7 billion (0.7 percent of the FY 1994 budget authority). However, it should 
be noted that the FY 1994 report did not include environmental programs as 
"nontraditional" Defense programs. (If environmental programs are excluded, 
the FY 2001 funding for these programs is $2.8 billion (0.9 percent).) 

• The Legacy budget includes $5 .4 billion, significantly lower than the funding 
level in FY 2001, primarily because many congressional adds in FY 2001 are not 
continued. The FY 2002 amount accounts for about I. 7 percent of the 
$310.5 billion of discretionary topline. 

COORDINATION: None required. 
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Department of Defense 
Report to the Secretary of Def enrS1e 

on 
Non traditional Programs 

February 2001 
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Renort Structure 

Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description 
FY 2001- FY 2002 

Executive Summarv 

Part I of this report provides a funding summary of Nontraditional Programs by majar 
grouping. Part II provides a narrative description of these programs. 

Description 

The basic mission of the Department of Defense (DoD) is to maintain and provide fo1 the 
security of the United States as a free and independent nation. Meeting this responsibility is the 
fundamental, traditional mission of DoD and requires that the U.S. military forces be compo!)ed of 
quality personnel who are well trained and equipped with modern equipment. Acquiring, 
training, and equipping such forces requires a host of activities such as recruiting and trainin:~ of 
new personnel, conducting operational training, logistically supporting operations around the 
world, operating and maintaining bases, providing health care and personnel support, and 
developing and acquiring sophisticated weapon systems. Such activities dictate the vast majority 
of Defense resource requirements. 

Changes here and abroad, however, have led to new Defense missions that support I 
national objectives. Such missions, which are referred to as nontraditional Defense missions\ 
include activities to s~pport the President's multi-agency National Drug Control strategy anq 
weapons destruction and nonproliferation activities in the Former Soviet Union. Other 
nontraditional missions range from providing international disaster and humanitarian assistance to 
conducting domestic youth citizenship/educational programs. 

AoorooriatedAmounts 

• In the FY 2001 DoD Appropriations Act (Public Law 106-259), $7,005.4 million can be 
identified as supporting nontraditional Defense programs. In the FY 2002 Legacy budget. the 
amount decreases to $5,417.6 million, a reduction of $1,587.8 million. For the most i,art, the 
amount is lower in FY 2002 because it excludes the congressional adds in FY 2001. many of 
which will be repeated in FY 2002, and the amount in the Legacy budget for the 
environmental-related programs is over $0.5 billion less mostly due to the discontinuance of 
the advance appropriation financing concept. 

• The FY 2002 funding levels are those proposed in the Legacy budget. The largest progpms 
included in this estimate are the environmental-related programs ($3.7 billion), the I 
Cooperative Threat Reduction program ($0.4 billion), and the Counterdrug Activities 
(S0.8 billion), which account for about 90 percent of the total funding. 

The funding for nontraditional Defense programs in FY 2001 and FY 2002 is displayed in the 
following groupings : 

Pagel 
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• International Activities. This grouping includes funding for programs being executed fD 
support of foreign activities. These activities include diplomatic relations, humanitarian 
assistance, international centers, and other similar activities. (FY 2001, S614.9 millioi: 
FY 2002, $570.7 million) 

• Law Enforcement. This grouping includes funding for programs that directly or indirectly 
support U.S. law enforcement. These programs include various counterdrug missions and 
civil emergency support, (FY 2001, S999.9 million; FY 2002, $804.2 million) 

• Educational Support. This grouping includes support for educational institutions and 
payments to local school districts to compensate for the increased costs for educating 
military dependents. (FY 2001, $170.5 million; FY 2002, $54.3 million) 

• Support to Non-governmental Activities, The funding in this grouping provides for 
various organizations, foundations, centers, and activities. The funding finances 
organizations as diverse as the National Flag Foundation and the South Florida Ocean 
Measurement Center. (FY 2001, $148.5 million; FY 2002, $49.3 million) 

• Social Support. This funding provides for support to various domestic social progranls. 
(FY 200 I, $146.6 mi Ilion; FY 2002, $122.3 mi Ilion) 

I 
• Medical Research Support. The funding in this grouping finances medical research not 

related to military readiness. The National Institute of Health is the agency responsible for 
most such medical research. (FY 200 l, $5 17 .5 million; FY 2002, $11.0 million) 

• Environmental Programs. The funding in this grouping finances DoD's environmental 
security program which includes restoration, compliance, conservation, pollution 
prevention, technology, safety, occupational health, fire and emergency services, and Base 
Realignment & Closure (BRAC) efforts. (FY 200 I, $4,255.1 million; FY 2002, I 
$3,728.Smillion) 

• Other Nontraditional Defense Pro~rams. The remaining nontraditional Defense programs 
are displayed in this grouping. (FY 2001, $152.4 million; N 2002, $77.0 million). I 

• A summary of nontraditional Defense funding by grouping for FY 200 I and the FY 2002 
Legacy budget is displayed in the following charts. 

Page 2 
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NONTRADITIONAL PROGRAMS SUMMARY 
SUMMARY BY GROUPING (Part I) 

(Dollars in Millions) 

PROGRAM NAME 

International Activities 
Cooperative Threat Reduction 
Middle East Regional Security Studies 
Regional Centers 
China Center 
Overseas Humanitarian. Disaster, and Civic Aid 
Humanitarian Assistance Conducted in African Nations 
Disaster Management and Humanitarian Assistance 
Humanitarian Civic Assistance 
Warsaw Initiative/Partnership for Peace 

Total 

Law Enforcement 
Gulf Stales Initiative 

Counterdrug Activities 
National Emergency & Disaster Information Center 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Support Teams 

Total 

Educational Suaaort 
National Security Education Program 
Software Executive Institute 
Local Education Agency School (Real Property Maintenance) 
Impact Aid to Public Schools 
Special Education Support 
Oaf<liino Mifitary Institute 
National Center for the Preservation of Democracy 
National Security Training 
American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC) - Tribal College & 

University Computer Equipment & Science Lab 
Historically Black Colleges & Universities 
William Lehman Aviation Center 
Government/Industry Cooperative Research 
Defense Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
Pacific Island Health Referral Program 
Monterey Regional Educational Initiative 
South Florida Ocean Measurement Center 
University Partnering for Operational Suppo11 
Chicago Public Schools Grant 

Total 

Support to Non-Government Activities 
United Service Organization Incorporated 
San Bemadino County Airport 
Support for International Sporting Competitions 
National flag foundation 

Page 4 
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FY 2001 

442.4 
1.0 

57.0. 
0.5 

55.8 
10.0 
5.0 
4.8 

38.4 
614.9 

15.9 
915.6 

1.0 
67.4 

999.9 

7.9 
17.8 
10.5 
35.0 

5·0 
2.0 

20.0 
0.7 

3.0 
19.1 
0.5 
6.7 

21.7 
8.0 
1.8 
1.8 
4.0 
5.0 

170.5 

7.5 
1.9 

22.4 
1.0 

fY 2002 

403.0 

61.3 
0.5 

49.9 

5.7 
50.3 

570.7 

1.2 
750.3 

52.7 
804.2 

8.0 
18.6 

14.4 

3.4 
9.9 

54.3 

15.8 



NONTRADITIONAL PROGRAMS SUMMARY 
SUMMARY BY GROUPING (Part I) 

(Dollars in Millions) 

PROGRA~l NAME 

National D-Day Museum 
Amerit:an Red Cross 
Clara Barton Center 
Bosque Redondo Memorial 
Civil Air Patrol 
Elmendorf Transporlation Infrastructure 
Grant lo City of San Bernardino 
Restoration of USS Turner Joy Historical Ship 
Global Positioning System (GPS) Civil Signal 
Information Technology Center Initiative 
Electronic Commerce Resource Center 

Tola! 

Social Support 
Homeless Blankets 
National Guard Challenge Program 
STARBASE Youth Program 
Youth Development and Leadership Program (Outdoor Odyssey) 
Innovative Readiness Training Program 
Mentor Protege 
Angel Gate Academy 
Indian Financing 

Tola! 

Medical Research Support 
Oxford House Pilot Project 
Alaska Federal Health Care Network 
Biomedical Research Center 
Breast Cancer Research Program 
Prostate Cancer Research Program 
Ovarian Cancer Research 
Cancer Research 
Advanced Cancer Detection 
Prostate Cancer/Disease Research 
Lung Cancer Research 
Coastal Cancer Control 
Peer Reviewed Medical Research Program 
Norwegian Telemedicine 
Post-Polio Syndrome 
Iodine 131 Experimentation 
Iodine Medical Monitoring 
Osteoporosis and Bone Disease Research 
Artificial Hip Medical Advanced Technology 
Diabetes Project 
Alcoholism Research 
HIV Research 
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FY 2001 

2.1 
5.0 
1.5 
2.0 

19.4 
10.0 
10.0 
0.8 

16.4 
20.0 
28.5 

148.5 

3.1 
63.0 
10.1 
0.5 

30.0 
27.7 
4.2 
8.0 

146.6 

0.8 
1.0 
1.0 

174.6 
99.8 
12.0 
5.5 
3.5 

11.5 
7.5 
5.0 

39.9 
2.0 
7.0 
5.0 
2.0 
6.0 
3.5 

14.0 
8.5 

21.5 

FY2002 

8.7 

24.8 

49.3 

3.1 
62.5 
11.1 
0.5 

20.0 
25.1 

122.3 

11.0 



PROGRAM NAME 

Laser Vision Correction 

NONTRADITIONAL PROGRAMS SUMMARY 
SUMMARY BY GROUPING (Part I) 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Center for Research on the Aging Eye 
Chronic Fatigue 
Chronic Disease Management Advanced Technology 
Bone Marrow Transplant Technology 
Dental Research 
High Resolution Digital Mammography 
National Bone Marrow Program 
Ranch Hand II Epidemiology Study 
Optical Imaging of .the Brain 
Teleradiology and Mammography Imaging 
Medical Free Electron Laser 

Total 

Environmental Programs 
Environmental Restoration 
Environmental Quality 
Environmental Technology 
Base Realignment & Closure 

Total 

Other Nontraditional Programs 
Pacific Disaster Center 
Thermionics 
Fossil Energy Research and Development 
Brown Tree Snakes 
Emergency Spill Response 
Technology Insertion Demonstration 
Next Generation Internet 
Public Service Initiative 
Chabot Observatory 
Duel Use Science and Technology Program 
Advanced Electronics Technology - DARPA 
Development of America in the 19th Century Exhibit 
Fouth of July/Memorial Day Celebration 
Presidential Inaugural Ceremonies 
Repair Improvements at Fort Baker 
Disadvantaged Businesses/Black Colleges 
Procurement Technical Assistance Program 
National Center for Industrial Competitiveness 

Total 

Total 
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FY 2001 

5.5 
2.0 
1.5 
4.5 
3.0 
4.0 
2.0 

34.0 
4.4 
2.0 
3.0 

20.0 
517.5 

1,310.4 
2,033.4 

163.6 
747.7 

4,255.1 

IO.O 
2.5 
2.0 
l.O 
1.0 
2.0 

14.8 
l.O 
l.O 

'32.4 
55.7 

1.1 
l.9 
l.O 
5.0 
0.2 

18.0 
l.8 

152.4 

7,005.4 

iY 2002 

I l.O 

1,246.5 
1,931-g 

129.4 
421.0 

3,728.8 

30.4 
25.0 

1.2 

2.0 
18.4 

77.0 

5,417.6 



Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro2ram 
Former Soviet Union Threat Reduction 

FY 2001 

442.4 
442.4 

FY 200: 

403.0 
403.0 

The Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program provides for the destruction and 
nonproliferation of nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass destruction of the Former· 
Soviet Union (FSU). Major activities include the dismantlement of strategic nuclear syster s, 
storage of nuclear materials, export control assistance, chemical weapons destruction, and 
industry/enterpnsecooperation. 

Middle East Regional Securitv Studies 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

lJ! 
1.0 

Congress directed that these funds be used for the continuation of the Middle East Regiomi 
Security Studies program. 

Regional Centers 
O&M,Army 
O&M, Navy 
Procurement, Defense-Wide 

57.0 
46.5 
9.9 

.6 

61.3 
51.2 
JO.I 

The Department operates five regional centers. These include the Marshall Center in Euiro~e; the 
Asia-Pacific Center in Hawaii; and the Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies, the Near-East 
South Asia Center, and the Africa Center for Security Studies -- all of which are located at he 
National Defense University in Washington, D.C. The Centers are primarily academic 
institutions that offer a number of classes and seminars to senior military and civilian 
decisionmakers from the countries in their areas of responsibility. These Centers are desii ed to 
promote regional stability by fostering an appreciation of U.S. national objectives in the · ds of 
military and civilian leaders in foreign countries. The Centers also seek to create a safe ha en 
where leaders from countries, some of whom are adversaries in active conflicts, can en gag in 
person-to-person dialog that hopefully wi11 lead to greater understanding and harmony, 

China Center 
O&M,Anny 

.s 
.5 

J 
.5 

In the FY 2000 DoD Appropriations Act, the Congress added an unfunded mandate for th.e 
creation of the Center for the Study of Chinese Military Affairs. In March 2000, the Deputy 
Secretary formally established the Center under the Institute of National Security Studies (INSS) 
at the National Defense University (NDU). The China Center is to serve as a source of 
knowledge about Chinese strategic capabilities and objectives. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid (OHDACA) 
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid 
Procurement, Defense-Wide 

FY 2001 

55.8 
55.8 

FY 2002 

49.9 
49.l 

.2 

The Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid (OHDACA) appropriation is available >r 
2 years and is composed of two major programs: the general Humanitarian Assistance/Fore gn 
Disaster Relief Program, and the Humanitarian Demining Program. The Congress first 
authorized DoD Humanitarian Assistance activities in FY 1996. In broad terms, OHDACA. 1 

programs support U.S. military forces in meeting two key requirements. The first ·requirem tis 
for U.S. forces to respond effectively when called upon to assist the victims of storms, 
earthquakes, and other disasters. The second requirement is to help maintain an auspicious 
operating environment for U.S. presence overseas -- one that strengthens U.S. relationships ith 
friends and allies and one that promotes peace and stability in regions of tension, including 
assisting countries that are experiencing the adverse effects of uncleared landmines. 

Humanitarian Assistance Conducted in African Nations 
RDT&E, Defense Health Program 

ill 
10.0 

Congress directed the Department to manage this program to provide Human Immunodefid ncy 
virus (HIV) prevention educational activities undertaken in connection with U.S. military 
training exercises and humanitarian assistance activities conducted in African nations. 

Disaster Management and Humanitarian Assistance 
RDT&E,Navy 

5,J) 
5.0 

Congress added funds for the Casualty Care Research Center at the Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences and the Disaster Management Center of Excellence at 
USCINCPAC. The Congress established this program in FY 1994 to provide expertise andl 
training within DoD and to other Federal agencies. 

Humanitarian Civic Assistance 
O&M,Army 

4.8 
4.8 

g 
5.7 

Humanitarian civic assistance projects are conducted in conjunction with authorized mili1 
operations or exercises and are in support of the Commander in Chiefs regional engageme1 t 
strategy. These activities are intended to enhance operational readiness skills and require t e 
approval of the Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense. I 

Warsaw Initiative/Partnership for Peace (WI/PfP) 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

38.4 
38.4 

50.3 1 
50.3 

The WI/PfP was established to improve interoperability between former Warsaw Pact cou.4~ries 
and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) forces. These funds are used primarilr to 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 FY 2002' 

pay for: the participation of partner-nation forces in joint exercises with U.S. forces; partner 
attendance at Pfp or interoperability-related conferences, seminars, or similar type activitie~ 
hosted by NATO or DoD; DoD studies of partner force structure to help DoD better focus .S. 
bilateral assistance to address partner interoperability and military reform problems; and the PfP 
Information Management System (PIMS) that links partner capitals with U.S. and NATO 
facilities to plan exercises, share information, and deepen day-to-day cooperation. 

Gulf States Initiative 
O&M, Defense-Wide 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

15.9 
I. I 

14.8 

1.2 
1.2 

This program supports law enforcement activities in the states of Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, 
and Mississippi. The program provides for the operation of an integrated command and co~trol 
network, which permits cooperative intelligence sharing among the states. The RDT&E funds 
were added by the Congress. The O&M, Defense-Wide funds budgeted for National Guard 
training activities with local law enforcement agencies. 

Counterdrug Activities 
Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Activities, Defense 

Central Transfer Account (CTA) 
Military Construction, Defense-Wide 
O&M, Air Force 

915.6 

907.1 

8.5 

750.3 

739.7 
I0.6 

The funding in this program finances the DoD Components' support to law enforcement 
agencies, which are leading the effort to reduce the flow of illicit drugs into the United States. 
The primary objectives are to assist source zone countries in combating the cultivation of illicit 
drugs and to sustain an interdiction capability to intercept and destroy illegal drugs while in 
transit. Furthermore, the funding finances the education of the nation's youth through outreach 
programs. The funding identified for the Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Activities, Defense 
Central Transfer Account (CTA) excludes the cost for drug testing and the treatment of military 
personnel for drug addiction The Military Construction funding in FY 2002 provides for the 
construction of the Counterdrug Forward Operating Locations (FOLs) at: Curaco; Aruba; 
Manta, Ecuador; and San Salvador, El Salvador, (The Military Departments 01PTEMPO costs 
are not included in the CTA funding.) The O&M, Air Force funds finance the operation and 
maintenance of three Tethered Aerostat Radar System used to detect low flying aircraft ahfg 
portions of the Gulf coast of the United States. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

National Emer2ency & Disaster Information Center 
O&M, Army National Guard 

FY2001 

1.0 
1.0 

FY 2002 

Congress added these funds to provide support to the Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD' 
program to include consequence management for WMD incidents, continuity of operations! 
critical asset and infrastructure assurance, and disaster response. 

Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Support Teams 
O&M,Army 
O&M, Army National Guard 
Other Procurement, Army 
National Guard Personnel, Army 
National Guard Personnel, Air Force 
Procurement, Defense-Wide 

67.4 52.7 
5.9 

13.2 13.4 
5.7 

32.7 31.4 
8.3 7.9 
1.6 

On January 26, 1998, the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved the Defense Reform Initi?five 
to integrate the National Guard and Reserve Components into the Domestic Weapons of Mrss 
Destruction Terrorism Response teams. The DoD's Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil S pport 
Teams (WMD-CSTs) are comprised of 22 National Guard members who would support ci il 
authorities in response to domestic attacks involving weapons of mass destruction. The 
Congress has legislated the establishment of additional teams. (Five additional were man 
the FY 2001 legislation to provide for a total of 32 teams). The FY 2002 Legacy budget d s not 
contain funds to sustain the five teams added in FY 2001; funding sustains 27 teams. 

EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT 

National Security Education Pro2ram (NSEP) 
National Security Education Trust Fund (NSETF) 

7.9 
7.9 

8.0 
8.0 

The National Security Education Act of 1991 directs the Department to carry out a progra to 
award undergraduate scholarships; graduate fellowships, and grants to institutions of high~ 
education to support foreign languages and international studies. The purpose of the NSB is to 
enhance U.S. educational programs in these areas and to make it possible for students to stt dy 
abroad, thereby creating a pool of potential government employees with knowledge of for ign 
cultures, languages, and governments. 

Software Executive Institute (SEI) 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

17.8 
17.8 

18.61 
18.6 

These funds support the technology transition activities of the Software Engineering lnstittlite 
(SEI) at Carnegie Mellon University, a Federally Funded Research and Development Cent~r. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 FY 2002 

The SEI enables the exploitation of emerging software technology by bringing the engineer-i g 
discipline to software acquisition, development, and evolution. 

Local Education Agency School 
Quality-of-Life Enhancements, Defense 

10.5 
10.5 

Congress added these funds and directed the DoD to use them for real property maintenance I of 
the Department of Education's educational facilities located on Department of Defense property. 
These schools are administered by the local education agencies (LEAs) and provide elementary 
and secondary education for military dependents. 

Impact Aid to Public Schools 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

~ 
35.0 

This program is traditionally funded in the Department of Education (DoE) budget. However, 
the Congress augmented the DoE program with an add to the DoD budget. The DoD funding is 
intended to reduce the impact on local education districts when the number of military children 
in attendance in local schools dramatically fluctuates due to the relocation of armed forces 
personnel or DoD civilian employees. 

Special Education Support 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

.5.Jl 
5.0 

. -

This program is traditionally funded in the Department of Education budget. However, the I 
Congress provided funds to DoD to assist Hawaiian public school systems that have unusu3;Ily 
high concentrations of enrolled military dependents who have special needs. 

Oakland Military Institute 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress added these funds for a grant to the Oakland Military Institute in Oakland, Califo1tnia. · 
The Institute is an initiative of the mayor of the city of Oakland to open a military charter school 
with 162 seventh-graders at the former Oak land Army Base, The proposal plans call for students 
to wear uniforms and participate in inspections and Outward Bound-style physical and mental 
challenges as part of a rigorous, 6-day-a-week college preparatory preparation program. 
California National Guard personnel and civilian teachers will provide the instruction. 

National Center for the Preservation of Democracy 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

20.0 
20.0 

Congress added these funds for the renovation of the Aleutian and Pribilof Island Center 
buildings and for other purposes to assist in carrying out the intent of U.S. public law 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
N 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

N 2001 N 200·> 

establishing the National Center for the Preservation of Democracy. The Center conducts 
educational programs related to the internment of Japanese American during World War II. 

National Security Training 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

J. 
.7 

Congress added these funds to encourage nontraditional and minority students to enter nati nal 
security and foreign policy careers through a training partnership between DoD, a Hispanic· 
Serving Institution that is located in an empowerment zone, and Hostos Community Colleg: of 
The City University of New York, which is an institution of higher education that is experi need 
in international affairs. 

American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC) .. Tribal 
C0Jle2es & Universities Computer Equipment & Science Lab 

RDT &E, Defense-Wide 
3.0 
3.0 

Congress added these funds to teach technical computer skills to Native Americans. The P 
is a partnership of 31 tribal colleges throughout the United States and Canada. The consor um 
promotes, fosters, encourages, and implements programs for the improvement of Native aJ1 
tribally controlled post-secondary and higher education for American Indian, Eskimo, and 
Alaskan Natives. 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

19.1 
19.1 

14.4 
14.4 

This program provides infrastructure support to minority institutions to strengthen their sci~nce 
and engineeling programs. This support is provided through grants or contracts for research, 
collaborative research, education assistance, instrumentation purchases, and technical assis,bnce • 

William Lehman Aviation Center 
O&M, Air Force 

. s 

.5 

Congress earmarked funding for minolity aviation training at Florida Memolial College of 
Miami under the Minolity Aviation Project. 

Government/Industry Cooperative Research 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

6.7 
6.7 

1.± 
3.4 

The Government/Industry Cooperative Research project is a research, education, andl train· g 
program with the University of California and Georgia Tech to conduct research in suppo of 
semi-conductor technologies. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
N 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Defense Experimental Program to Stimulate 
Competitive Research (DEPSCoR) 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

FY 2001 

21.7 
21.7 

N 200~ 

9. J 
9.9 "I 

The DEPSCoR program is intended to build a national infrastructure for science and technc>~ogy 
by funding research activities in states that meet eligibility criteria as set forth in authorizin$ 
language. The program is designed to improve the capabilities of institutions of higher edu1ation 
to develop, plan, and execute science and engineering research that is competitive under th 
peer-review system. 

Pacific Island Health Care Ref err al Program 
O&M, Defense Health Program 

8.0 
8.0 = I 

Congress added these funds for graduate medical education to enhance the provision of spe(ialty 
care to native Hawaiians in military medical treatment facilities in Hawaii. 

Monterev Regional Educational Initiative 
O&M, Army 

1.8 
1.8 

Congress provided funding for a California University, Monterey Bay public-private initia~ve to 
establish a consortium to further foreign language education. I 
South Florida Ocean Measurement Center 

RDT&E,Navy 
1.8 
1.8 

Congress added funds for the South Florida Ocean Measurement Center to support efforts i~ 
ocean technology with emphasis on mine countermeasures and autonomous ocean vehicle I 
testing. 

Universitv Partnerin2 for Operational Support 
O&M, Air Force 

4.0 
4.0 

- I 

=I 
This is a path-finding initiative to link university-based applied research to DoD operationt . 
support requirements focused in environmental areas and provide a framework for increasi g the 
scope of technology and expertise transfer from universities to government and industry .. 

Chicago Public Schools Grant 
O&M, Army National Guard 

5.0 
5.0 

Congress added these funds for a grant to the Chicago Public School system for the conve*ion 
and expansion of the former Eighth Regiment National Guard Armory (Bronzeville). I 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

N 2001 

SUPPORT TO NON-GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES 

United Services Organization (USO) Incorporated 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

7.5 
7.5 

N 2002 

Congress added these funds for a grant to the USO to provide morale, welfare, and recreati n
type services to the members of the armed forces. 

San .Bernardino County Airport 
O&M,Army 

1.9 
1.9 

Congress added these funds for the installation of a perimeter security fence for that portio 
the Barstow-Daggett Airport, California, which is used as a heliport for the National Traini 
Center, Fort Irwin, California, and for installation of other security improvements at that ai 

Support For International Sporting Competitions CSISC) 
Support For International Sporting Competitions (SISC) 

22.4 
22.4 

15.8 
15.8 

The SISC account provides funding for DoD support to international sporting events. Cont ess 
has provided specific authorities allowing the Department to assist at these events 
(Title 10 U.S.C., section 2554). The FY 2001 and FY 2002 funds will support several 
International Sporting Events including the 2001 Special Olympics, the 2002 Winter Olyn1fics, 
and the 2002 Paralympics. The DoD may provide the following: physical security, i" 

transportation, communications, explosive ordnance disposal, temporary facilities, ceremorli al 
support, logistics planning and support, and medical support. 

National Flap Foundation 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

.lJ! 
1.0 

Congress added these funds for a grant to the National Flag Foundation, which is a non-pri fit 
organization devoted to promoting the flag of the United States by distributing educational 
material to schools and other institutions. 

National D-Dav Museum 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

2.1 
2.1 

Congress added these funds for a grant to the National D-Day Museum, which is located ii 
downtown New Orleans, Louisiana. The National D-Day Museum celebrates the America war 
effort during World War II. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 

American Red Cross 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 

5.0 
5.0 

FY 20021 

Congress added these funds for a grant to the American Red Cross for the Armed Forces 
Emergency Services Center, which delivers around-the-clock emergency communication 
services to active duty military personnel and to their families." 

Clara Barton Center 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

1.5 
1.5 

Congress added these funds to train American Red Cross volunteers to respond to incidents I 
related to weapons of mass destruction. 

Bosque Redondo Memorial 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress directed that these funds to be made available, subject to authorizing legislation, for the 
Bosque Redondo Memorial. These funds provide partial funding for the construction of a I 
memorial to Navajo and Apache Indians in the state of New Mexico. 

Civil Air Patrol 
O&M, Air Force 

19.4 
19.4 u l 8.7 

These funds support the youth-oriented program that serves as a civilian auxiliary of the U. . Air 
Force. There are 52 CAP Wings operating 530 aircraft used for inland search and rescue, 
disaster relief, counterdrug operations, live organ transport, and Reserve Officer Training C rps 
orientation flights. I 

Elmendorf Transaortation Infrastructure 
O&M, Air Force 

10.0 
10.0 

Congress added $10.0 million for Elmendorf Transportation Infrastructure and directed the ~ir 
Force to transfer the funds to Department of Transportation for the realignment of railroad t acks 
on Elmendorf Air Force Base and Fort Richardson in Alaska. 

Grant to Citv of San Bernardino 
O&M,Army 

10.0 
10.0 

Congress added these funds to provide a grant to the City of San Bernardino, California, I 
contingent on the resolution of the case against the Army for water contamination at Camp pno. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Restoration of USS Turner Joy Historical Ship 
O&M, Navy 

FY2001 

.8 

.8 

FY20021 

Congress provided $750 thousand for repairs to the decommissioned destroyer, the USS Turner 
Joy, which has been converted to a museum and Naval Memorial in Bremerton, WashingtclO. 

Global Positioning Svstem (GPS) Civil Signal 
RDT &E, Air Force 
Missile Procurement, Air Force 

16.4 
7.5 
8.9 

24.8 
2.8 

22.0 

As part of the Global Positioning System (EPS), a positioning signal is generated that is used 
primarily for civil aviation navigation. Funds provide for the development and integration ofthe 
newest civil signal onto the next series of GPS satellites and the procurement of the hardware for 
installation on the satellites. 

Information Technology Center Initiative 
ROT &E,Defense-Wide 

20.0 
20.0 

Congress added funds for the Information Technology Center Initiative to establish two Pacific
based Information Technology Centers (ITCs). One center will be located in Alaska, and t.he 
other will be in Hawaii. The focus will be to integrate and implement logistics and personj(le) 
initiatives and to upgrade to more capable and more flexible information technology tools. 

Electronic Commerce Resource Center 
Procurement, Defense-Wide 

28.5 
28.5 

Congress added funds for the Electronic Commerce Resource Center (ECRC) in Bremerton, 
Washington, which offers comprehensive eCommerce and Internet resources, The eComm.e1rce 
information from the ECRC covers the Pacific Northwest, U.S. national resources, and glo,bal 
Web links. The funds provide for a national network of assistance/support for DoD supplylchain 
entities in understanding and implementing eCommerce. 

Homeless Blankets 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

SOCIAL SUPPORT 

3.1 
3. I 

hl 
3.1 

The DoD budget includes an annual request to procure blankets that can be provided to thr 
homeless each winter. The Defense Logistics Agency manages this program. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

National Guard Youth Challenge Proeram 
O&M, Defense-Wide 
O&M, Army National Guard 

FY 2001 

63.0 
62.0 

1.0 

FY 2002~ 

62.5 
62.5 

The Cha11enge program (32 U.S.C. 509) is a youth development program for drug free 16 t Jl8 
year old high school dropouts who are unemployed and not currently involved with the leg' 
system. The goal of this program is to improve the life skills and employment potential of 
participants. The program's core components are to assist participants in receiving a high 
school diploma or its equivalent and to provide supervised work experience along with pro iding 
military based training. The program fosters leadership development by promoting fellows ip 
and community service; developing life coping skil1s and job skills; and improving physic 
fitness, health, and hygiene. 

ST ARBASE Youth Program 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

JO.I 
10.l 

11.1 
I I. I 

The STARBASE Program ( 10 U.S.C. 2193) targets "at risk" (minority, female, and low Sek ·o
economic) students (grades K-12) and uses instruction modules specifically designed to me' tthe 
state's math and science objectives, A motivation module is included to teach children hov to 
set and achieve goals, take positive action in their lives, and build strong self-esteem . 

Youth Deyelopnient & Leadership Program {Outdoor Odyssey) 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

. s 

.5 
J. 
.5 

The Outdoor Odyssey Youth Development and Leadership Academy Program is a progran 
designed to target "at risk" youths and provide them with the opportunity to participate in 
exercises and activities that develop self-esteem, confidence, respect, and trust in others. T~ e 
program operates at Roaring Run Camp, Somerset County, Pennsylvania. [I 

Innovative Readiness Training ProS!ram 30.0 20.0 
O&M, Defense-Wide 30.0 20.0 

The Innovative Readiness Training Program (IRT) (IO U .S.C. 2012) provides improvements to 
local communities by means of selected infrastructure, health care, and environmental proj fcts. 
Units and individuals benefit by training in a more realistic hands-on setting that enhances 1 

morale and contributes to recruiting and retention. The community benefits by receiving needed 
health care, engineering, and infrastructure support, thus providing the taxpayer added value for 
tax dollars spent. 
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Mentor Protege 

Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 

FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

FY2001 

Procurement, Defense-Wide 
27.7 
27.7 

FY2002I 

25.l I 
25.l 

The funding provides for incentives to major contractors to develop the technical capabilities of 
small/disadvantaged businesses to perform as subcontractors. 

Angel Gate Academv 
O&M, Army National Guard 

4.2 
4.2 - I 

Congress added funds for the Angel Gate Academy, which is a pro-active intervention pro am 
that is conducted in conjunction with the Los Angeles school districts. The program addres es 
the unique needs of middle school students who are seriously "at risk" with the legal syste 6 . 

Indian Financin_J! 
Procurement, Defense-Wide 

t! 
8.0 

Congress added these funds to provide incentives for purchasing from companies partially r 
solely owned by Native Americans. o 

MEDICAL RESEARCH SUPPORT 

Oxford House Pilot Project 
O&M, Defense Health Program 

.8 

.8 

Congress added these funds to conduct a pilot project to improve treatment outcomes for 
alcoholism and drug addiction. The pilot project's goal is to evaluate the effectiveness and cost
efficiency of Oxford House Recovery homes in improving the recovery of retired military 
personnel and their dependents from alcoholic abuse and drug addiction . 

Alaska Federal Health Care Network 
O&M, Defense Health Program 

.LQ 
1.0 

Congress added these funds to develop a statewide telecommunications network to link health 
care providers at rural clinics, regional hospitals, and medical centers to referring health ci4re 
providers. The program includes the Army, the Air Force, the Indian Health Service, the Coast 
Guard, and the Veteran's Administration agencies. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 

Biomedical Research Center 
O&M, Defense Health Program 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 

.Ll! 
1.0 

FY 2002 

Congress added these funds for feasibility studies to determine better methods of coordinati g 
and consolidating various biomedical research efforts being conducted by two teams. One t am 
includes the University of Hawaii Medical School and the Tripler Army Medical Center an 1the 
other team is composed of the Veterans Health Administration at the Little Rock Medical 
Facility and the School of Medicine at the University of Arkansas. 

Breast Cancer Research Program 
RDT &E, Defense Health Program 

174.6 
174.6 

Congress added these funds to conduct breast cancer research and provide preventive care. 

Prostate Cancer Research Program 
RDT &E, Defense Health Program 

m 
99.8 

Congress added these funds to conduct prostate cancer research and provide preventative c, e. 

Ovarian Cancer Research Program 
RDT &E, Defense Health Program 

12.0 
12.0 

Congress added these funds to conduct ovarian cancer research and provide preventative ca e. 

Cancer Research 
O&M, Defense Health Program 

Congress added these funds to conduct cancer research. 

Advanced Cancer Detection 
RDT&E, Army 

5.5 
5.5 

3.5 
3.5 

Congress added these funds to coordinate screening for cancer detection and treatment, to t tin 
military cancer specialists, and to develop improved cancer detection equipment and techn ogy. 

Prostate Cancer/Disease Research ill 
RDT&E, Army 11.5 l 

Congress added these funds for multidisciplinary basic and clinical research studies aimed t 
combating prostate cancer and disease. I 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001- FY 2002 

Lung Cancer Research 
RDT&E,Army 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 

7.5 
7.5 

FY 200~ 

Congress added these funds for research to improve the detection of lung cancer by using 
portable X-ray machines, studying the biology of lung cancer, and exploring chemoprevent m 
therapeutics. 

Coastal Cancer Control 
RDT&E,Navy 

5.0 
5.0 

Congress added these funds for epidemiological studies into cancer prevention in coastal re ions. 

Peer Reviewed Medical Research Proeram 
RDT &E, Defense Health Program 

39.9 
39.9 

Congress added these funds for medical research projects of clear scientific merit and direc 
relevance to military health. 

Norwegian Telemedicine 
RDT &E, Defense Health Program 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress added these funds for the development and delivery of medical services using tel, com
munications systems. 

Post Polio Syndrome 
O&M, Defense Health Program 
RDT&E, Navy 

7.0 
3.0 
4.0 

Congress added these funds to commence a program on Polio Syndrome research at Windl :r 
Medical Center in Somerset County, Pennsylvania. 

Iodine 131 Experimentation 
O&M, Air Force 

5.0 
5.0 

Congress added these funds to pay compensation to the citizens of the North Slope BorouE in 
Alaska who participated in research conducted from 1955 ' to 1957 by the former Arctic Ae >
medical Laboratory on the role of the thyroid gland in the acclimatization of humans to coJlcl 
weather by using Iodine 13 1. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 

Iodine Medical Monitoring 
O&M, Air Force 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 

2.0 
2.0 

FY 2002' 

Congress added these funds for the North Slope Borough in Alaska in order to provide assi~tance 
for health care, monitoring, and related issues associated with research conducted from 195 » to 
1957 by the former Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory on the role of the thyroid gland in the 
acclimatization of humans to cold weather by using Iodine 13 1. 

Osteoporosis and Bone Disease Research 
RDT&E, Army 

6.0 
6.0 

Congress added these funds to study biomechanical influences on bones and methods to op i:mize 
bone health. 

Artificial Hip Medical Advanced Technology 
RDT&E,Army 

3.5 
3.5 

Congress added these funds to support new manufacturing techniques (Volumetrically 
Controlled Manufacturing) for artificial hip stems. 

Diabetes Proiect 
RDT&E, Army 

14.0 
14.0 

Congress added these funds to support the teleopthamology diagnostic system and to study' the 
link between Coxsackie virus ~ and juvenile diabetes. 

Alcoholism Research 
RDT&E,Army 

8.5 
8.5 

Congress added these funds to support efforts to identify genes that control brain response:, to 
alcohol and other addicting agents and to develop new drugs to treat such addictions. 

HIV Research 
RDT&E,Army 

21.5 
21.5 

11.0 
11.0 

These funds are for studies into the protection and preservation of the fighting force from $Iv 
infection, ultimately by the administration of an effective vaccine. The FY 2001 amount I 
includes a congressional add of $10 million. 1 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
N 2001 - FY 2002 

Laser Vision Correction 
RDT&E,Army 

(Dollars in Millions) 

N 2001 

5.5 
5.5 

FY 200 

Congress added these funds to establish laser eye surgery treatment centers at two Army 
hospitals. 

Center, for Research on the Aging Eve 
RDT&E,Army 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress added these funds for collaborative, multidisciplinary research on the diagnosis, 
prevention, and treatment of ocular diseases that lead to low vision. 

Chronic Fatigue 
RDT&E,Army 

1.5 
1.5 

Congress added these funds to study the neurobiology of chronic fatigue syndrome and otll r 
Gulf War illness-related conditions. 

Chronic Disease Management Advanced Technology 
RDT&E,Army 

4.5 
4.5 

Congress added these funds for researching and testing a proprietary system of home care or 
patients with congestive heart failure. 

Bone Marrow Transplant Technology 
RDT&E,Navy 

3.0 
3.0 

Congress added these funds for research into graft engineering of bone marrow to improve 
unrelated donor bone marrow transplantation. 

Dental Research 
RDT&E,Navy 

4.0 
4.0 

Congress added these funds for research on improving dental care and treatment of dental 
emergencies. 

High Resolution Dhrital Mammography 
RDT&E, Navy 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress added these funds for studies of digital mammography sensors based on a new 
breakthrough photo-conductors-technology and development of clinical workstations. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
N 2001- FY 2002 

National Bone Marrow Program 
RDT&E,Navy 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 

34.0 
34.0 

N 2002 

Congress added these funds to finance a bone marrow donor center that recruits donor volul 1teers 
for use in military contingencies and for civilian patients. 

Ranch Hand II Epidemioloc Study 
RDT &E, Air Force 

~ 
4.4 

Congress added these funds to continue financing a 20-year ongoing study to identify the le ng
term health effect of occupational exposure to dioxin on U.S. Air Force veterans. 

Optical Imaging of the Brain 
RDT&E, Navy 

2.Q 
2.0 

Congress added these funds to study the basic theory of photon migration through tissues f< 
analysis of pre-frontal cortex activation in cognitive activity. 

Teleradiology and Mammography Imaging; 
RDT&E, Navy 

~ 
3.0 

Congress added these funds to finance collaborative research efforts in computer-aided diai ~osis 
and digital x-ray imagery to develop digital mammography and telemammography applica1 )ns. 

Medical Free Electron Laser 
RDT &E,Defense-Wide 

20.0 
20.0 

Congress added these funds to develop advanced, laser-based applications for medicine an, 
electronic materials research. 

ENVIRON-MENTAL PROGRAMS 

Environmental Program 
O&M,Army 
O&M, Army Reserve 
O&M, Army National Guard 
O&M,Navy 
O&M, Navy Reserve 
O&M, Marine Corps 
O&M, Marine Corps Reserve 
O&M, Air Force 
O&M, Air Force Reserve 
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4,255.1 
421.0 

26.1 
118.8 
298.7 

6.0 
124.7 

4.3 
416.2 

16.0 

3.728.8 
431.5 

26.2 
145.1 
261.6 

6.2 
117.0 

3.4 
414.6 

16.4 



Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 

O&M, Air National Guard 
O&M, Defense-Wide 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Procurement of Ammunition, Army 
Other Procurement, Army 
Other Procurement, Navy 
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force 
Missile Procurement, Air Force 
Other Procurement, Air Force 
RDT&E,Army 
RDT&E, Navy 
RDT &E, Air Force 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 
Family Housing, Army 
Military Construction, Anny 
Military Construction, Navy 
Military Construction, Air Force 
Military Construction, Air National Guard 
Military Construction, Defense-Wide 
Military Personnel, Air Force 
National Guard Personnel, Air Force 
Defense Working Capital Fund, Army 
Defense Working Capital Fund, Navy 
Defense Working Capital Fund, Air Force 
Defense Working Capital Fund, Defense-Wide 
Environmental Restoration Fund, Army 
Environmental Restoration Fund, Navy 
Environmental Restoration Fund, Air Force 
Environmental Restoration Fund, Defense-Wide 
Environmental Restoration, Formerly Used Defense Sites 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 

FY 2001 

17.9 
78.9 
15.1 

1.8 
71. l 
16.0 
2.4 
.9 

33.9 
91.3 

2.5 
63.5 

.1 
22.0 
6.6 

17.3 
3.8 

45.4 
14.6 
1.1 

26.6 
118.7 
153.4 
98.3 

389.1 
293.4 
375.5 
21.4 

231.0 
747.7 

N 200:Z 

19.0 
58.3 
27. l 

86.8 
15.3 
2.3 

.9 
34.2 
50.9 
2.7 

58.9 
.1 

2.7 
10.2 

13.5 
2.3 

25.4 
109.3 

15.5 
103.9 
389.8 
257.5 
385.4 
23.5 

190.3 
421.0 

These funds provide for DoD's environmental security program, which includes environmental 
restoration (cleanup resulting from past contamination), environmental compliance, 
environmental conservation, pollution prevention, environmental technology, and environ]:nental 
cleanup of bases scheduled for closure under BRAC. The FY 2001 amount for Environmt~.tal 
Restoration, Formerly Used Defense Sites includes a congressional add of S45.0 million. The 
decrease between FY 2001 and FY 2002 is primarily due to completion of all BRAC cleam\lp 
investigations by the Navy, deferral of some lower priority projects, and discontinuance of the 
advance appropriation financing concepts. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

N 2001 

OTHER NONTRADITIONAL PROGRAMS 

Pacific Disaster Center 
RDT &E,Defense-Wide 

.!Q.J! 
10.0 

N 200· 

Congress added these funds for the Hawaiian Pacific Disaster Center to support and mainta 1 a 
capability to provide early warning notice of an impending natural disaster in the Pacific B: :m 

Thermionics 
PDT &E, Defense-Wide 

2.5 
2.5 

Congress added these funds to study thermionics technology for the potential application fc 
large capacity nuclear space power systems. 

Fossil Energy Research and Development 
PDT &E, Defense-Wide 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress added these funds for transfer to the Department of Energy to examine the feasib 1:ity 
of a zero emissions, steam injection process with possible applications for increased power 
generation efficiency, enhanced oil recovery, and carbon sequestration. 

Brown Tree Snakes 
O&M, Defense Health Program 

1.0 
1.0 

Congress added these funds to be used by the U.S. Customs Service to inspect all aircraft a1 d 
ships departing Guam to prevent the dispersal of brown tree snakes to the Pacific Islands a d the 
U.S. mainland. 

Emergency Spill Response 
O&M, Army National Guard 

1.0 
1.0 

Congress added these funds to provide assistance with an oil spill cleanup in Alaska. 

Technology Insertion Demonstration 
RDT &E,Defense-Wide 

2.0 
2.0 

Congress added these funds to demonstrate the cost savings and other efficiency benefits o 
applying commercially available software and information technology to the manufacturin lines 
of industrial companies that may do business with the DoD. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 

Next Generation Internet 
RDT &E, Defense-Wide 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2001 

14.8 
14.8 

FY 200: 

Congress added these funds to promote experimentation with the next generation of netwo ' ing 
technologies to connect universities and national laboratories with high speed networks ant to 
demonstrate revolutionary applications that meet important national goals and missions. 

Public Service Initiative 
O&M, Navy 

1.0 
1.0 

- : 

Congress added these funds for the Stennis Center for Public Service Initiative on Civil-Mi itary 
Leadership. This program, which focuses on the relationship between military and civil le: ders, 
enhances the understanding of Members of Congress and congressional staff regarding mi) ary 
life, values, culture, and institutions. 

C h a b o t Observatorv 
RDT &E, Air Force 

.Ll! 
1.0 

Congress added these funds to permit the Chabot Observatory in Oakland, California, to Sll port 
the completion and testing of a 36-inch reflector telescope. The telescope will support 
astronomical research and observations of stellar-planetary interactions in general and phy: c d 

processes occurring in the sun. 

Dual Use Science and Technology Program 
RDT&E, Army 
RDT&E,Navy 
RDT &E. Air Force 

.32.4 
9.8 

12.5 
10.1 

30.4 
10.0 
10.0 
10.4 

The goal of the program is to establish a new way of doing business with the private secto1 .n the 
development of technologies having both military and commercial applications. A cost-sh ring 
investment of 25 percent from these Service programs, 25 percent from the sponsoring 
organizations within the Military Departments, and 50 percent from private sector partners s 
intended to demonstrate the willingness of the private sector to invest in the development< 1sts 
for items that have substantive commercial applications. 

Advanced Electronics Technology - DARPA 
RDT &E, Defense Wide 

55.7 
55.7 

25.0 
25.0 

Current microelectronics fabrication uses feature sizes of 0.35 microns. The Advanced 
Lithography program emphasizes longer-term research with expected high payoff in the 
fabrication of semiconductor devices with 0.1 or less micron feature sizes. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Development of America in the 19th Century Exhibit 
O&M, Army 

FY 2001 

1.1 
1.1 

FY 200~ 

This funding finances a major exhibit at the Smithsonian Institution depicting the Army's 
contributions to the development of America in the 19th century. 

Fourth of July/Memorial Dav Celebration 
O&M,Army 

1.9 
1.9 

1.2 
1.2 

This funding supports live-televised broadcast services for concerts at the United States Cat itol 
on National Memorial Day and Fourth of July. 

Presidential Inaugural Ceremonies 
O&M,Army 

1 :.J1 
1.0 

The DoD budgets every 4 years funds to support the Presidential Inaugural Committee andltbe 
Joint Congressional Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies for all official events during thef 
inaugural period. Official events include the swearing-in ceremony, the parade, the openin 
ceremony, the inaugural balls, and the Armed Forces Inaugural Committee rehearsals . 

Repair Improvements at Fort Baker 
O&M, Army 

.s.Jl 
5.0 

Congress added these funds to be transferred to the National Park Service for infrastructurq 
repair improvements at Fort Baker, a former Army installation. I 

Disadvantaged Businesses/Black Colleees 
O&M,Army 

0.2 
0.2 

2.0 II 

2.0 

This funding provides technical assistance to minority private sector businesses and traditinnal 
African-American colleges to enhance their participation in Defense contracting programsV 

Procurement Technical Assistance Program (PTAP} 
O&M,Anny 

18.0 
18.0 

18.4 1 
18.4 

The Procurement Technical Assistance Cooperative Agreement Program (PTACAP) was 
established by Congress in the FY 1985 National Defense Authorization Act, The Secret of 
Defense is authorized to enter into cost-sharing cooperative agreements with state and loc 
governments, nonprofit organizations, Indian tribal organization, and Indian economic 
enterprises to establish and conduct procurement technical assistance programs. Activities 
include helping business firms market their goods and/or services to DoD, other Federal 
agencies, and state and local governments. 
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Nontraditional Programs Narrative Description (Part II) 
FY 2001 - FY 2002 
(Dollars in Millions) 

National Center for Industrial Competitiveness 
RDT &E, Air Force 

FY 2001 

1.8 
1.8 

FY 2002 

Congress added these funds for the National Center for Industrial Competitiveness (NCIC) 
work to enhance industrial competitiveness of existing commercial enterprises, to assist DeD nse 
dependent companies commercialize, and to help launch new technology based companies. 
Among its services are financial, technical, and management support which are provided to 
companies working in advanced materials, structures and processes; manufacturing technol gies, 
machinery and equipment; and information networks, software and data systems. 
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(OM PTRO LL ER 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 1 00 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Bruce A. Dauer, Deputy Comptroller 
Prepared by: Warren Hall, Assistant Deputy Comptroller (P/B), 695-3950 

SUBJECT: Nontraditional Defense Programs Report - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: Information on DoD funding for nontraditional programs. 

DISCUSSION: 

• The current DoD budget supports many activities that are only indirectly related 
to the core Defense mission of manning, training, and equipping military forces 
to maintain the security of the United States. 

• Although these activities may generally serve the nation as a whole and enjoy al 
broad level of support, it is questionable whether their inclusion in the Defense 
program is appropriate. 

• The attached report attempts to quantify these "nontraditional" Defense 
programs in FY 200 I and as proposed in the Legacy budget for FY 2002. 
However, many would argue that each program identified in the report as 
nontraditional provides some value to DoD. 

• The report indicates that these programs in FY 2001 a.re funded at $7 .0 billion 
(2.4 percent of the FY 200 I budget authority). In comparison, the amount 
identified in a similar report in FY 1994, which was also the enacted level, was 
$1. 7 billion (0. 7 percent of the FY 1994 budget authority). However, it should 
be noted that the FY 1994 report did not include environmental programs as 
"nontraditional" Defense programs. (If environmental programs are excluded, 
the FY 200 I funding for these programs is $2.8 billion (0.9 percent).) 

• The Legacy budget includes $5.4 billion, significantly lower than the funding 
level in FY 200 l, primarily because many congressional adds· in FY 200 l are not 
continued. The FY 2002 amount accounts for about 1.7 percent of the 
$310.5 billion of discretionary topline. 

COORDINATION: None .required. 
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May 29, 2001 1 :03 PM 

TO: Dov Zakheim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \~ 

SUBJECT: Defense Budget 

Before we make any proposals to 0MB about transferring items out of the DoD 
budget, we better carefully think through the Congressional relations implications 
and talk to Powell Moore about it. 

A number of those items are in the Defense Authorization and Appropriations bills 
because people on those committees have a personal interest in them. They also 
make the case that, in some instances, they help to generate support for the bill. 

Don't move precipitously. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
5/2 l /0 I Zakheim memo toSecDef re: Defense Budget 

DHR:dh 
052901-21 
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INFO MEMO 

May 21, 2001, 4:00 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Dov Zakheim, Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 

SUBJECT: Defense Budget 96 %1 

• We are looking at a number of programs that should be moved out of.the defense 

budget to other agencies. The number of programs is dependent on the definition of 

what is considered;rnondefense related, but I believe there is clearly $1.5 billion (see 

tab) in programs that would fit into this category and could be reasonably transferred. 

• I am looking to conduct the transfer of nondefense related programs in the FY03 

budget request. The transfers of these items for the FY02 budget would be difficult, 

since the budget, other than defense, has been submitted to Congress. 

COORDINATION: None required 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Larry Lanzillotta, 697-6 142 
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POTENTIAL FY 2003 TRANSFERS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

PROGRAM NAME 

International Activities 
Cooperative Threat Reduction 
Regional Centers 
China Center 
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid 

Law Enforcement 
Counterdrug Activities 
Gulf States Initiative 

Educational Support 
Government/Industry Cooperative Research 
Software Executive Institute 
National Security Education Program 
Historically Black Colleges & Universities 
Defense Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 

Support to Non-Government Activities 
Global Positioning System (GPS) Civil Signal 
Support for International Sporting Competitions 

Social Support 
Mentor Protege 
National Guard Challenge Program 
STARBASE Youth Program 
Youth Development and Leadership Program (Outdoor Odyssey) 

Medical Research Support 
HIV Research 

Other Nontraditional Programs 
Disadvantaged Businesses/Black Colleges 
Procurement Technical Assistance Program 

Total 

FY 2002 

403.0 
61.3 
0.5 

49.9 

750.3 
1.2 

3.4 
18.6 
8.0 

14.4 
9.9 

24.8 
15.8 

25.1 
62.5 
11.1 
0.5 

11.0 

2.0 
18.4 

1,491.7 
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TRANSFER TO 

STATE 
STATE 
STATE 
STATE 

STATE I JUSTICE / COMMERCE 
JUSTICE 

COMMERCE 
EDUCATION 

STATE 
COMMERCE 
COMMERCE 

TRANSPORTATION 
U.S. OLYMPIC COMMITTEE 

COMMERCE 
EDUCATION 
EDUCATION 
EDUCATION 

NIH 

COMMERCE 
COMMERCE 



TO: 
~("\ 

cc: 
Steve Cambone 
Paul Gebhard 

Dov Zakheim FAXED -to~ 2.~,.~ :\'l,' 
FROM: 

DATE: 

Donald Rµmsfeld ~ 
March 20, 200 l 

SUBJECT: Defense Budget 

Do we have a group working on the number of things we would like to try to 
move out of the defense budget, such as research on things that don't have 
anything to do with the Pentagon, and the maritime item that was passed over to 
DOD by OMB? ~ -----

DHR/azn 
03200 1.o7 
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TO: Dov Zak.heim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld yL 
SUBJECT: Financial Management 

May 29, 2001 9:28 AM 

I have read your memo on financial management. I agree. Let's charge ahead. 

To what extent should we release the financial management report? Please visit 
with Steve Cambone about that. 

With respect to the Business Board, I think we certainly ought to have one. I don't 
think it ought to be to the Comptroller's office-I think it probably ought to be to 
the Department and OSD and we ought to get some good people on it. Why don't 
you come up with a proposal. I like the ideal of Friedland and Punaro. I don't 
know Bayer, but I hear he is excellent. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
5/16/01 Zakheim memo to SecDef re: Financial Management Reforms 

DHR:dh 
052901-10 
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.. 
INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OFDEFENSE ~-, .. 
') 

May 16, 2001, 7:00AM 

FROM: Dov Zakheim, Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) MAYl 82001 

SUBJECT: Financial Management Reforms 

• We are moving forward on implementation of the Friedman study recommendations. 

I believe that our objective needs to be to modernize the Department's financial 

management system within five to six years. Within that framework, there are 

several areas that I intend to address immediately: (l) the budget; (2) organization; 

(3) private expertise; and, (4) policy guidance. 

• The Budi?et. First, I plan to demonstrate our commitment to financial management 

using the budget. Aside from the obvious requirement for funds, the budget wil1 be 

our most effective tool for enforcing financial management policy. For the short 

term, we have identified a few projects for inclusion in the FY 2002 budget. This 

modest package ($100 million) of initiatives in the budget will send a strong signal to 

the Department and to the Congress that this is a top priority, Concurrently, we are 

assessing future year requirements. At this point, the numbers are not highly reliable 

•• in part due to the absence of credible budget data.' Nonetheless, we anticipate an 

investment of over $1 billion annually to meet our goal within five to six years. This 

number will be refined during the FY 2003 budget review. (Tab A) 

• Organization. Second, I plan to modify the current working level organization so that 

we are able to bring about change. The most critical element of the entire effort will 

be the modernization of the Department's financial management systems. Closely 

related to this issue is the underlying accuracy of the information that is fed into those 

1 / Because the budget does not formally identify or aggregate financial management modernization 
initiatives through a separate program element line, estimates are generally constructed via a data call or a 
request for information. This process is rife with inaccuracy and lacks the integrity of budget quality data. 
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financial systems from the Service operational entities, Financial systems cannot be 

viewed in isolation from these functional military "feeder" systems. This is a huge 

undertaking and it must be managed as a Defense program- much like a weapons 

system program. Therefore, I am looking at the concept of a systems program office 

to centrally plan and manage the development of this integrated financial 

management system. 

Private Expertise. Third, I intend to enlist outside expertise. One means of doing so Q 
will be to establish a Business Board. I hope to assemble a group of experts who will (' V 
provide sound guidance on management reform and financial management. Included 

in this group will be Richard Friedland, Michael Bayer and Arnold Punaro. Richard's 

private sector experience and work on the Friedman Study will be extremely useful in 

driving this effort forward. The extensive work done by Michael Bayer and Arnold 

Punaro on the Defense Reform Task Force will also be invaluable in the broader 

attempt to change the way the Department does business. Related to the Business 

Board concept, I would like to see that a subgroup on financial management is 

formed as part of your Management Committee. This will assure top level attention 

to the issue and will allow routine evaluation of our progress. In addition, we will 

likely proceed with hiring an independent outside consulting firm to advise us on the 

technical aspects of the program. Steve Friedman believes that independent counsel 

is very important for our success. We are drafting the charter for the Business Board. 

I will be forwarding it to you in a subsequent memorandum. 

• Policy Guidance, Finally, I think that it is critical to get on the record as soon as 

possible with regard to the aforementioned issues. I will be forwarding a series of 

memoranda for your signature to formalize new policies and get this process moving. 

Attachments: 

As stated 

Prepared By: Tina Jonas, 703/685-3078 
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Proposed FY 2002 Budget Amounts Amount 

Financial Management Systems Enterprise Architecture 
Develop a DoD-wide blueprint--an enterprise architecture--to guide financial management modernization and 15 
reform efforts. 

Financial Data Standardization 
Analyze and define DoD-wide standard financial management data requirements and develop a plan to 20 
implement standard data requirements throughout the Department 

Financial Management Transactional Data Mapping 
Document (map) the flow of financial transaction data from original systems/"points of entry" to inclusion in 20 
financial and other management reports. Also, conduct "forward looking" data flows for future systems. 

Systems Compliance Oversight 
Obtain assistance and analysis relative to the oversight of the systems compliance process. 5 

Environmental Liabilities 
Determine existing environmental liabilities--estimated to be as much as $100-$300 billion--and develop a 10 
methodology to determine future estimates. Reliable information is needed to budget for future 
environmental remediation efforts. Currently, the Department does not have an effective way to compute 
these liabilities and report the estimates. 

Postretirement Benefit Liabilities 
Accelerate the development of a methodology to determine postretirement benefit liabilities--estimated to be 5 
approximately $200 billion. The resulting methodology could be anticipated to yield more accurate cost data 
that would provide information to enable more informed decisions and enhance near-term budget estimates. 

1 
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Proposed FY 2002 Budget Amounts Amount 

Defense Travel System 
Facilitate implementation throughout the Department of Defense. 27 

Fund Balance with Treasury/Suspense Accounts 
Research and reconcile Jong outstanding differences between Treasury and DoD cash balances and develop a 10 
methodology to resolve future imbalances. 

Contract Reconciliation 
The official accounting records for major contracts are maintained in sepm-ate information systems from those 15 
used to calculate and issue payments for most of those contracts. The accounting and payment records for 
over 300,000 of these major contracts may need to be reconciled and any out of balance conditions corrected 
before the Depattment can move them to modern financial management systems. 

TOTAL 127 

2 
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DFAS 
BUSINESS MANAGEMENT REDESIGN 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 
FINANCE & ACCOUNTING (15 OLD/l 2 NEW) 145 )35 110 90 8S 85 650 
FEEDER 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ARMY 
ERP(O) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FINANCE & ACCOUNTING (2 OLD) 40 40 40 35 30 25 2IO 

FEEDER SOLD 50 125 125 90 80 70 540 

NAVY 
ERP(4) 80 80 80 75 60 55 430 
FINANCE & ACCOUNTING (3 OLD) 60 60 60 55 50 45 330 
FEEDER 8 OLD/7 NE 150 400 400 300 250 200 1700 

AIR FORCE 
ERP (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FINANCE & ACCOUNTING (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FEEDER 25 OLD 250 500 625 450 400 350 2575 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
ERP(S) 100 100 100 90 80 70 540 

FINANCE & ACCOUNTING (4 OLD) 80 80 80 7S 70 6S 450 

FEEDER 5 OLD/I NE 50 150 150 110 100 90 650 

TOTAL 1010 1675 1775 1375 1210 18'0 8105 
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INCOMING 

T1\S~ER 
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•· --· 
April 30, 2001 4:42 PM 

TO: Dov Zakheim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfe1JJ.1'-

SUBJECT: Financial Management Paper 

Please take a look at this paper, I think you ought to think about moving on it as 
soon as you are confinned. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
4/13/01 IDA paper, "A Strategy forChangc" 

DHR:dh 
043001-40 
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INSTITUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES 
1801 N. Beauregard Street. Alexandria. Virginia 22311-1772 • Telephone (703) 845-2255 

5TlUTEGY. FORCES. 
AND RE.SOl'RCES OIVISIO'.'I 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld April 13, 2001 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

At your request, the Department of Defense contracted with the Institute for Defense Analysis to 
conduct a study: 

To design a transformation plan which, when implemented, will systematically deliver 
relevant, reliable and timely financial information on a routine basis in support of the 
Department's decision-making. 

Relevant financial information will tell managers the costs of the forces or activities they manage 
and the relationship of funding levels to the output, capability, and performance of those forces 
or activities. Reliable financial information will provide an accurate basis for decisions and be 
affirmed by a clean audit opinion. 

Suffice it to say that, in most cases, the current DoD financial and feeder systems cannot meet a 
financial information test of relevancy, reliability and timeliness. Nor is "support for 
management decision-making" an objective of many of the financial information systems 
currently in existence or planned, 

The attached report presents a plan in two tracks: Track I deals with longer term structural 
change requiring a multi-year strategy for implementation; and Track 2 provides a plan forclose
in actions to improve accountability and cost efficiencies in the interim. 

On the structural level, the key take-aways are: 

I. SecDef leadership, as implemented through an empowered Comptroller's office, is 
required to establish momentum for change, 

2. Standardizing core accounting and data classification elements on a DoD-wide basis 
is the critical underpinning of an integrated information network, 

3. Implementing a DoD-wide system architecture including financial, accounting and 
feeder systems is key to achieving reliable and timely financial and management 
information, 
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4. Providing DoD management, including CINC's, with financial information, analysis 
capabilities and result oriented metrics and incentives is fundamental to altering the 
relationship among mission-related priorities, and supply and support component 
budgets (the underlying premise is that better informed managers will seek to 
improve productivity), and 

5. Congress and 0MB must be engaged as partners to a) simplify reporting and record
keeping requirements, b) remove impediments to a more efficient infrastructure 
management and c) encourage adoption of private industry partnering and practices. 

The path to achieving our objective is an extended one, but interim success enabled by steadily 
improving quality of financial information will be measurable. 

In the meantime, close-m actions driven by the Comptroller can produce meaningful efficiencies 
over the next twenty-four months using financial tools that can be applied to currently available 
data: 

I. Cost measurement techniques (i.e., activity based costing) can be used to identify 
targets of opportunity for increased financial efficiency and plans can be implemented 
and tracked to achieve increased productivity; and 

2. Management metrics supporting the Secretary's critical success factors, with 
appropriate short and long term goals, can be integrated into DoD management 
processes to focus on execution of key initiatives. As an outside group, it was not 
feasible to develop these metrics; however, we have recommended a practical process 
using the Secretary's critical success factors to develop these management tools. 

An important challenge to all of these initiatives is making financial inputs more relevant to the 
way DoD is managed. Setting Secretarial targets for DOD-wide cost and performance 
improvements will be an important tool whose efficacy will increase as the standardization and 
systemization of data come on stream. 

The DoD's relationship with Congress represents the most significant challenge to structural 
change in the Department. Complex oversight rules, impediments to private sector partnering 
and reporting requirements in support of the budget/appropriation processes impede progress 
toward improved financial management at DoD. This relationship should become more of a 
partnership for structural change. 

Many of the issues uncovered in our interviews and research have been dealt with effectively in 
private industry due largely to the competitive forces of the marketplace and the focus on 
shareholder value. No similar external push exists with DoD. It is important to note that a 
recurring theme of our interviews is the critical importance of leadership from the Secretary and 
his deputies. We trust that the attached plan provides an appropriate framework for your 
initiatives in this area. 

2 
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Executive Summary 

At the request of the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF), the Department of Defense (DOD) 
contracted with the Institute for Defense Analyses to conduct a study to recommend a 
strategy for financial management improvements within the Department. The Study 
Group envisions a future in which relevant, reliable and timely financial 
information', aflirmed by a clean audit opinion, is available on a routine basis to 
support management decision-making at all levels throughout DoD. Relevant 
financial information will tell managers the costs of forces or activities that they manage 
and the relationship of funding levels to output, capability or performance of those forces 
or activities. Reliable financial information will provide a more accurate basis for 
decision-making and be affim1ed by a clean audit opinion. Such financial information 
will be available to managers at all pertinent levels, from those charged with carrying out 
DoD's missions at the theater and national levels down to the managers of supporting 
activities. 

Current DoD financial, accounting and feeder/operational management systems do not 
provide information that could be characterized as relevant, reliable and timely. Nor is 
the "·support of management decision-making" generally an objective of the financially 
based information currently developed or planned for future development. Front-end 
investment and much work need to be done to accomplish a necessary transformation. 
Many positive projects are currently underway in DoD; however, they are narrowly 
focused do not have sufficient senior leadership and urgency behind them and are not ' ._ ' 
part of an integrated DoD-wide strategy. 

Vision 

Financial management in DoD should be focused on a single objective: Delivering 
relevant, reliable and timely financial information on a routine basis to support 
management decisions. Appropriate focus on improved financial information will 
markedly improve the opportunities to: 

.J 

• 

Provide visibility to cost incurred which is a critical underpinning of efficiency 
improvement; 

Institutionalize the use of performance metrics that are tied to cost and relevant 
to the mission of DoD in the management process of the Department. This is a 
process that is key to establishing benchmarking standards and raising the level of 
performance; 

Tdentify and take action, on an on-going basis, on performance improvement 
(cost and effectiveness), including private sector partnering as appropriate; 

1 For P.Urposes of this report, financial infonnalion includes: ac.:counling records and reports: financial 
recoros and reports; cost-based performance metrics related to mission: and budget and appropriation data. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1280 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• Ensure clean audits and routine compliance with Federal financial standards 
and related accounting and financial regulations; and 

J Increase the credibility of DoD's financially based information with Congress, the 
Office of Management and Budget (0MB) and other oversight agencies that have 
critical input into DoD operations. 

Current Situation 

Many studies and interviews with current and former leaders in DoD point to the same 
problems and frustrations. Repetitive audit reports verify the systemic problems~ while 
they indicate some improvement, they illustrate the need for radical transformation in 
order to achieve real progress. As a result, DoD has developed a credibility problem with 
Congress, 0MB, the General Accounting Office (GAO) and itself, when it comes to 
financial information. Situations and problems associated with the current DoD 
environment include: 

• Inability to consistently provide reliable financial and managerial data for effective 
decision-making; 

• Lack of an overarching approach to financial management - disparate systems 
(accounting, financial and feeder) hampered by lack of integration and 
standardization; 

• Overly complex data requirements driven by appropriation funding rules, elaborate 
policies and procedures, and outdated guidelines for excessively detailed tracking of 
expenditures; 

• "Convoluted" business processes which fail to streamline excessive process steps -
sometimes driven by accounting, operational, and organizational structures, further 
complicated by aged and disparate systems; 

• Changing federal financial management standards that have provided a moving target 
for compliance; 

• Difficulty in obtaining financially based, outcome-oriented management metrics. 
Many metrics reflect yearly goals and outputs with little link between financial 
management and DoD Goals; 

• Inability to produce Chief Financial Officer (CFO) Act compliant annual financial 
statements; 

• Disproportionate budget dollars appear to support non-value added activities- since 
useful information is hard to extract, useful corrective action is difficult to implement 
- with a lack of wide-spread understanding of how financial information can help; 

• Cultural bias toward status quo-driven by disincentives for change, and short 
timeframes of political appointees who otherwise might serve as agents of change; 
and 

• Requires an infusion of personnel with technical and financial skill sets necessary to 
achieve integrated financial management systems. 

To date, DoD's efforts to improve financial information have focused primarily on 
obtaining reliable information, and a protracted effort involving people, systems and data 

II 
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still is required to reach the goal. But it is possible to reach the goal of reliable financial 
information and a clean audit opinion and still not have information that is relevant to 
managers. A complementary effort is needed to ensure that DoD's management 
information systems also provide relevant information. This includes selecting 
performance metrics, linking them to costs and institutionalizing their use in management 
and decision-making. 

Elements of Transformation 

Past studies have given significant attention to such matters as: achievable cost savings, 
productivity improvements, private sector partnering and other operating efficiencies. 
While useful projects are being carried out, few of the recommendations contained in 
these reports (reference Appendix A, Current Situation Examples, Figure A-I, for selected 
recent studies) have been implemented on a wide-scale basis. We believe that the 
absence of relevant, reliable and timely financial information ("financial 
intelligence") and the need for an accelerated pace and a more assured outcome in 
improving DoD efficiency are related. Each can be traced to similar origins within 
DoD's operating fabric. 

Accordingly, we recommend an integrated twin-track program to implement a 
financial transformation. It includes six broad elements that we believe are central to 
substantially improving the financial management within DoD and providing a 
foundation for change. These Elements of Transformation are: 

l · Leadership - establishing a SECDEF and senior leadership high priority for financial 
information transformation; 

2. Incentives- addressing the current disincentives within DoD for engaging in 
financial reform; 

3. Accountability - establishing a transformation framework with clear measurements, 
timeframes and assigned personal responsibilities and authority; 

4. Organizational Alignment - SECDEF empowerment of the DoD Comptroller to act 
as the focal point for implementing an integratedDoD-wide program for financial 
management transformation; 

5. Changing Certain Rules - directly addressing with Congress and 0MB regulations 
and legal issues that hinder innovation and private sector partnering; and 

6. Changing Enterprise Practices - modifying current overemphasis on Component 
process '"uniqueness" that hinders forward progress, by standardization of core 
accounting requirement/ and establishing a bias towards commercial off-the-shelf 
software (COTS) systems. 

2 Standardization of "core accounting'' is intended to include only a subset of data (standard general ledger 
transaction level accounting events and data elements for reporting) required for DoD financial information 
management and does not include genuinely unique military data requirements. 

iii 

11-L-0559/0SD/1282 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Financial Transformation Framework 

A program is needed that will incorporate the elements described above and provide for a 
functional and technical architecture for achieving integrated financial and accounting 
systems in order to generate relevant, reliable and timely information on a routine basis 
and, ultimately for obtaining a clean opinion. The Study Group recommends a 
framework for a twin-track program for financial information transformation. The 
recommended framework would not only take advantage of certain on-going 
improvement actions within the DoD but also provide specific direction for a more 
coordinated, managed and results-oriented approach, The recommended framework 
includes: 

Track 1 -Structural Change 

Employ a coordinated DoD-wide management approach to developing standard 
integrated systems, obtaining relevant, reliable and timely financial intelligence (and 
ultimately a clean audit opinion) and aligning, incentivizing and authorizing the 
Department to utilize financial intelligence in an efficient and effective way. 

Structural Change (Track I) will require a longer timeframe and will include establishing 
a centralized oversight process under the Comptroller for implementing the 
recommended structural changes and developing standard, integrated financial 
intelligence systems. A phased approach should be taken which will allow for important 
incremental success yearly (e.g., with defined systems architecture and incremental 
improvements). 

Track 2 - Close-in Success 

Target, select and oversee implementation of a limited number of intra
Service/cross-Service projects for major cost savings or other high-value benefit 
under a process led by the Comptroller; assist the SECDEF in establishing and 
managing with a set of "Dashboard Metrics". Dashboard metrics should be derived 
from the SECDEF's Critical Success Factors. Track 2 should be used as a learning 
experience on using financial information to drive decision-making. 

Prime tools of such improvements would include activity based costing (ABC) and 
benchmarking/best practices analysis to identify cost savings opportunities. A series of 
key management metrics will be identified, tracked and reported to those with senior 
managerial responsibility, including mission related-departments. 

(During our interview process, logistics throughout DoD was mentioned numerous times 
as an area where progress has been made in recent years, but opportunities still exist for 
high-value improvements. While our timeframe did not allow us the opportunity to 
analyze the costs and benefits of this particular reengineering prospect, it deserves active 
consideration by the proposed Management Initiatives Office described below.) 

IV 
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Critical to the success of both tracks of the recommended program is the 
establishment within the OUSD(C) of two new functions represented by distinct 
otlices. Through these two offices - the Financial and Management Information 
Integration Office and the Management Initiatives Office - the Comptroller would 
provide executive control over processes, policies and resources for financial 
management and related systems transformation. Current structure does not provide for 
an authoritative focal point for DoD-wide financial management transformation. Lean 
but full-time staffing is essential to the success of both offices. At the Comptroller's 
discretion, these two organizations could be created with some newly recruited talents as 
well as existing DoD staff~ they are intended to fill a void as discussed above, not to 
duplicate or create additional layers. These two offices would (working with the 
Components) develop options for approval, monitor progress and regularly report to the 
SECDEF on progress, problems, and possible solutions. They would control resources 
for financial management, systems transformation (although the Components would 
manage such programs), and take a leadership role in developing incentives. Each 
function must be headed by an individual who has sufficient stature and empowerment to 
act as an effective change agent. Led by the Comptroller, the heads of these two offices 
should reach out to the Services and DFAS, as well as Congress, to coordinate the 
development of a strategy and effective implementation. Each office is described below: 

Financial & Management Information Integration Office - accountable for effective 
implementation and coordination of overall financial and related systems architecture lin 
consultation with the Services, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, 
Communications and Intelligence (ASD(C31)) and othersJ, systems integration, core 
accounting standardization and CFO compliance issues on an intra- and cross-Service 
basis; develop a phased plan for progressively increasing the number of individual 
statements on which a clean audit opinion can be obtained; and over time, institutionalize 
in DoD's financial management information systems the ability to routinely generate the 
Dashboard Metrics established by the Management Initiatives Offices and DoD senior 
leadership. 

Management Initiatives Office - responsible for the process of establishing and initially 
reporting on Dashboard Metrics; and on an intra- and cross-Service basis, work with the 
DoD Components to select projects for major cost and operational improvements, 
providing initial funding for a limited number of projects per year and overseeing 
implementation with use of consultants and private sector partnering, as appropriate. 

The path to full transformation is a long one. We recognize that the complete 
solution is key to ensuring that the transformation has a permanent impact on DoD 
operating policies; however, important nearer term improvements in operating 
efficiency and effectiveness can be achieved. The recommended twin track approach 
allows for near-term successes while working towards the longer-term objective of 
delivering relevant, reliable and timely financial information. 

V 
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Significant Challenges 

We believe the most difficult challenges to be addressed in implementing our 
recommended program are: 

• Developing an integrated system architecture including financial, accounting and 
feeder systems~ 

• Standardizing a DoD-wide "core" accounting and data classification~ 

• Engaging Congress and 0MB to ameliorate certain rules: simplify record keeping and 
accounting requirements, remove impediments to a more efficient infrastructure 
management, and reduce hurdles to private sector partnering; 

• Providing DoD management, including the Commanders in Chief (CINCs), with 
enhanced financial intelligence, incentives and tools; and encouraging them to 
maximize the efficiencies and effectiveness of their operations and suppliers; and 

• Imbuing the culture with a sense of urgency for a DoD-wide financial management 
information transformation, similar to Y2K. 

Catalyst for Change 

The catalyst for effectively implementing these recommendations will be the leadership 
provided by the SECDEF and his senior management team. A vision for financial 
information, such as that described herein, has been accomplished in the private sector on 
a widespread basis, through the development of financial intelligence and the reporting, 
analysis and measurement of business process reengineering results, using such 
intelligence. Our interviews and discussions with senior representatives of DoD, both 
current and past, lead us to believe that the organization is ripe for this financial 
management leadership change. The DoD needs better financial information if it is to 
follow Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz' s admonition "to engage our brains before 
we open the taxpayer's wallet". This proposed transformation program will provide the 
needed leadership, accountability and structure to re-engineer financial management 
within DoD. 

"Thal which you require he reported on 10 you will improve, ff you are selective. How 
you fashion your reportin,-.: system announces your priorities and sets the institution's 
priorities. '' 

Rumsfeld's Rules 

vi 
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SEC DEF Leadership - one of SECDEF's and senior leaderships' highest priorities 

Establish, empower and fund the .Financial and Management Infonnation Integration Office - reporting to 
USD(C) 

Create DoD-wide awareness and reward system in support of increased efficiency and improved 
productivity - money saver keeps a portion of savings within his/her organization for high value added 
purposes 

Work (with Congress as required) to change the Personnel recognition and reward system to reinforce 
achievement in this financial information transformation initiative 

Institutionalizing in DoD's financial management information systems the ability to routinely generate the 
Dashboard metrics established by the Management Initiatives Office and DoD senior leadership 
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SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF/OUSD(C) 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEf 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership; 
OUSD(C) 



------- - - - ---------

·.~.·· Emphasize Comptroller (CFO) leadership role in transformation program: 

~- Reorganize and fund OUSD(C) to set clear lines of authority under the Comptrof lcr. and allow 
ample time to the Comptroller to manage initiatives 

:.i Use outside consultants as necessary (e.g., system inventorying, mapping systems and developing 
overarching plan for DoD) 

J Provide regular briefings to SECDEF on progress, at least every 30 days 

J Strengthen DoD's CIO capacities in systems planning, architecture and oversight 

Hire, train or partner with the private sector for financial and IT personnel to augment skill sets not in 
adequate supply within DoD - provide financial analysis capability to mission-related depaitments 

)!- Consider IG partnering with private sector auditing firms 
:;r.~ 
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··'-~. • . ··,.r.~:~,. 

Seek increased flexibility from Congress, 0MB, Offi<.:e of Personnel Management (OPM) and others to: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Reallocate and reinvest saved dollars 

Remove outmoded impediments to a more efli<.:ient infrastru<.:ture 

Simplify appropriations accounting requirements 

Establish a cost-benefit analysis process for dealing with low value write-offs (e.g., 
unmatched disbursements below a minimum threshold, including elimination or acwunting 
for cancelled accounts) 

Consider "sunsetting" burdensome past mandates of reporting requirements 

Utilize more commercial practices in the process for private sector pm1nering 

Negotiate a phased approach to achieving a clean audit opinion (e.g., can start with Statement of 
Budgetary Resources) 

Seek authorization to break pay grades to hire and retain financial and technology talent (use IRS 
as example) 

Personnel initiatives 

Capitalize on looming large S(;ale retirements as an opportunity to upgrade necessary skill sets 

Enable DoD to match capabilities to needs rather than retention or staff by longevity (i.e., 
achieve rightsizing with the needed skill sets) 

Establish personnel in(;entives related to achieving increased organization efficiency 

ix 
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t ·- . 

Develop and implement DoD-wide integrated systems architecture strategy - implement a streamlined 
"life cycle management process" to expedite the development of financial and related feeder systems 

9.'> 
i:t1;(t Build a bias toward commercial off-the-shelf software systems 

:;' , • A void excessive customization of software - measure against private sector practices 

~I · , Mandate standardization of "core" financial information in feeder, accounting and financial systems 

·1' •]b . Provide DoD management, including the CINCs and other customers, with enhanced financial 
<'.J·> intelligence, analysis tools and incentives to better enable them to monitor and encourage the efficiency 
J:~ .· and effectiveness of their operations and suppliers (Institutional "wisdom" will question the feasibility of 

·: this proposa] but the potentia] long ter1n payback is significant and the attempt, therefore,. is \Vo11hv1hi]e.) 
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d.ed :li;nplement. .. tion ;.i.t~,ro_.s 

:• . . . <t .. _, ... ,,:·•. 
. '· . .,, 
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1:::;- SECDEF Leadership - one of SECDEF's and senior leaderships' highest priorities 
. 'T:11; 

· I Establish, empower and fund the Management Initiatives Office - repo,ting to USD(C) 
I .. ..:I 

• Create DoD-wide awareness and reward system in suppo,t of increased efficiency and improved rtJ·. 

_:;f productivity - money saver keeps a portion of savings within his/her organization for high value added 
: ;·j purposes 

I·.!.) Work (with Congress as required) to change the personnel recognition and reward system to reinforce 
· ·-: importance of ctose-in actions 

Identify and institutionalize SECDEF Critical Success Factors and Dashboard Metrics 

SECOEF's senior subordinates establish more granular Critical Success Factors and related metrics to 
achieve SECEF priorities 

Integrate metrics into the management of DoD, monitor and regularly report on performance to SECDEF 
_.·; and senior leadership 
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SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF/OUSD(C) 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership: 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

OUSD(C) 



--------- -------- -
. , 'ff.~~;~~ Close-ill:~.lf?~esses . . 

Reco~IQ Impleni:-e'~'-~(jJi'Aetio~? 
~J)J::~\f±· · .. ?' 

Emphasize Complroller (CfO) leadership role in trnnsfonnalion program: 

• Use outside consultants as necessary 

• Provide regular briefings to SECDEF on progress, at least every 30 days 

• Provide inilial funding. for a limiled number of projects each year 

Work with Congress and 0MB lo facililate close-in cosl and effectiveness improvemenl programs (e.g., 
enable more privale seclor partnering in processes lhal are inherenlly commercial) 

Develop and implemenl close-in major cost and efficiency improvemenl programs 

Ulilize cosl managemenl tools (e.g., Aclivity Based Costing and Managemenl) 

Select a limited set of intra-Service and cross-Service cost and/or process improvement targets of 
opportunity (e.g., consider DoD-wide logistics) 

Benchmarking/best praclices 

• Expand and continue successful efforts 
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1 .0 Introduction 

The Department of Defense (DOD) is challenged by an inferior financial management 
information systems infrastructure. Large, complex U.S. companies are able to 
leverage technology to streamline processes and integrate sophisticated personnel 
and logistics systems with their financial systems. However, the DoD finds itself 
hampered with a financial management structure that is in large part aged. Beyond 
the multiplicity of disparate financial management systems throughout each of the 
Components, the information systems infrastructure is further hampered by the lack of 
functional and technical integration3

. 

Many studies and interviews with cun-ent and former leaders in DoD point to the same 
problems and frustrations. Repetitive audit reports verify the systemic problems; 
while they indicate some improvement, they illustrate the need for radical 
transformation in order to achieve real progress. As a result, DoD has developed a 
credibility problem with Congress, the Office of Management and Budget (0MB), the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) and itself, when it comes to financial information. 

Further, past studies have given significant attention to such matters as: achievable cost 
savings, productivity improvements, private sector partnering and other operating 
efficiencies. While useful projects are being carried out, few of the recommendations 
contained in these reports (reference Appendix A, Current Situation Examples, Figure A
l for selected recent studies) have been implemented on a wide-scale basis. We believe 
that the absence of relevant, reliable and timely financial information ("financial 
intelligence") and the need for an accelerated pace and a more assured outcome in 
improving DoD efficiency are related. Each can be traced to similar origins within 
DoD's operating fabric. 

The systemic problems addressed in this report are not strictly "financial 
management" problems and cannot be solved by the financial community alone. 
The solution will require the concerted effort and cooperation of cross-functional 
communities throughout the Department. 

At Secretary Rumsfeld's request, DoDcontracted with the Institute for Defense Analyses 
(IDA) to address financial management transformation. Specifically, the IDA Study 
Group, comprised of experienced business people, supported by a private sector 
professional services fitm under separate contract, was tasked to develop the 
framework for an effective transformation of financial management throughout the 
DoD. 

This report was developed based on multiple sources of information - relevant reports 
and studies on the DoD and an interview process that generated past and present senior 
leader perspectives throughout DoD and other key governmental agencies. 

3 Integration throughout this document is intended to imply both functional (definitional) standardization 
and technical compatibility in order that systems are interoperable. It is not intended to imply standardized 
business processes. 
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2.0 Vision 

The Study Croup envisions a future in which relevant, reliable and timely financial 
information 4, affirmed by a clean audit opinion, is available on a routine basis to 
support management decision-making at all levels throughout DoD. Relevant 
financial information will tell managers the costs of forces or activities that they manage 
and the relationship of funding levels to output, capability, or performance of those forces 
or activities. Reliable financial information wil1 provide a more accurate basis for 
decision-making and be affirmed by a clean audit opinion. Such fmancial information 
wil1 be available to managers at all pertinent levels, from those charged with carrying out 
DoD's missions at the theater and national levels down to the managers of supporting 
activities. 

Current DoD fmancial, accounting and feeder/operational management systems do not 
provide information that could be characterized as relevant, reliable and timely. Nor is 
the "support of management decision-making" generally an objective of the financially 
based information currently developed or planned for future development, Front-end 
investment and much work need to be done to accomplish a necessary transformation. 
Many positive projects are currently underway in DoD; however, they are narrowly 
focused, do not have sufficient senior leadership and urgency behind them, and are 
not part of an integrated DoD-wide strategy. 

Financial management in DoD should be focused on a single objective: Delivering 
relevant, reliable and timely fmancial information on a routine basis to support 
management decisions. Appropriate focus on improved financial information will 
markedly improve the opportunities to: 

• Provide visibility to cost incurred which is a critical underpinning of efficiency 
improvement; 

Institutionalize the use of performance metrics that are tied to cost and relevant 
to the mission of DoD in the management process of the Department. This is a 
process that is key to establishing benchmarking standards and raising the level of 
performance; 

• Identify and take action, on an on-going basis, on performance improvement 
( cost and effectiveness), including private sector partnering as appropriate; 

Ensure clean audit~ and routine compliance with Federal financial standards 
and related accounting and financial regulations; and 

• Increase the credibility of DoD's financially based information with Congress, 
0MB, and other oversight agencies that have critical input into DoD operations. 

4 For purposes of this report. financial information includes: accounting records and reports; financial 
records and reports; cost-based performance metrics related to mission: and budget and appropriation data. 
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3.0 Current Situation 

More than ten years ago, the U.S. Congress passed the Chief Financial Officers (CFO) 
Act, mandating that the Federal agencies prepare annually a set of auditable financial 
statements detailing assets and liabilities and the results of their annual operations. 
Selected agencies, including parts of DoD, were included as pilots for this program. In 
1994, Congress passed the Government Management and Results Act, mandating that the 
CFO Act applies to all agencies. For FY 2000, DoD, once again, was unable to meet the 
requirements of the CFO Act. Even more troublesome is the awareness that compliance 
with the CFO Act remains out of reach, far over the horizon. 

In the current environment, DoD has a serious credibility problem in fmancial 
management. On January 11, 2001, in the confirmation hearing of the Secretary of 
Defense (SECDEF), Senator Byrd questioned the Defense Department's inability "to 
receive a clean audit opinion in its financial statements". He went on to say, "I seriously 
question an increase in the Pentagon's budget in the face of the department's recent 
(inspector general) report. How can we seriously consider a $50 billion increase in the 
Defense Department's budget when the (Department of Defense's) own auditors--when 
DoD's own auditors--say the depanment cannot account for $2.3 trillion in 
transactions ... " 

In subsequent Senate testimony of February 13, 200 I, Senator Grassley referenced these 
questions and continued, ", .. these reports show that DoD has lost control of the money at 
the transaction level. With no control at the transaction level, it is physically impossible 
to roll up the numbers into a top-line financial statement that can stand up to scrutiny and, 
most importantly, audit." 

While DoD may debate some of the criticisms of its financial statements and the size and 
components of the $2.3 trillion issue, we think that corrective action requires radical 
financial management transformation. For the FY 1999 financial statements, the auditors 
concluded that $2.3 trillion transactions of the $7 .6 trillion entries to the financial 
statements were "unsupported". DoD notes that many of these entries included end-of. 
period estimates for such items as military pension actuarial liabilities and contingent 
liabilities, and manual entries for such items as contract accounts payable and property 
and equipment values, DoD would further note that the "unsupported" entries are "not 
necessarily improper" and that documentation does exist in many cases, albeit, not 
adequate for the auditing standards imposed. 

To date, DoD's efforts to improve financial information have focused primarily on 
obtaining reliable information, and a protracted effort involving people, systems and data 
still is required to reach the goal. But it is possible to reach the goal of reliable financial 
information and a clean audit opinion and still not have information that is relevant to 
managers. A complementary effort is needed to ensure that DoD's management 
information systems also provide relevant information. This includes selecting 
performance metrics, linking them to costs, and institutionalizing their use in financial 
management information systems and management decision-making. 
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Situations and problems associated with the current DoD environment include: 

Issue 1 - Inability to consistently provide reliable financial and managerial 
data for effective decision-making 

DoD cannot produce, on a consistent basis, reliable financial and managerial information 
to guide effective decision-making. This is reflected in the inability to produce clean 
financial reports automatically and to generate succinct management cost information 
consistently on demand. Management must be capable of acting with agility and 
responding rapidly to opportunities and challenges, When relevant financial information 
is needed, management cannot always afford to wait days or even weeks for data calls. 
Further, management cannot operate effectively with frequently unreliable information. 
Interviewees cited multiple examples of the manual calls for key managerial data and the 
need for tracking off-line their expenditures on program areas ( due to the unreliability 
and lag time in obtaining data required to manage day-to-day operations). 

Much of the financial data used to develop financial statements and provide the basis for 
management decisions is unreliable. Currently, about 91 critical operating systems feed 
information to approximately 6 I critical accounting systems. 5 Few of these systems 
speak the same language (charts of account, data elements) and fewer still provide 
automatic data feeds upstream. Many work-arounds and off-line records are maintained 
to translate data from one system to another and to feed data up the financial chain. 
Currently, balance sheet information is not maintained on a widespread scale, resulting in 
significant manual adjustments in many areas, including property accounts. 

Issue 2 - Lack of an overarching approach to financial management -
disparate systems (accounting, financial and feeder) hampered by lack of 
integration and standardization 

The current enviromnent is supported by a systems infrastructure that DoD categorizes by 
primary function - respectively, accounting', finance 7, and feeder' systems. No single 
authoritative source is cun-ently addressing, from a strategic and programmatic level, the 
key issues from an end-to-end approach. This includes addressing incompatible and 
technologically-dated systems, and defining and standardizing the financial requirements 
and managerial data needed for reporting and decision-making. 

A void exists in the organizational structure with respect to developing and implementing 
an overall financial management strategy. Two chains of command within DoD perform 

., Source: DoD Financial Management Improvement Plan (FMIP). January 200 I 
1
' According to theDoDFMIP, 6 I critical accounting systems process event transactions for Defense 
Working Capital Funds, General Funds. Security Assistance, Departmental Reporting. Cash 
Accountability, and others. 
7 According to the FMIP, 15 critical finance systems process payment transactions for Civilian Pay, Debt 
:V1anagement, Military Pay. Contract/Vendor Pay. Disbursing. Transportation, and Travel. 
8 According to the FMIP, 9 I critical feeder systems capture financial management events related to 
functions such as Acquisition, Personnel. Cost Management, Property Management, and inventory 
:V1anagement at DoD Component levels. 
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finance and accounting functions'. The Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
(DFAS), reporting to the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
[OUSD(C)], is responsible for improving compliance of the General Fund and Working 
Capital Fund accounting and finance systems and the production of the Service financial 
statements. The Services, reporting directly up the chain to their respective Secretaries, 
are responsible for all data in their systems and for improving their feeder systems. 

The development of systems is reflective of both the functional and budgetary structure 
of the Services. Historically, systems were developed within functional areas at the 
Service level, or even lower levels, as a means to automate existing processes, with little 
thought given to end-to-end processing. Consolidation and interface development to 
integrate systems has been a focus of the 1990s. But to a large extent, the relationships 
among feeder, accounting and financial systems are still "detached" from the perspective 
of data standardization, transactional standardization, and system compatibility. This 
detachment causes much m-entry of data, ""crosswalking" or matching of data through 
elaborate edit processes and conversion tables, creating timing delays - all of which 
contribute to an inability to determine the status of financial information on a routine 
basis. 

Much work has been done with the development of the annual Financial Management 
Jmprovement Plan (FMIP), but it is a work in process and, has been cited as being 
"perpetually out of date". The FMIP only identifies critical systems for financial 
reporting and is not intended to include the complete inventory of systems. There 
appears to be no overarching plan or coordinated planned strategy against which each 
DFAS and Component initiative is evaluated, Under the guidance of a future-focused 
plan and strategy, the investments already made under the FMIP would have longer-term 
benefit. 

In January 2001, a Senior Financial Management Oversight Council was established to 
address CFO compliance. The announcement of this council notes that it was modeled 
on a similar approach within DoD that successfully addressed the Y2K issue by engaging 
senior leaders across the organization in a coordinated effort. The Comptroller should 
review the charter of this new council, its make-up and approach to determine if they are 
consistent with the financial management transformation framework described later. 

Issue 3 - Overly complex data requirements driven by appropriation 
funding rules, elaborate policies and procedures, and outdated guidelines 
for excessively detailed tracking of expenditures 

Financial, accounting and feeder systems and processes are rife with incredible 
complexities caused by inconsistent data elements". Due to its complexity, 

9 Source: DoD FMIP, January 200 I 
10 Systems often cany with each transaction upwards of 60 to 100+ populated data fields to identify a 
transaction according to the internal and external reporting requirements. In general, this is substantially 
more than the private sector model. Efforts to standardize using the DFAS Budget Accounting 
Classification Code or Standard Fiscal Code have projected the total number of standardized data elements 
to exceed 250+. A Substantial number of excessive fields severely hamper interoperability. 
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appropriation funding rules, and a number of disparate systems, DoD has a more complex 
problem than civilian agencies. Attempts to streamline data requirements often get 
bogged down by definitional issues and difficulties associated with modifying aged 
systems. Elaborate policies and procedures, many of which are outdated but remain 
'~on the books," complicate the elimination and/or changing of requirements or 
processes. Attempts at standardization of data elements and standard general 
ledger postings often are met with differing accounting interpretations. 

Issue 4 - "Convoluted" business processes which fail to streamline 
excessive process steps - sometimes driven by accounting, operational, 
and organizational structures, further complicated by aged and disparate 
systems 

The DoD is currently supported by a financial infrastructure that is not fully integrated in 
its end-to-end processing either from a technology perspective or from a functional 
process perspective. (See Appendix A, Current Situation Examples, for an example of a 
DoD Service travel process, which is one example of the complexities of processes.) 
Current processes are supported by multiple systems at various stages of technological 
innovation. Many processes are duplicated due to non-interfaced systems along the 
business process chain, often requiring new input of data by hand, thereby 
increasing the probability for input errors and errors created by a lack of overall 
process knowledge. Coordination of process hand-offs and shared process steps are 
specific targets for process congruence and functional and technological improvement. 
Budget and appropriation systems are the primary driver for the vast majority of 
DoD's present financial system users. These systems add complexity but, more 
importantly, preclude, in many cases, the use of commercial off-the-shelf software 
(COTS) systems, without a reworking of the process. In contrast, modem enterprise 
systems are developed to facilitate end-to-end seamless processing. 

Attempts to charge the Services for overhead expenses (i.e., Working Capital Fund and 
reimbursables), while directionally correct, suffer from bad data and, as a result, add 
complexity that exceeds benefit. Differing practices by the Military Services (and 
difficulty in streamlining because of stovepipes, cultural issues, and funding streams) 
represent roadblocks to standardization. Much of the DoD information technology 
manpower is dedicated to "'crosswalking" different inputs. When reporting 
requirements change, new data fields must be developed at the various relevant 
sources, and new interface crosswalks laboriously developed among systems. 

Many requirements have accumulated over the years from congressional mandates 
without sunset. One of the first priorities in the transformation process should be to 
identify requirement~ that could be streamlined or eliminated. 

Issue 5 - Changing federal financial management standards that have 
provided a moving target for compliance 

Since the CFO Act of 1990, financial standards (new guiding principles) have been in a 
state of flux lFederal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) Statements of 
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Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS), 0MB Form and Content, etc.las the 
Federal government moved to the development of private sector-like financial statements. 
Implementation of a policy frequently has been dependent on the interpretation of the 
system owner at the DFAS and Service level. Often, system structure and processing 
constrain or limit correct implementation. Compounding the effect of a change is the 
multiple number of systems that need to be modified each time a standard is modified. 
Many of the changes to date have centered on the 'issues of Real Property and Property, 
Plant and Equipment -high priority areas for CFO compliance and a source of much 
resource investment by DoD within the past two years to solve this problem. However, 
some senior financial leaders note that the time and effort devoted to property values for 
financial statement purposes could be better spent elsewhere and that the CFO auditing 
policy should be made more relevant to the realities of the DoD environment, 

A11 Federal agencies have faced this evolution of requirements. However, its impact 
across DoD where systems are disparate and cross-Service has made the moving target 
for compliance more problematic. (In Appendix A, Current Situation Examp/e.'i, Figure 
A-4 an-ays these requirements of various legislation and pronouncements on a timeline as 
they have evolved from the enactment of CFO legislation to today.) Consideration 
should be given to working with the appropriate parties to enable a moratorium for DoD's 
attempting to meet certain selected standards, to better focus its efforts on actual forward 
progress. 

Issue 6 - Difficulty in obtaining financially based, outcome-oriented 
management metrics. Many metrics reflect yearly goals and outputs with 
little link between financial management and DoD goals. 

In 1999, the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) [USD(C)] conducted a study of 
cost accounting capabilities. Certain challenges identified were: (I) DoD must decide 
what data element and program information it must collect in support of its Government 
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) performance measures; (2) DoD must decide how 
much autonomy the Services will have in implementing the strategy and how much will 
be directed; (3) DoD must decide on a scope and framework for the solution beyond 
regulatory reporting requirements; and (4) DoD must recognize that new data co11ection 
requirements may be necessary and that business process changes may result (within the 
cost benefit framework). These issues are yet unaddressed. 

DoD uses a wide variety of metrics throughout the organization. The Department's 
current financial performance measurements generally reflect high-level yearly goals and 
outputs, not operational day-to-day financial managerial metrics. Amid a wide variety of 
published measurements throughout the Department, there is typically an inability to 
routinely generate cost-based metrics related to performance. 

Issue 7 - Inability to produce CFO compliant annual financial statements 

Audit reports issued by the Inspector General's staff highlight weaknesses in accounting 
records and processes required to achieve audited financial statements. There is a need 
to review priorities for bridging the gaps in CFO Act audit compliance. Several 
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interviewees even suggested a three or so year moratorium on attempting to obtain a 
clean opinion - using the associated dollars to address needed corrective actions rather 
than just generating numbers for the financial statements purposes alone. 

An analysis of the FY 2000 audit reports, identifying the critical issues affecting the 
achievement of a clean audit opinion, is provided in Appendix B, Rec:em Financial 
Management Audit Issues. Most problems have been noted in prior year audit reports 
and are so overwhelming and the costs to fix them so large that the DoD, absent a 
financial management strategy, year after year finds itself moving from one priority to 
another- usually, to the one that received the most recent visibility. 

Issue 8 - Disproportionate budget dollars appear to support non-value 
added activities - since useful information is hard to extract, useful 
corrective action is hard to implement -with a lack of widespread 
understanding of how financial information can help 

Much debate has been generated around what percentages and dollar amounts should be 
concentrated in the operations and mission areas (sometimes referenced as "tooth") 
versus the support areas (referenced as ··tail"), But, proceeding down this ''tooth-to
tail" semantic path has typically resulted in getting stuck in the quagmire of 
definitions. A better approach may be to target those functions where more eflicient 
resource use could provide reallocations to operations and mission areas. For 
example, target functions that are "'inherently commercial", identify their costs, and 
compare and benchmark them against private sector data to determine what 
performance improvements need to be made. Even in functions considered to be 
''tooth", there may be low value added or redundant processes identified by more useful 
financial information, which would be candidates for reengineering, 

Issue 9 - Cultural bias toward status quo - driven by disincentives for 
change, and short timeframes of political appointees who otherwise might 
serve as agents of change 

The effect of the cun-ent budget rules - '"use or lose" - creates an environment of 
disincentives for finding cheaper, faster ways of doing things. Reallocation of funds 
(money, people, programs and projects) under the control of the current users for 
investing in improvements is quite limited. Requirements to manage to the budget 
( established two years in advance) and the budget process cause managers to 
continuously be "out of sync" with current needs. 

Many of the issues uncovered in our interviews and research have been dealt with 
effectively in private industry, largely because of the competitive forces of the 
marketplace and the focus on shareholder value. No similar external push exists within 
DoD. The Department needs change agents and drivers analogous to those agents and 
forces that have made the private sector competitive and efficient. 
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Issue 10 - Requires an infusion of personnel with technical and financial 
skill sets necessary to achieve integrated financial management systems 

In the course of DoD's downsizing in recent years, longevity was often a major criterion 
for retention and not typically the private sector model of functional and performance 
value. As a result, new ideas, skill sets, and modernized ways of thinking are not 
sufficiently available to enhance DoD performance, Pay scales and reward packages 
available to technology workers, certified public accountants, and financial professionals 
in private industry have far outstripped the government's, thereby limiting the ability to 
attract and retain the required skills. As a result, many note that DoD has "lost a 
generation" of workers. This turnover is expected to continue over the next five years as 
nearly half of senior government executives are expected to retire in this time frame. The 
choices are few, including raising pay scales to be competitive and/or engaging in 
substantial private sector partnering to deal with obvious skill set deficiencies. 
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4.0 Elements of Transformation 

We believe that the absence of relevant, reliable and timely financial information 
(''financial intelligence") and the need for an accelerated and a more assured pace in 
improving DoD efficiency can each be traced to similar origins within DoD's operating 
fabric. Accordingly, we recommend au integrated twin-track program to implement 
a financial transformation. It includes six broad elements that we believe are 
central to substantially improving the financial management within DoD and 
providing a foundation for change. A lack of, or insufficient emphasis on, many of 
these elements perpetuates the current environment. 

These Elements of Transformation are: 

l. Leadership - establishing a SECDEF and senior leadership high priority for fmancial 
infom1ation transformation; 

2. Incentives - addressing the current disincentives within DoD for engaging in 
Rnancial reform; 

3. Accountability - establishing a transformation framework with clear measurements, 
timeframes and assigned personal responsibilities and authority; 

4. Organizational Alignment - SECDEF empowerment of the DoD Comptroller to act 
as the focal point for implementing an integrated DoD-wide program for financial 
management transformation; 

5. Changing Certain Rules - directly addressing with Congress and 0MB regulations 
and legal issues that hinder innovation and private sector partnering; and 

6. Changing Enterprise Practices- modifying cunent overemphasis on Component 
process '"uniqueness" that hinders forward progress, by standardization of core 
accounting requirements' 1 and establishing a bias towards COTS systems, 

Leadership 

Working with Congress, 0MB, GAO, and Others. We believe that the Secretary and 
the DoD Comptroller should begin now by presenting the financial management 
transformation framework, as a work in progress, to the appropriate congressional 
committees, GAO, 0MB, and other key influencers. Much of what is needed cannot 
be accomplished without congressional understanding and assistance in implementing 
change. For example, clements of the human capital strategy, the CFO Act 
implementation plan, private sector partnering, budget reallocation transactions and 
related incentives, may require congressional approval or at least concurrence. If there 
are limits on their support in various areas, these should be addressed early in the 
program lifecycle. 

11 Standardization of ''cort~ accounting" is inknded to include only a subset of data required for DoD 
fmanc.:ial infonnation management and does not include genuinely unique military data requirements. 
Typically. core requirements would include standard general ledger and related attributes and other data 
elements for recording accounting events at the transaction level and summarizing at co1Tespondingly 
higher levels for financial management reporting. 
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Generating the Change Management Strategy. The DoD must recognize that the 
initiatives outlined here require doing business in a way different from before. This 
effort requires that the Department adopt change management strategies and a 
strategic communication approach that convey to the Department why this is 
important to the Secretary and DoD, how it will be implemented and measured, and 
the incentives to be utilized. Many well-intended initiatives fail because of insufficient 
processes and communications to share objectives and purpose with the larger 
organization. The emphasis of messages may be different for different audiences but the 
themes must be consistent. SECDEF priorities must be clearly defined in these 
messages. 

Incentives 

Building Incentives for Information and Financial Management Transformation. In 
the current environment, position, prestige, influence, etc. are measured by traditional 
clements such as number of people managed, the size of the budget or the information 
controlled. In this scenario, there is little focus on major operational improvement and 
cost savings. A new incentive system must be developed that encourages 
performance improvement and information management transformation, while 
rewarding ef'tldencies and cost savings. This incentive system must address personnel 
issues in addition to allowing organizations to take advantage of cost savings by retaining 
some portion of the money saved for matters accorded a high priority by the SECDEF or 
the respective Service Secretary. The incentive system should also recognize top 
individual performance/promotions by the accomplishments or results achieved- not by 
the traditional view of managing to budget. 

Acco u nta bi I ity 

Critical Success Factors, Providing a framework to establish accountability begins 
with communicating SECDEF strategic goals and Critical Success Factors. Critical 
Success Factors are "the 5-6 things that must go right" in the Secretary's view ifDoD is 
to achieve its mission. In support of his Critical Success Factors, senior leadership under 
the SECDEF would then organize their own objectives. Establishing the SECDEF 
Critical Success Factors is key to initiating the "cascading effect" whereby his 
subordinates establish supporting objectives and related measurements. 

Developing Metrics. A set of financially based metrics needs to be developed to 
con-espond with the SECDEF Critical Success Factors, goals and outcomes and the 
supporting objectives of his subordinates. Monitoring performance should happen 
through a forum of regular briefings given directly to the SECDEF leadership, utilizing a 
set of well-developed metrics to measure progress. 

Organizational Alignment 

Organizational Roles and Responsibilities. Information and financial management 
transformation require some changes in the organizational roles and responsibilities 
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llithin DoD. To achieve this transformation, the responsible individual must 
exercise authority and be accountable. The individual should have greater authority 
over budgets and requirements related to information and financial management in DoD. 
Taking into account the OUSD(C) broadly-defmed responsibilities in the 
Department, we believe that the Comptroller should be the responsible party with 
corresponding control of budgetary decisions and dollars affecting the improvement 
of financial management information. The Comptroller should develop a strong 
relationship with the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, 
Communications and lntelligence)[ASD(C31)]. It is important to strengthen DoD's 
Chief Information Officer (CIO) capacities in systems planning, architecture and 
oversight. 

Our interviews with senior leadership across the organization confirm a widespread 
desire for a clear vision and for someone to be in charge, to make the decisions necessary 
to achieve relevant and reliable data. Repeatedly, senior leadership across the 
organization notes that priorities must be established and then enforced-and the number 
of priorities must be manageable and funded (past history has shown that having 50+ 
priorities, which are not integrated, is not workable). These interviews also noted 
repeatedly that the current structure simply does not promote or support integration. 

Create a Human Capital Strategy. People with the necessary skill sets are absolutely 
critical to DoD's ability to achieve financial management transformation, and currently 
DoD does not have an adequate supply of such skill sets. Additionally, there is no 
comprehensive human resource strategy in place today to address this issue. In fact, most 
discussions of human capital or human resources focus on the attraction, development, 
and retention of internal staff. However, in the private sector as well as in more 
entrepreneurial government practices, leaders have recognized that effective human 
capital strategies include alternative sources of skills, including the use of private sector 
partnering, contracting, and shared service an-angements. They look at human capital 
strategy as including the full range of available people because they cannot afford to limit 
themselves to who they can hire and retain. DoD must build a financial management 
human capital strategy that includes both internal and external elements. 

Changing Certain Rules 

Streamline and Simplify. Current requirements for tracking funding and providing 
report~ to various Federal entities (Congress, 0MB, Treasury, etc.) place an 
inordinate amount of complex information requirements on the DoD that do not 
contribute to the performance of its mission. These complex requirements often drive 
impractical business processes and make it harder to align processes to private sector-like 
practices. Further complicating this requirement is the number of disparate systems 
operating in DoD that must be modified or maintained to track this information. 
Additionally, many such requirements are self-imposed by DoD. A focused effort 
aimed at eliminating self-imposed, non-value added requirements and working with 
regulatory agencies and Congress to simplify their requirements will ease the burden and 
shift the focus to more mission related information. 
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Reallocating Dollars. We believe that proper categorization and costing can provide 
DoD managers across the Department with the financial information to manage resources 
more efficiently and, therefore, reallocate dollars where appropriate. Budgets that are 
developed two years in advance of activity a11ow only a limited amount of flexibility to 
adjust to changing requirements. Moreover, unreliable data often inhibits the justification 
of such rea11ocations. We are proposing a greater emphasis on having the management 
information necessary to make informed decisions regarding the rea11ocation of do11ars 
and working with Congress and within DoD to change policies and procedures which 
inhibit such reallocations. 

Auditable Financial Statements - Getting the "Clean" Opinion for DoD. Given the 
current state of financial management operations, this is a long-term process. Full CFO 
Act compliance may take eight to ten years. A plan must be built based on a gap analysis 
- what has to be fixed to get a clean opinion. Working with the GAO, the DoD Inspector 
General and the Service audit agencies is critical. The DoD should adopt the private 
sector model of teaming with the audit teams "year round" to resolve issues and not 
simply wait for the annual audit ''test". The recent efforts in the area of Real Property 
valuation are a useful attempt that may serve as a model for coordination across DoD. 

A plan should be negotiated to provide for interim successes. For example, we 
believe that the Statement of Budgetary Resources, with focus, could receive a clean 
audit opinion in a much shorter timeframe. It may also be possible for other Department 
Components to receive a clean opinion long before the whole agency. Building 
intermediate success stories demonstrates progress and the Department's 
willingness to meet the spirit of the CFO Act. 

Changing Enterprise Practices 

Building Standards in Core Accounting and Attribute Data Elements. Standardization 
is the key to the interoperability of fmancial management and feeder systems. Standard 
data for ·'core accounting" elements enable systems to communicate with each other~ 
also, they facilitate the auditing process when transactions must be traced from the 
general ledger to the originating accounting event and vice-versa. The current systems 
plan, as articulated in the FMIP, often takes the path of least resistance by allowing 
the Services and Defense Agencies to keep their own "traditional" standards and, 
through the use of translation tools and systems interface programs, turn them into 
DoD standards. Unfortunately, this approach encourages the continuation of old and 
potentially inefficient business practices and creates a very expensive systems 
maintenance problem down the road. DoD must stop that practice and drive core 
accounting transaction standards from the new DoD Comptroller organization, 
described later, through the DFAS and the Services into all financial management 
and feeder systems. According to the January 200 I FMIP, DoD is intending to invest at 
least $4-6 billion in various financial management and feeder system initiatives. With 
occasional exception, DoD should stop the practice of investing in systems that do not 
incorporate standardization. 
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Building a Bias toward Commercial-Off-the-Shelf (COTS) Software Solutions. The 
Department generally cannot afford to custom build and maintain new financial 
management systems. We agree that the DoD has many unique elements and process 
issues. However, we also believe that the reluctance to accept COTS is as much a 
reluctance to accept the inevitable business process changes that are mandated by this 
approach. We see a double benefit here for the Department: first, cost savings 
through the implementation of best business practices imbedded in COTS products; 
and second, cost savings through less expensive and faster systems implementations. 
The application of return on investment (ROI) analysis should also be adopted in all 
software implementation decisions. 

Driving Near-Term Improvements and Savings. While many components of the 
financial management transformation initiative will take years to accomplish, the 
Department cannot afford to wait that long to see tangible and dramatic cost 
improvements. We believe that there are many opportunities to demonstrate the 
power of financial transformation without having to wait for auditable financial 
statements. There are tools and methods that will enable the DoD to implement 
process improvements and, possibly, reallocate dollars. 

Activity based costing (ABC) is one of the most widely accepted methods in use by both 
the private and public sector today. It provides the ability for an organization to 
understand what it costs to do what it does (e.g., repair Fl 5 engines, provide accounting 
services to the Services, manage the logistics supply chain) and then make informed 
decisions of how and where to reduce costs. ABC is the front-end of a thoughtful, and 
relatively quick, assessment of an organization's operations. For example, the Naval Air 
Systems Command (NA VAIR) conducted a comprehensive ABC assessment that rolled 
directly into a business process reengineering solution, ultimately driving millions of 
dollars out of the organization cost structure over a relatively short period. ABC does 
have limits. For example, if organizational leadership is not supportive of the process 
and committed to delivering a streamlined operation as a result of the analysis, nothing 
will change. 

Another target for potential savings and cost avoidance is in problem disbursements and 
the related areas of contract close-out. They have high visibility and may have prospects 
for near-term cost avoidance and savings, depending on the appropriate write-down or 
closure decisions driven by cost/benefit analysis. With leadership, much can change and 
DoD can use methodologies such as ABC and cost/benefit analysis comparisons to 
review more carefully its overhead structure and introduce process improvements. 

It would also be useful to provide the Commanders in Chief (CINCs) and other 
"customers" with enhanced financial intelligence, analysis tools and incentives to better 
enable them to monitor and encourage the efficiency and effectiveness of their operations 
and suppliers. 
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5.0 Financial Transformation Framework 

A program is needed that will incorporate the elements described above and provide 
for a functional and technical architecture for achieving integrated financial and 
accounting systems in order to generate relevant, reliable and timely financial 
information on a routine basis and, ultimately for obtaining a clean opinion. The Study 
Group recommends a framework for a twin-track program for financial 
information transformation. The recommended framework would not only take 
advantage of certain on-going improvement actions within the DoD but also provide 
specific direction for a more coordinated, managed, and results-oriented approach. The 
recommended framework inc 1 udes: 

Twin Track Approach - High Level Overview 

Track 1 - Structural Change 

Employ a coordinated DoD-wide management approach to developing standard 
integrated systems, obtaining relevant, reliable and timely financial information (and 
ultimately a clean audit opinion) and aligning, incentivizing and authorizing the 
Department to utilize financial intelligence in an efficient and effective way, 

Structural Change (Track 1) will require a longer timeframe and will include 
establishing a centralized oversight process under the Comptroller for 
implementing the recommended structural changes and developing standard, 
integrated financial intelligence systems. A phased approach should be taken which 
will allow for important yearly incremental success (e.g., with defined systems 
architecture and yearly incremental improvements). 

Track 2 - Close-in Success 

Target, select and oversee implementation of a limited number of intra
Service/cross-Service projects for major cost savings or other high-value benefit 
under a process led by the Comptroller; assist the SECDEF in establishing and 
managing with a set of "Dashboard Metrics". Dashboard metrics should be derived 
from the SECDEF's Critical Success Factors. Track 2 should be used as a learning 
experience on using financial information to drive decision-making. 

Prime tools of such improvements would include ABC and benchmarking/best practices 
analysis to identify cost savings opportunities. A series of key management metrics will 
be identified, tracked and reported to those with senior managerial responsibility, 
including mission related-departments. 

(During our interview process, logistics throughoutDoD was mentioned numerous times 
as an area where progress has been made in recent years, but opportunities still exist for 
high-value improvements. While our timeframe did not allow us the opportunity to 
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analyze the costs and benefits of this particular reengineering prospect, it deserves active 
consideration by the proposed Management Initiatives Office described below.) 

Twin Track Program Implementation 

Critical to the success of both tracks of' the recommended program is the 
establishment within the OUSD(C) of two new functions represented by distinct 
offices. Through these two otlices - the Financial and Management Information 
Integration Office and the Management Initiatives Office - the Comptroller would 
provide executive control over processes, policies and resources for financial 
management and related systems transformation, Current structure does not 
provide for an authoritative focal point for DoD-wide financial management 
transformation. Lean but full-time staffing is essential to the success of both offices. 
At the Comptroller's discretion, these two organizations could be staffed with newly 
recruited talent as well as existing DoD staff; they are intended to fill a void as discussed 
above, not to duplicate or create additional layers. These two offices would (working 
with the Components) develop options for approval, monitor progress and regularly 
report to the SECDEF on progress, problems, and possible solutions. They would control 
resources for financial management, systems transformation (although the Components 
would manage such programs), and take a leadership role in developing incentives. Each 
function must be headed by an individual who has sufficient stature and empowerment to 
act as an effective change agent. Led by the Comptroller, the heads of these two offices 
should reach out to the Services and DFAS, as well as Congress, to coordinate the 
development of a strategy and effective implementation. Each office is described below: 

Financial & Management Information Integration Office - accountable for effective 
implementation and coordination of overall financial and related systems architecture lin 
consultation with the Services, the ASD(C3I) and othersJ, systems integration, core 
accounting standardization and CFO compliance issues on an intra- and cross-Service 
basis; develop a phased plan for progressively increasing the number of individual 
statements on which a clean audit opinion can be obtained; and over time, institutionalize 
in DoD's financial management information systems the ability to routinely generate the 
Dashboard Metrics established by the Management Initiatives Offices and DoD senior 
leadership. 

The major program components envisioned for this office are: 

• Develop and "dictate'' core accounting requirements (accounting transactions, 
Standard General Ledgers, attributes, and data elements) and manage a comparison 
("gap analysis") to this core for each system slated to be part of the integrated 
network of CFO systems to determine funding priorities. Have the final decision
making authority for trade-offs and cost benefit decisions based on the gap analysis. 

• Develop a systems integration strategy and monitor on a regular basis in 
coordination with DF AS and the Services. The strategy should consider both the 
needed integration for the development of core accounting and accurate financial 
statements as well as the requirements for managerial cost accounting. 
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• Initiate a review to determine which burdensome rules/regulations should be 
eliminated or streamlined, and a strategy to obtain necessary approval, identifying: 
( l) existing data elements that are no longer needed; and (2) reports that should be 
discontinued. 

Management Initiatives Office - responsible for the process of establishing and initially 
reporting on Dashboard Metrics; and on an intra- and cross-Service basis, work with the 
DoD Components to select projects for major cost and operational improvements, 
providing initial funding for a limited number of projects per year and overseeing 
implementation with use of consultants and private sector partnering, as appropriate. 

The major program components envisioned for this office are: 

• Integrate Dashboard Metrics based on the SECDEF's Critical Success Factors into the 
management of DoD, monitor and regularly report on performance to SECDEF and 
senior leadership. Benchmark to similar private industry operations. 

• Work with DoD Components to identify target areas for high-value cost savings and 
efficiency improvements, and entertain proposals from Components throughout DoD. 
A limited number of projects would be selected each year. Initial high target areas of 
opportunities should be projects for applying ABC or other process improvement 
initiatives. 

The costs to initiate these two functions will include necessary funding for the salaries 
and related costs of the respective heads of the Financial & Management Information 
Jntegration Office and the Management Initiatives Office with full-time staff for each, as 
well as seed money to: ( l) implement priorities for the Financial and Management 
Integration Office; (2) provide for selected cost savings projects within the Management 
Initiatives Office; and (3) hire consultants as necessary to perform specific tasks in 
support of the offices. Beyond the funding to initiate the two offices, we think that the 
transformation framework described herein will allow DoD to use the existing quantum 
of dollars spent on finance and accounting more efficiently. 

The path to full transformation is a long one. We recognize that the complete 
solution is key to ensuring that the transformation has a permanent impact on DoD 
operating policies; however, important nearer term improvements in operating 
efficiency and effectiveness can be achieved. 

Contained in the tables on pages 19-24 is a high-level end-to-end financial 
management transformation strategy mapped to the elements of transformation 
described previously. Many of the elements require more granularity, which can 
only be developed at the discretion of the SECDEF, Comptroller, and other senior 
leadership. 

17 

11-L-0559/0SD/1308 



I 
I 
I 
I 
r 
I 
r 
r 
I 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 

Significant Challenges 

We believe the most difficult challenges to be addressed in implementing our 
recommended program are: 

• 

• 

Developing an integrated system architecture including financial, accounting and 
feeder systems; 

Standardizing a DoD-wide "core" accounting and data classification; 

Engaging Congress and 0MB to ameliorate certain rules: simplify record keeping and 
accounting requirements, remove impediments to a more efficient infrastructure 
management, and reduce hurdles to private sector partnering; 

Providing DoD management, including the CINCs, with enhanced financial 
intelligence, incentives and tools; and encouraging them to maximize the efficiencies 
and effectiveness of their operations and suppliers; and 

Imbuing the culture with a sense of urgency for a DoD-wide financial management 
information transformation, similar to Y2K. 

Catalyst for Change 

The catalyst for effectively implementing these recommendations will be the leadership 
provided by Secretary Rumsfeld and his senior management team. A vision for financial 
information, such as that described herein, has been accomplished in the private sector on 
a widespread basis, through the development of financial intelligence and the reporting, 
analysis and measurement of business process reengineering results, using such 
intelligence. Our interviews and discussions with senior representatives ofDoD, both 
current and past, lead us to believe that the organization is ripe for this financial 
management leadership change. The DoD needs good financial information if it is to 
follow Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz's admonition "to engage our brains before 
we open the taxpayer's wallet". This proposed transformation program will provide the 
needed leadership, accountability and structure to re-engineer financial management 
within DoD. 

"That which you require he reported on to you will improve, if you are selective. How 
you fashion your reporting S),'Stem announces your pdorities and sets the institution's 
priori ties. '' 

Rumsfeld's Rules 

******* 
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SEC DEF Leadership - one of SECDEF's and senior leaderships' highest priorities 

Establish, empower and fund the Financial and Management Information Integration Office - reporting to 
USD(C) 

Create DoD-wide awareness and reward syst~m in support of increased efficiency and improved 
productivity- money saver keeps a portion of savings within his/her organization for high value added 
purposes 

Work (with Congress as required) to change the Personnel recognition and reward system to reinforce 
achievement in this financial information transfonnation initiative 

Institutionalizing in DoD's financial management infonnation systems the ability to routinely generate the 
Dashboard metrics established by the Management Initiatives Office and DoD senior leadership 
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SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF/OUSD(C) 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership; 
OUSD(C) 



..__ -- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Emphasize Comptroller (CFO) leadership role in transformation program: 

• 

• 

• 

Reorganize and fund OUSD(C) to set clear lines of authority under the Comptroller. and allow 
ample time to the Comptroller to manage initiatives 

Use outside consultants as necessary (e.g., system inventorying, mapping systems and developing; 
overarching plan for DoD) 

Provide regular briefings to SECDEF on progress, at least every 30 days 

Strengthen DoD's CIO capacities in systems planning. architecture and oversight 

Hire, tram or partner with the private sector for financial and IT personnel to augment skill sets not in 
adequate supply within DoD - provide financial analysis capability to mission-related departments 

;j:: ,, Consider 10 partnering with private sector auditing finns 
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•..... ;·· 

}> ;\if I: 
. · - Structural Chan~ 

. i~leme-~*8·Aetions 
);.ti,~-.·.. . . . .. . 

\; Seek increased llexibility from Congress, 0MB, Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and others lo: 

Reallocate and reinvest saved dollars 

Remove outmoded impediments lo a more efficient infrastructure 

Simplify appropriations accounting requirements 

Establish a cost-benefit analysis pro(;ess for dealing with low value write-offs (e.g., 
unmal(;hed disbursements below a minimum threshold, including elimination of a(;wunting 
for can(;elled acwunls) 

Consider "sunsetting" burdensome past mandates of reporting requirements 

• Utilize more (;Ommercial practices in the process for private sector pm1nering 

• Negotiate a phased approach to achieving a clean audit opinion (e.g., can stmt with Statement of 
Budgetary Resources) 

• Seek authorization to break pay grades to hire and retain financial and technology talent (use IRS 
as example) 

• Personnel initiatives 

Capitalize on looming large scale retirements as an opportunity to upgrade necessary skill sets 

Enable DoD to match capabilities to needs rather than retention of staff by longevity (i.e., 
achieve rightsizing with the needed skill sets) 

Establish personnel incentives related to acl1ieving in(;reased organization efficiency 
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Sm..~~r~ Chang_'-: . . 

lementatioa A.Minns , .... P ........ ··. ~.· .. 

Develop and implement DoD-wide integrated systems an..:hite<.:ture strategy - implement a streamlined 
·'life cycle management process" to expedite the development of financial and related feeder systems 

• Build a bias toward commen.:ial off-the-shelf software systems 

• Avoid ex(;essive customization of software - measure against private sector pradkes 

Mandate standardization of "core" financial information in feeder, accounting and financial systems 

Provide DoD management, induding the CINCs and other customers, with enhanced financial 
intelligence, analysis tools and incentives to better enable them to monitor and encourage the efficiency 
and effectiveness of their operations and suppliers (Institutional "wisdom" will question the feasibility of 
this proposal but the potential long term payback is significant and the attempt, therefore, is w011hwhile.) 
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----------------- -

i:i.. ' :a . I: SEC DEF Leadership - one of SECDEF's and senior leaderships' highest priorities 

~, .. 
··] : ·· Establish, empower and fund the Management Initiatives Office - reporting to USD(C) 
f, . ' .. ~~.' 

,,! Create DoD-wide awareness and reward system in support of increased efficiency and improved 
productivity - money saver keeps a po11ion of savings within his/her organization for high value added 
purposes 

Work (with Congress as required) to change the personnel recognition and reward system to reinforce 
importance of close-in actions 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF/OUSD(C) 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership 

SECDEF - Sr Leadership :J 
)":~1 ~-------------------------------+----------; 

Identify and institutionalize SECDEF Critical Success Factors and Dashboard Metrics 

SECDEF's senior subordinates establish more granular Critical Success Factors and related metrics to 
achieve SECEF priorities 

Integrate metrics into the management of DoD, monitor and regularly report on perfonnance to SECDEF 
and senior leadership 

Benchmark to similar private industry operations 
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Emphasize Comptroller (CFO) leadership role in transformation program: 

Use outside consultants as necessary 

• Provide regular briefings to SECDEF on progress, at least every 30 days 

Provide initial funding for a limited number of projects each year 

Work with Congress and 0MB lo facilitate dose-in cost and effectiveness improvement programs (e.g., 
enable more private sector partne1ing in processes that are inherently commercial) 

Develop and implement close-in major cost and efficiency improvement programs 

• Utilize cost management tools (e.g .. Activity Based Costing and Management) 

• Select a limited set of intra-Service and cross-Service cost and/or process improvement targets of 
opportunity (e.g., consider DoD-wide logistics) 

Benchmarking/best practices 

~ Expand and continue successful efforts 
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Appendix A. Current Situation Examples 

Appendix A includes: 

• Figure A-I: Recent Studies and Reports on DoD Financial Management 

Figure A-Z: DoD Service Travel Disbursement Process - Before Revision 

• Figure A-3: DoD Service Travel Disbursement Process - After Revision 

Figure A-4: Timeline of Federal Accounting Legislation and Pronouncements 

Figure A-1: Recent Studies and Reports on DoD Financial Management 

In defining the current situation, we have drawn heavily on information gathered from prior reports and studies (see Figure A-I 
below). This information was supplemented through interviews of current and former DoD leaders. 

;.~,i·;:,: ,, ·O .. ,.,,. ·. ~,. :.:r~~· A,r. I;.i,J~ .; ·~l~i~~~rr? 
Business Executives for 
National Securitv 
Defense Science Board 
Defense Science Board 

Defense Science Board 
General Accounting Office 

General Accounting Office 

Office of the Inspector 
General, DoD 
Department of Defense 

~t~·~~~:·r.: ... ,,· :J: .. ,.,.,.)nt,1··...i1;:· · · .. : ;'.tiff tie . / i ._ if,/,~ : . ~i., ;;;; . . ·.}.~r •·. ,, ,. :,. \~ .. t.~~'.:·; ';. : . : .. ·: : ..... , .. , .. : .. ,'• .. ;·. 

Tail-to-Tooth Commission A Call to Action 

More Caoable Warfozhtin2 throuRh Reduced Fuel Burden 
Achieving an Innovative Support Structure to Enhance Early 21st Century 
MilitarY Oo.erations 
Outsourcing and Privatization 
DoD Financial Management: More Reliable Information Key to Assuring 
Accountability and Mana2in2 Defense Operations More Efficiently 
Various Financial Management audit reports 

Various Financial Management audit reports 

Financial Management Improvement Plan 

Figure A-/: Recellf Studies and Reports on DoD Financial Management 
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- - - ---------------
Figures A-2 and A-3: Examples of "Convoluted" Business Processes 

These two charts depict a DoD Service travel process illustrated in before and after pictograms. As representative of convoluted and 
complex processes please note in the "Before" example, Figure A-2, the following: number of process steps; number of organizations 
involved; number of systems involved; and number of times the data must be re-keyed into a new system. As representative of how 
DoD does make positive strides toward streamlining (while further streamlining could occur), please note in the "Revised Process" 
pictogram, Figure A-3, the reduced number of process steps and the number of increased data that are edited- thereby reducing errors. 
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Travel Disbursement Process Map 
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Figure A-4: Timeiine of Federal Accounting Legislation and Pronouncements 

Since the CFO Act of 1990, financial standards (new guiding principles) have been in a state of flux lFederal Accounting Standards 
Advisory Board (FASAB) Statements of Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS), 0MB .Fon]) an9 Content, ete:. I a~ the 
Federal government moved to the development of private sector-like financial statements. Below 1s a t1melme of the leg1slat10n and 
pronouncements by issue date. The implementation date for many of the SFFASs follows the issue date by several years. Of the 18 
SFF ASs, ten had implementation dates of FY 1999 through FY 200 I. 

DoD participates 

~ In PllotProg~ fM~ ~[OMB] 
~ 97-01 

SFFAC I 
SFFAS I 
SFFAS2 
S.FFAS3 

SFFAC2 
SFFAS4 
SF.FASS 
SFFAS6 

SF.FAS 7. [SF.FAS~) SFFAS 10 
SJ,'FAS8 SFFAS ll 

SFFAC3 
SFFAS12 
SFFAS13 
SFFAS14 
SFFAS15 
SFFAS16 
SFFAS17 

Fiiure A-4: Timeline of Federal Acco11111ing Legislation and Pronounce111e111.1· 

CFO Act - Chief Financial Officers Act 
GPRA - Government Performance and Results Act 
GMRA - Government Management and Results Act 
FFMIA - Federal Financial Managers Integrity Act 

0MB 97-01 - Office of Management and Budget Form and Content 
SFFAC- Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Concept 
SFFAS -Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standard 
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------- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Appendix B. Recent Financial Management Audit Issues 

This appendix presents the findings noted in the audit reports without further clarification by DoD. Often, upon more careful review, 
one will find that confusion exists regarding the finding or that an issue has subsequently been addressed. A part of the financial 
management transformation strategy proposed in Section 5.0. Financia!TransformationFramework. should be to establish priorities, 
based on defined criteria and an agreed-upon understanding of each issue. 

Issue Dollar Sign ifi ca nee 
Amount 

Plans to Improve Financial Management 

DoD lacks 
adequate 
financial 
management and 
feeder systems for 
com pi ling 
acc:urare and 
reliable financial 
daw 
DoD Guidance - $89.5 billion 
Int rax o ve mm en ta I revenue/expense 
Eliminations eliminations 

$5.9 billion A/P 
and A/R 
eliminations 

Guidance Issued S 1,200 billion 
by DFJ\S 

Three major eff01ts to improve financial management: 

. DoD Financial Management Improvement Plan (FMIP) 

• DoD Critical Financial and Feeder Systems Compliance Process 

• DoD Implementation Strategies 

The inability of DoD to properly account for and disclose intragovernmental transactions and report 
trading partner eliminations is a major impediment to obtaining a favorable audit opinion on its 
financial statements. Since FY 1996, the Department has been slow to initiate improvements needed to 
ensure that all of the intragovernmental transactions were captured and the amounts were accurate. 

Journal Voucher Guidance issued by DFAS was not in agreement with generally accepted accounting 
principles. DFAS Centers processed 5,654 unsupported or improper depaitment-level accounting 
entries, valued at Sl.2 trillion. One of the reasons that the department-level accounting entries were 
unsuppo,ted is that they were made to force general ledger data to agree with data from other sources 
without adequate research and reconciliation. 
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- - - ----------------
Issue Dollar Significance 

Amount 

Overarching Financial Management Problems 

Chanxes to 
Fi 11 a11 ci al 
Statements 
Problem S4.4 billion 
Disbursements 

Basis for 
Accounting 

Inadequate Audit Supported entries 
Trail S2.808 billion 

Unsupported 
entries 
Sl.114 billion 
Improper entries 
$107 billion 
Ellfries not 
rei1iewed 
$477 billion 

The published DoD Agem.:y-Wide financial statements for FY 2000 differed materially from the 
financial statements presented for audit. 

As of September 30, 2000, DoD reported$ I .7 billion of unmatched disbursements, $1.2 billion of 
negative unliquidated obligations and $1.5 billion (absolute value) of in-transit disbursements. The lack 
of integrated finance and accounting systems causes disbursing stations to make disbursements that 
were accounted for by stations that were not collocated with the disbursing stations. 

DoD generally records transactions on a budgetary basis and not on an accrual basis as required by 
acwunting standards. This is particularly true of the acwunting for the general funds, which generally 
record transactions on a cash basis. 

The departmental-level accounting entries were processed to force financial data to agree with various 
data sources. to correct errors, and to add new data. Of the $4.5 trillion, proper research, 
reconciliations, and adequate audit trails supported $2.8 trillion of the department level accounting 
entries for FY 2000. DoD could improve the accuracy of its financial data by fol lowing accounting 
principles and including the proper support for any accounting entries made to the accounting records. 
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-------------------
Issue 

Balance Sheet 

Fund Balance 
With Treasury 
(FBWT) 

Inventory and 
Related Property. 
including 
Operating 
Materials and 
Sutmlies 
General 
Property, Plant 
and Equipment 
(PP&E) 

Military 
Retirement 
Health Benefits 
Liabilit\' 
Environmental 
Liabilities 

Dollar 
Amount 

S28.4 billion 

$112.5 billion 

$192.4 billion 

S63.2 billion 

Significance 

The DoD Components and DFAS did not resolve financial and accounting disparities of $28.4 hillion, 
and the disparities continue to affect the accuracy of the FBWT account. Auditors were unable to 
assess the reliability of the $177.5 billion reported for FB WT on the DoD Agency-Wide financial 
statements for fY 2000 ($1.2 billion). 

DoD financial management systems were unable to accurately report amounts for inventory and related 
property on the DoD Agency-Wide finam.:ial statements for fY 2000. Internal controls over inventory 
were inadequate. 

Auditors were unable to verify the $112.5 billion reported for DoD General PP&E because of a lack of 
supporting documentation. Previously identified prohlems still exist that affect the accuracy of amounts 
reported for real properly. 

DoD wnlinued to have problems with a(;(;Unttely reporting its Military Retirement Health Benefits 
Liahility. The FY 2000 estimate of S 192.4 billion was based on unreliable data. 

Fur FY 2000. $63.2 billion reported fur DoD Environmental Liabilities could not be ve1itied be(;ause of 
insufficient controls and inadequate audit trails. As a result, the Environmental Liahilities reported on 
the DoD Agency-Wide financial statements for FY 2000 were unreliahle. 
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---------------- - -
Issue Dollar Significance 

Amount 

Statement of Net Cost 

Program Cost The program categories used for the DoD Agency-wide and DoD Components' Statements of Net Cost 
Categories were not consistent with the DoD peI1'ormance goals and measures outlined in the DoD Government 

Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) strategic and annual performance plans. DoD guidance 
incorrectly specified the use of appropriation categories, such as military personnel and operations and 
maintenance. 

Statement of Financing 

Agency- Wide DoD docs not have the processes and financial systems in place to prepare a reliable Statement of 
Financing. The Statement of Financing reconciled S454. l billion of obligations reported on the 
Statement of Budgetary Resources with the $347.5 billion net cost of operations reported on the 
Statement of Net Cost of the DoD Agency-Wide financial statements. However, this information was 
unreliable because DoD made adjustments to force budgetary and proprietary information to agree and 
did not disclose eliminating enuics. 

:Statement of Budgetary Resources 

4 ·- fir! , . ge -., . ·-·- A ~· t ·- ...... -- ·-- -- •L- -
,..~n .J __ .... __ o ................ "L~ci., . ·-- .. -·- ---- ·- - -r -· .r - -· . --- -

deficiencies in internal controls and accounting systems related to the Statement of Budgetary 
Resources. 
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- - ----------------
Issue Dollar Sign ifi ca nee 

Amount 

Information Security/Internal Controls 

Agency- Wide 

I 

Security and application controls over financial management systems are critical to ensuring the 
integrity of data reported on the DoD Agency-Wide financial statements for fY 2000. DoD has 
become increasingly dependent on automated information systems to carry out its operations and lo 
process, maintain, and report information in the annual finan<.:ial statements. Auditors issued three 
reports and the General A(;wunting Office issued one report that identified security and applkation 
wntrol weaknesses over systems that affected the amounts reported on the DoD Agen(;y-Wide 
finandal statements for f'Y 2000. 
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Appendix C. Related Audit Reports and Testimony 

General Accounting Office 

GAO/T-AMID/NSIAD-00-264, Statement of Jeffrey C. Steinhoff, Assistant Comptroller 
General, before the Task Force on Defense and International Relations, House 
Committee on the Budget, "DoD: Implications of Financial Management Issues," July 20, 
2000. 

GAO/T-AMID/NSIAD-00-163, Statement of Jeffrey C. Steinhoff, Assistant Comptroller 
General, before the Subcommittee on Government Management, Information and 
Technology, House Committee on Government Reform, "DoD: Progress in Financial 
Management Reform," May 9, 2000. 

GAO/T-AIMD-00- 137, Statement of David M. Walker, Comptroller General of the 
United States, before the Subcommittee on Government Management, Information and 
Technology, House Committee on Government Reform, "Auditing the Nations Finances: 
Fiscal Year 1999 Results Continue to Highlight Major Issues Needing Resolution," 
March 31, 2000. 

GAO/T-AIMD-99-13 1, Statement of DavidM. Walker, Comptroller General of the 
United States, before the Subcommittee on Government Management, Information and 
Technology, House Committee on Government Reform, "Auditing the Nations Finances: 
Fiscal Year 1998 Results Highlight Major Issues Needing Resolution," March 3 1, 1999. 

Office of the Inspector General, Department of Defense 

OIG, DoD, Report No. D-2001 -070, "Internal Controls and Compliance with Laws and 
Regulations for the DoD Agency-wide Financial Statements for FY 2000," February 28, 
2001. 

Statement of Robert J. Lieberman, Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD, before 
the Task Force on Defense and International Relations, House Committee on the Budget, 
"Department of Defense Financial Management", July 20, 2000. 

OIG, DoD, Report No. D-2000- 123, "Disclosure of Differences in Deposits, Interagency 
Transfers, and Checks Issued in the FY 1999 DoD Agency-wide Financial Statements," 
May 18, 2000. 

Statement of Robert J. Lieberman, Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD, before 
the Subcommittee on Government Management, Information and Technology, House 
Committee on Government Reform, "DoD Financial Management," May 9, 2000. 
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OIG, DoD, Report No. D-2000-091, "Internal Controls and Compliance with Laws and 
Regulations for the DoD Agency-wide Financial Statements for FY 1999," February 25, 
2000. 
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Appendix D. Individuals Interviewed During the Study 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Allen Beckett, Acting Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics) 

Karen Grosso, Attorney, Office of the General Counsel 
Dr. John Hamre, Former Deputy Secretary of Defense and Fonner Under Secretary of 

Defense (Comptroller) 
Doug Larsen, Deputy General Counsel 
Alice Maroni, Former Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Dr. David McNichol. Deputy Director, Resource Analysis, Program, Analysis and 

Evaluation 
Philip Odeen. Vice Chairman, Defense Science Board 
Roger Pitkin, Attorney, Office of the General Counsel 
Robert Soule, Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 
Karen Yanello, Deputy General Counsel 

Department of the Army 

Dave Borland, Vice Director, Information Systems for Command, Control, 
Communications and Computers/Deputy Chief Information Officer 

Ernie Gregory, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Operations) 
GEN John Keane, Vice Chief of Staff of the Army 
Jan Menig, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff for lnsta11ation Management 

Department of the Navy 

Deborah Christie, Former Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and 
Comptroller) 

Wes McNair, Director, Program/Budget Coordination Division, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and Comptroller) 

Dr. Bob Roarke, Comptro11er, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Charlie Nemfakos, Senior Civilian Official, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

(Financial Management and Comptroller) 

Department of the Air Force 

Gen John Handy, Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force 
Terry Keithley, Chief Financial Officer, Air Force Materiel Command 
Ron Orr, Assistant Deputy Chief-of Staff for Installations and Logistics 
Earl Scott, Deputy Auditor General of the Air Force 
James Short, Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary (Financial Operations) 
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Ron Speer, Acting Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and 
Comptroller) 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

Tom Bloom, Director, Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
Audrey Davis, Director, Information and Technology 
Joanne Kelley, Chief Field Assistant and Support Division, Accounting Directorate 
Kathy Noe, Director for Systems Integration 
Jack Nutter, Branch Chief, External Applications and DoD Initiatives Branch 

Other Defense Agencies/DoD Field Activities 

Jay Lane, Director, Finance and Accounting, Office of the Inspector General, DoD 
Robert Lieberman, Deputy Inspector General, DoD 
David Steensma, Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD 

Congressional Committees 

Dionel Aviles, Professional Staff Member, House Committee on Armed Services 
Larry Lanzillotta, Professional Staff Member, Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Peter Levine, Professional Staff Member, Senate Committee on Armed Services 

Other Federal Departments/Agencies 

Sean O'Keefe, Deputy Director, Office of Management and Budget, Nominee 

Private Sector 

Gen (Retired) Richard Hearney, President, Chief Executive Officer, Business Executives 
for National Security 

Arnold Punaro, SR VP Corporate Development, SAIC 
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TO: Dov Zakheim 

(\,d1~ 
~~ 'fJ;p1a 

October 24, Foo~• 10:50 AM 

, 
,· 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld )f' 
~tv/ ,,~ 

9J 
...c. 
() 

SUBJECT: Reimbursable Rates 

, , 
/ 

I just read your September 28 memo. I cannot tµiderstand it. Does that mean it 

includes healthcare for life or not? / 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
9/29/01 and 10/17/01 USD(C) memos to SecDef [UJ6278A/Ol, Ul 7525/01] 
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. . .. 

OR: 

FROM: 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 100 

INFO MEMO 

' ... 
~.~ •• ~ .,_ t " ... - ••• _ , •• ,_ 

"'''"1 (',-,-.., '"lr' f'H ')• 53 
!SECl)EftlASs 

OCT 2 3 2001 

September 28, 20011 :00 PM 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Dov S. Zakheim~ 

SUBJECT: Reimbursable Rates for Military Members Detailed outside the Department 

• Under applicable Federal law, reimbursable rates for military personnel detailed to 

other Federal agencies include indirect costs that bear a significant relationship to the 

cost of the detail. Allowable costs that may be billed include health care costs for 

active duty members and their dependents. 

• Updated cost factors, including health care related costs for active duty members and 

their dependents, were calculated for military members detailed to other federal 

agencies. These factors, which are charged in addition to pay and allowances, were 

calculated using applicable data from the fiscal year 2002 President's Budget. The 

result is that approximately an additional $6,500 per member for such costs will be 

charged as part of the reimbursable rates to be used when military personnel are 

Prepared by: Ms. Tina Jonas, 614-1529 

assigned to other federal agencies on a reimbursable basis. ·v ') 
( .~ j} .\ .. · y 

~ ,r / ,r I I \:>~ \ JJ' t 
)t-J ~ .. ~p,b (\'l.;f bi~~ 

SPL ASSISTANT 01 RITA .. _. · ro\ v 
SR MA GIAMBASTIANI 

MASUCCI 

EXECSEC WHITMORE 
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COMPTROLLER 

FOR: 

FROM: 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 200I OCT J 8 rn q: 08 
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301·1 lOOSECDEfHASSB 
OCT 23 2001 

INFO MEMO 

October 17, 200111 :00 PM 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Dov S. Zakheim ~ 18 1001 

SUBJECT: Reimbursable Rates for Military Members Detailed outside the Department 

• On the lnfonnation Memo for the Secretary of Defense dated September 28, 2001, 

you asked: "Does this account for TRICARE PLUS ("health care for life")? 

• Beginning in fiscal year 2003, the ''Department of Defense Medicare-eligible Retiree 

Health Care Fund" will be established. Annual payments to the Fund will be made 

from the Military Personnel appropriation for each active duty member to fund future 

benefits accrued for TRICARE for Life for current active duty members. These 

amounts will be included in the fiscal year 2003, and subsequent year, reimbursable 

rates for military personnel. 

• In fiscal year 2002, the Department's TRICARE for Life costs cover only current 

retirees, retiree family members and survivors who are Medicare-eligible. 

Accordingly, under applicable Federal law, TRI CARE for Life costs for current 

retirees, retiree family members and survivors who are Medicare-eligible cannot be 

included in the fiscal year 2002 reimbursable rates for active duty members detailed 

to other Federal Agencies. 

COORDINATION: None. 

Prepared by: Ms. Tina Jonas, 614-1529 

SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA 
SR MA GIAMBASTIANI 
MA BUCCI 
EXECSEC WHITMOR 
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I ,. 

COMPTROU.ER 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFE~~~~ c,.: l\ \: 
1 100 DE FEN SE PENTAGOl"'ilr..r:rr:-,.:,, '·1-' .-,- ---. ,- :·~ .,r. ~ 

WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1 · 1100'11- ,,,.., , · ~-- '-.,LI•. -

INFO MEMO 
iom ore -6 P~1 1 ~ sa 

December 5, 2001, 9:30 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Dov S. Zakheim~ 

SUBJECT: Gunship-Like Weapons 

• In a memo on November 8, Under Secretary Aldridge suggested four 
initiatives to meet the Department's need for ''more weapon systems like the 
AC- 130 [gunship], where the ordnance can be delivered in a more precise "" 
way ... " in that memo, Secretary Aldridge also noted that Air Force A-1 0 ~ 

J / 
( 1t~ A1 

attack aircraft "possess similar capabilities" to gunships. 

• The A-1 0 deserves further consideration in selected operations. 

• The annual operating cost of the A-1 0 is about one-third that of an AC-130 
($2.6 M vs. $7.4 M). New gunships also are costly ($190 M each). 

• The AC- 130 achieves greater precision than the A- IO when overflying targets 
and employing its unique downward firing guns. The A- 10 has greater 
survivability, with armor against ground fire (through 23-mm). 

• While considering gunship improvements, I suggest the following: 

Consider deploying some of the 246 A- IO type aircraft currently in 
combat units where its capabilities are appropriate. 

• Evaluate upgrading some A-1 Os with podded radars if an "in weather" 
capability is needed (A- IO has infrared sensors only). 

• Conduct an Analysis of Alternatives prior to any decision to retire the 
A-I Os earlier than their projected service life, ~tA'.: 

r t' U • The Air Force and Navy have ongoing UCA V demonstrations, but these 
/j j . projects have very limited funding. PA&E is preparing an issue paper for the f) f FY03 program review that will provide acceleration options, 

~A;~ ~~f~ 
~ (V 

SR MA 0tAM8AST1ANI 
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. • 
COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

cc: USD (AT&L) 

Prepared By: Barry D. Watts, 695-0971 
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To: Secretary of Defense 

From: PeteAldrid~, 

Subject: Gunship-Like Weapons 

You sent me a note stating ·'we need more weapon systems like the AC- 130, where the 
ordnance can be directed in a more precise way ........ " 1 agree, and this memo will 
describe what we are doing. 

Two general points. First, the use of the gunship requires air superiority, and some self 
defense capability from ground fire. The gunships have been used infrequently, and one 
could suspect that their proficiency has eroded over time. Second. the gunship's 
advantage is that it couples target identification, man-in-the-loop decision making and 
organic firepower in a single platform. The older Air Force A-1 Os possess similar 
capabilities. This leads me to suggest the following: 

--maximum the use of gunship crew training to enhance current 
effectiveness; 

--upgrade the current gunship fleet with additional capabilities, such as 
small UA Vs and air-to-surface missiles, to augment their guns and 
cannons (we have been in contact with the SOF at Hulbert AFB to start 
such a program); 

--augment the gunships with UCAVs, but this will take some time to get 
the UCA Vs of sufficient size even to achieve a fraction of the kill 
capability of the AC-130 ( we arc current(yworking on 3000 pound 
payload UCAVs); 

--refine the target kill chain-target ID, decision and rapid target 
destruction-to "mimic" the gunship in its operation, requiring an 
integrated approach sensors, decision making and lethality (we have a 
Time Sensitive Target Study underway to do this). 

For Information Only. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Pete Aldridge 

Donald Rums~ 

SUBJECT: Weapon Systems 

October 30, 2001 3:09 PM 

We need more weapon systems that are like the AC-130, where the ordnance can 

be directed in a more precise way than can some of our other platforms and 

weapons. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
IOlOOt-56 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ple~e respond by ________ _ 
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TO: Andy Marshall 

FROM: Donald RurnsfelFfl 

SUBJECT: Threat Analysis 

February 27, 2001 5:07 PM 

I asked the DCI to give me an unclassified version of his threat analysis that he 
presented to the Congress earlier this month. Here it is. I don't know but what 
possibly a few of these thoughts might fit into the front piece of your paper. 
Regards. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
022701-30 
***************************************************************** 

DATE/TIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE: 
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Unclassified 

DCl'S WORLDWIDE THREAT BRIEFING: NATIONAL SECURITY IN A 
CHANGING WORLD 

KEY POINTS: 

We are facing a world in which the US, as the sole military and economic superpower, 

must stand vigilant against both traditional threats-such as ethnic, ideological, and 

religious extremism-as well as the new uncertainties that stem from the effects of 

globalization. 

• The threat of terrorist attacks on US facilities and interests has come to the fore. We 

are seeing increased networking and cooperation among terrorist groups which makes 

the threat more pervasive and harder to track, raising the likelihood of surprise and 

making it more difficult to assign responsibility and to take action All the same, we 

believe that Osama bin Ladin and his associates remain the most immediate and 

serious threat. 

• We see a worsening trend in the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and 

delivery systems. We continue to face ballistic missile threats from a variety of 

actors beyond Russia and China-specifically, North Korea, probably Iran, and 

possibly Iraq. The threat from new or nontraditional suppliers is growing as 

successful WMD programs-notably Russia's, China's, and North Korea's-pass on 

their technology to other would-be proliferants. There is also great potential of 
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Unclassified 

"secondary proliferation" from maturing state-sponsored programs such as those in 

Pakistan, Iran, and India. 

• No country in the world rivals the US in its reliance, dependence, and dominance of 

information systems. Computer-based information operations could provide our 

adversaries with an asymmetric response to US military superiority by giving them 

the potential to degrade or circumvent our advantage in conventional military power. 

Moreover, cyber attacks can be launched from anywhere in the world. 

• International organized crime and drug trafficking syndicates are becoming more 

capable as they take advantage of technology and the globalizing economy. In 

particular, we are focused on the progress of Plan Colombia; Mexican President 

Fox's efforts to rein in the Mexican drug-trafficking organizations; and Afghanistan's 

surging opium poppy crop. 

• Looking regionally, developments in the Middle East are key. The violence 

between the Israelis and the Palestinians has cast uncertainty on the prospects 

for a near-term peace agreement. Other trends, such as limited prospects for 

economic development, population pressures, and exploding popular access to 

information will also be at work and are likely to have profound long-term effects on 

the region. 
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Unclassified 

• Iraq, Iran, China, North Korea, and Russia remain key strategic challenges: 

Saddam Hussein has grown more confident in his ability to hold on to his power. In 

Iran, prospects for near-term political reform are receding, China continues its pursuit 

of great power status. P'yongyang's bold diplomatic outreach to the international 

community and engagement with South Korea reflect a significant change in strategy. 

Finally, Russian President Putin wants to restore some aspects of the Soviet past

status as a great power, strong central authority, and a stable and predictable 

society-sometimes at the expense of neighboring states or the civil rights of 

individual Russians. 

• The Balkan countries continue to be fraught with turmoil and it remains an open 

question when-or whether-they will be able to stand on their own. And in South 

Asia, relations between India and Pakistan remain volatile, making the risk of 

war between these two nuclear-armed adversaries unacceptably high. 
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August 1, 2001 8:28 AM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Doug Feith 

Donald Rumsfeld~ 
,. 

SUBJECT: Meetings with the Russians 

It seems to me that one of the first things we need to do is establish a public 
relations/public affairs policy, or at least discuss it and see if they want to. 

I have been noting that both sides get beaten up in the press and then feel a need to ) 
respond. My instinct is to play it down the center. When it is all over, either we 
will have a good arrangement that we both like, or we won't. If we do, if we play 
it down the center heading that way, we wil1 not bias it either way-that it looks 
like it is going one way or another, or this thing is being discussed, or something 
else is being discussed. At the end, the truth will prevail. 

From our standpoint, we have no intention of trying to manipulate our press, the 
Russian press or the world press to our advantage during this period. My instinct 
is to just demonstrate a seriousness of purpose to try to sort through this. To the 
extent statements are made, my instinct would be that we should talk to each other 
before they are made, to the extent possible, and stick fairly close to the center of 
the lane. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
080101-2 
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Foreign Media Item 
Foreign BrosdcBst l11/lJ1'mation Service 

RUSSIA: AFP: No Compromise With US on ABM Treaty: Russian Defense Minister 
WAX200I 0731000038 Paris AFP in English 0254 GMT 31 Jul 01 

[FBIS Transcribed Textj MOSCOW, July 3 I (AFP) · Moscow is not prepared to make 
any concessions on the Anti-Ballistic.: Missile accord which bars Washington from 
building a missile defense shield, Russian Defense minister Sergey Ivanov said Tuesday. 

Reports in the Russian press last week that Russia was ready to strike a deal with the 
United States to amend the cornerstone ] 972 ABM agreement which both countries 
signed in 1972 "are not in the least justified;' ]vanov told the Jnterfax news agency. 

"There exists no agreement between Russia and the United States on anti-missile 
defense or strategic offensive weapons, since there haven't been any negotiations to speak 
of so far," Jvanov said. 

"We are waiting for the United States to tell us what it is they have in mind when they 
talk about this limited missile defense shield they plan to build," he added. 

The United States intends to build a national missile defense system (NMD), at odds 
with the ABM Treaty, which it says would protect it from attacks from so-called "rogue 
states" like North Korea or Tran, but would not be able to stop Russian missiles . 

US National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice was in Moscow last week in a bid to 
impress on Russia the need to move beyond the ABM agreement. 

Moscow declared on Friday that Rice had offered no new or convincing arguments in 
favor of missile defense and that Russia remained strictly opposed to the idea . 
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TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 'TJ "
SUBJECT: Mubarak 

September 13, 2001 1:27 PM 

Please look at the statement from Mubarak. It is inexcusable. 

And we give him hundreds of millions in aid? Even Syria was better. 

Don't forget. 

Attach. 
FBJS-FMN 01-377 

DHR:dh 
091301-3 

-
v'\ 

--w 
~ 
() -

U12730 /02 
11-L-0559/0SD/1344 



,,... 
- ' 

f 

11 September 2001 
FBIS-FMN 01-377 

Foreign Media Note 
[Note: Th;s FMN is based on information m:ai/able as of 1800 Tuesday} 

International Media Reaction to Bombings in New York, Washington, DC (#2) 

Palestinians Following the attacks, hundreds of Palestinians rejoiced in the streets of 
East Jerusalem, Ram'allah, and other parts of the West Bank, dancing and distributing 
candy to passers by. Similar celebrations were also observed in Lebanon in the Ayn al
Hilwah and Shatila refugee camps with Palestinians in the streets saying, "this is a blow 
to the Great Satan for supporting Israel'' (Tel Aviv Ynet; BBC; CNN). 

• HAM AS spiritual leader Shaykh Ahmad Yasin declared "there is no doubt that this is 
the outcome of the injustice that the US exercises against the oppressed people in the 
world ... we are against harming civilians and we do not support attacks against 
defenseless people, but we say that the US must review its calculations" (Al-Jazirah). 

• Palesti,iia,i Liberation Fro,it official Dr. Wasil Abu-Yusuf said, "what takes place 
today is a reaction to the US policies that are hostile to the rights of people under 
occupation in the Third World, particularly in Palestine. We can say that today's 
incidents are the result of the policy that is completely biased toward the Jewish 
State" (Quds Press). 

Israel In a televised address this evening, Prime Minister Sharon declared that Israel 
will observe tomorrow a "national day of mourning and solidarity" with the American 
people. 

• Defense Minister Ben-Eli' ezer said "radical Islamic terrorism is the central 
international threat today to the countries of the free world, because its goal is to 
smash and destroy all values of democratic.: governments and western societies'' 
(Ha'aretz). 

Saudi Arabia Although the Saudi Press Agency (SPA) cited a "responsible source'' as 
condemning the attacks, as of 2 I 20 GMT, no Saudi official has been observed to 
comment on them. According to SPA, Saudi Crown Prince Abdallah Bin-Abd-al-Aziz 
met in Jedda today with Sudanese President Umar Hasan Al Bashir, but the news agency 

id not report any comment by the Crown Prince on the attacks. 

Egypt Egyptian President Mubarak, asked in an interview if today's bombings would 
have any consequences on the Mideast situation, replied: "I cannot say anything now. 
They [the USl have a problem. They have a disaster and we cannot talk about this issue 
at all. When they collect themselves and assert their position we will talk" (Arab 
Republic of Egypt Radio). 

This foreign media note is based exclusively on the content and behavior of selected foreign 
public media. It is issued without coordination with other U.S. Government components. 



TO: 

FROM: 

Steve Ht:rbits .Cf/fr' ln 
Donald Rumsfeld~ 

April 30, 2001 6:09 PM 

SUBJECT: Global Threat 

Here are the global threat papers by Admiral Wilson and George Tenet, Please 
take a look at both of them and tell me whether or not you think they fit with the 
threat assessment that is being prepared for the ballistic missile defense threat 
assessment. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
3/1/01 Wilson memo to SecDef w/ 3/6/01 Testimony and 2/26/01 Tenet Testimony 

DHR:dh 
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DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Washington, D.C 20340-0001 

C3.3))1 
U-029/DR 1 March 2001 

To: SECDEF DEPSECDEF 

Subject: Global Threat Testimony 

1. Attached is my unclassified Statement for the Record 
(SFR) for the 6 March Senate Armed Services Committee 
(SASC) hearing on the worldwide threat through 2015. The 
product is to be delivered to the Hill on 2 March. The 
Director of Central Intelligence is the lead witness for this 
closed hearing. I will testify as a supporting witness. We 
have also submitted this statement to the OSD/Directorate for 
Freedom of Information and Security Review. 

2. A summary of my statement is as follows: The United 
States continues to face an array of security challenges. 
Transnational issues -- terrorism, proliferation, and crime -
may become more difficult to address due to globalization. 
Continuing global turmoil will foster complex operating 
environments and spur adversary use of asymmetric 
approaches, including those designed to attack our homeland 
and critical infrastructure. Russia and China will retain 
strategic threat capabilities. North Korea, probably Iran, and 
possibly Iraq will field intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
Finally, potential regional foes will maintain large 
conventional forces augmented by weapons of mass 
destruction, longer-range missiles, and selected 21st Century 
technologies. This is an updated statement from the one 
prepared for an earlier SASC hearing that was cancelled. The 
updated statement responds to the Committee's desire for the 
SFR to include the defense intelligence community's 
readiness 11 to evaluate these emerging, evolving threats11

• 
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It also includes an introduction to the community's "Four 
Thrusts" initiative. 

3. I anticipate questions covering the full range of threats, 
with emphasis placed on the asymmetric threat. Chairman 
Warner created the Emerging Threats and Capabilities 
Subcommittee specifically because of his interest in new, 
unconventional threats. His high interest in the USS Cole 
attack reinforces this expectation. Also, I anticipate 
significant questioning related to the relative probabilities of 
attack on the U.S. by ballistic missiles versus various forms 
of terrorist attack or cyber warfare. 

cc: 
USD(A&T) 
USD(P) 
ASD(C31) 
ASD(LA) 
ASD(PA) 
DASD(I) 

16( 

T OMAS R. WILSON 
Vice Admiral, USN 
Director 

11-L-0559/0SD/1350 



Global Threats and Challenges Through 2015 

Vice Admiral Thomas R. Wilson 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 

Statement for the Record 
Senate Armed Services Committee 

6 March 2001 
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The Emerging Global Security Environment 

'What's past is prologue" Shakespeare wrote. Those words have 

relevance today with respect to the recent and future global security 

environment. The 1990s were a time of transition and turmoil as familiar Cold 

War issues, precepts, structures, and strategies gave way to new security 

paradigms and problems. That tra·nsition continues, with the end nowhere in 

sight. In fact, I expect the next 1 O to 15 years to be at least as turbulent, if not 

more so. The basic forces bringing stress and change to the international order 

- some of them outlined below - will remain largely at work, and no power, 

circumstance, or condition is likely to emerge capable of overcoming these and 

creating a more stable global environment. 

Globalization - defined here as the increasing (and increasingly less 

restricted) flow of money, people, information, technology, ideas, etc. throughout 

the world - remains an important, and perhaps even the dominant, influence. 

Globalization is generally a positive force that will leave most of the world's 

people better off. But in some ways, globalization will exacerbate local and 

regional tensions, increase the prospects and capabilities for conflict, and 

empower those who would do us harm. For instance, the globalization of 

technology and information - especially regarding weapons of mass destruction 

(WMD) and advanced conventional weapons - will increasingly accord smaller 

states, groups, and individuals destructive capabilities previously limited to major 

world powers. Encouraging and consolidating the positive aspects of 

globalization, while managing and containing its 'downsides,' will be a continuing 

challenge. 

Globalization is independent of any national policy and can weaken the 

power of governments to control events within and beyond their borders. 

Nevertheless, many individuals, groups, and states equate globalization to 

'Americanization' .•• that is, the expansion, consolidation, and perceived 

dominance of US power, values, ideals, culture, and institutions. This dynamic -
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in which the US is seen as both a principal proponent for and key benefactor of 

globalization - and the global reaction to it, will underpin many of the security 

challenges we face during the first two decades of the 21 51 century. 

Not everyone shares our particular view of the future and disaffected states, 

groups, and individuals will remain an important factor and a key challenge for 

US policy. 

• Some (e.g. Iran, various terrorists, and other criminal groups) simply reject or 

fear our values and goals. They will continue to exploit certain aspects of 

globalization, even as they try to fend off some of its consequences (like 

openness and increased global connectivity). They will frequently engage in 

violence - targeting our policies, facilities, interests, and personnel - to 

advance their interests and undermine ours. 

• Others, either unable or unwilling to share in the benefits of globalization, will 

face deepening economic stagnation, political instability, and cultural 

alienation. These conditions will create fertile ground for political, ethnic, 

ideological, and religious extremism. For many of those 'left behind,' the US 

will be viewed as a primary source of their troubles and a primary target of 

their frustration. 

• Still others will, at times, simply resent (or be envious of) US power and 

perceived hegemony, and will engage in 'milder' forms of anti-US rhetoric and 

behavior. As a consequence, we are likely to confront temporary anti-US 

'coalitions' organized or spontaneously forming to combat or rally against a 

specific US policy initiative or action. 

Global demographic trends remain a factor. World population will 

increase by more than a billion by 2015, with 95 percent of that growth occurring 

in the developing world. Meanwhile developing-world urbanization will continue, 

with some 20-30 million of the world's poorest people migrating to urban areas 

each year. These trends will have profound implications that will vary by country 

and region. Poorer states, or those with weak governance, will experience 
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additional strains on their resources, infrastructures, and leadership. Many will 

struggle to cope, some will undoubtedly fail. At the same time, some advanced 

and emerging market states - including key European and Asian allies - will be 

forced to reexamine longstanding political, social, and cultural precepts as they 

attempt to overcome the challenges of rapidly aging populations and declining 

workforce cohorts. In these and other cases, demographic pressures will remain 

a potential source of stress and instability. 

Rapid technology development and proliferation - particularly with 

respect to information, processing, and communications technologies, 

biotechnology, advanced materials and manufacturing, and weapons (especially 

weapons of mass destruction) -will continue to have a profound impact on the 

way people live, think, work, organize, and fight. The globalization of technology, 

the integration and fusion of various technological advancements, and 

unanticipated applications of emerging technologies, make it difficult to predict 

the technological future. Regarding military technology, two other trends -

constrained global defense spending, and the changing global armaments 

industry - will affect the nature of future conflict. 

• Global defense spending dropped some 50% during the past decade and, 

with the exception of Asia, is likely to remain limited for some time to come. 

This trend will continue to have multiple impacts. First, both adversaries and 

allies are not likely to keep pace with the US military (despite our own 

spending limitations). This will continue to spur foes toward asymmetric 

options, widen the capability gap between US and allied forces, reduce the 

number of allied redundant systems, and increase the demand on unique US 

force capabilities. Additional, longer-term impacts - on global defense 

technology development and proliferation, and on US-allied defense industrial 

consolidation, cooperation, and technological competitiveness - are likely, 

though difficult to foresee. 

• Limited defense budgets, declining arms markets, and the globalization of 

technology are leading to a more competitive global armaments industry. In 
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this environment, with many states attempting to diversify either export 

markets or sources of arms, technology transfer restrictions and arms 

embargoes will be more difficult to maintain. Military technology diffusion is a 

certainty. Advantages will accrue to states with strong commercial 

technology sectors, the 'adaptiveness' to successfully link civilian 

technologies to defense programs, and the foresight to accurately anticipate 

future warfare requirements. China is one state that meets these criteria, and 

pursues an aggressive, systematic, comprehensive, and well-integrated 

technology acquisition strategy. 

• While the US will remain in the vanguard of technological prowess, some 

aspects of our general military-technological advantage are likely to erode, 

and some technological surprises will undoubtedly occur. But we cannot be 

very specific about which technologies will 'show up' ... in what quantities ... 

in the hands of which adversaries ... or how those technologies may be 

applied in innovative ways. 

The complex integration of these factors with other 'second and third 

order' trends and consequences - including the frequency, intensity, and brutality 

of ethnic conflict, local resource shortages, natural disasters, epidemics, mass 

migrations, and limited global response capabilities - portend an extremely 

dynamic, complex, and uncertain global future. Consider for instance the 

significant doubts we face today concerning the likely directions of Russia, China, 

Europe, the Middle East, and the Korean peninsula. Developments in each of 

these key states and regions will go a long way toward defining the 21st century 

security envirohment, but outcomes are simply too tough to call. This complexity 

humbles those of us charged with making judgments about the future and makes 

specific 'point-projections' of the future threat less meaningful. It is perhaps more 

useful for us to identify some of the more troubling potential circumstances, and 

broadly define the kinds of challenges we are most likely to encounter. 

5 
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Key Near Term Concerns 

While specific threats are impossible to predict, and new threats and 

challenges can arise almost without warning in today's environment, over the 

next 12-24 months, I am most concerned about the following potential situations. 

• A major terrorist attack against United States interests, either here or 

abroad, perhaps with a weapon designed to produce mass casualties. 

Terrorism remains the 'asymmetric approach of choice' and many terrorist 

groups have both the capability and desire to harm us. Terrorism is the most 

likely direct threat to US interests worldwide. I will discuss the terrorist threat 

in more detail a little later on. 

• Worsening conditions in the Middle East. An expansion of Israeli-

Palestinian violence and the complete collapse of the Middle East peace 

process would have numerous troubling implications: 

• An increased risk of anti-American violence - particularly terrorism. 

• An increased risk of a wider regional conflict. 

• Intensified Iraqi efforts to exploit the conflict to gain relief from sanctions. 

• An increased chance that Iraq will be successful in gaining widespread 

support for lifting UN sanctions ... a development that would likely strain 

our relations with regional and European allies, allow Iraq to rearm more 

rapidly, and ultimately, threaten the foundation of our Middle Eastern 

policy. 

• Dramatic changes on the Korean peninsula ... either a breakdown in 

rapprochement and a return to an increased threat of war, or, less likely, an 

accelerated move toward reunification whose impact catches regional powers 

unprepared. 

• An expanded military conflict between India and Pakistan over Kashmir 

... with the potential for a nuclear exchange. Both sides operate from 'zero

sum perspectives,' retain large forces, in close proximity, across a tense line 

of control. The potential for mistake and miscalculation remains relatively 
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high. Meanwhile, both continue to pursue a wide range of WMD and missile 

programs. 

• Intensifying disagreements with Russia (over National Missile Defense, 

the ABM Treaty, European security issues, etc.) spurred by President Putin's 

more assertive and potentially confrontational foreign policy. 

• Increased anti-American violence and regional instability as Colombian 

insurgents and drug traffickers react to the implementation of Plan Colombia. 

• Another outbreak of violence in the Balkans ... between Belgrade and 

Montenegro and/or Belgrade and Kosovo .•. as these smaller territories 

continue their demands for increased autonomy or independence. 

• Conflict between China and Taiwan. , . resulting from increased pressure 

by Beijing for reunification or a more assertive stance from Taiwan on 

independence. 

Longer-Term Threats and Challenges 

Beyond these immediate concerns, I have a long list of more enduring 

potential threats and challenges. Some of these are in the category of 'the cost 

of doing business' in that they are generally a consequence of our unique power 

and position and will exist so long as we remain globally engaged. Others are 

more a reflection of the complex mix of political, social, economic, technological, 

and military conditions that characterize today's world. Still others reflect more 

direct anti-American sentiments held by various nations, groups, and individuals. 

While none of these individual challenges is as directly threatening to the US as 

the Soviet Union was during the Cold War, collectively they form a significant 

barrier to our goals for the future. 

Engagement challenges 
So long as the global security environment remains turbulent and the US 

retains (and remains willing to exercise) unique leadership and response 

capabilities, we will likely experience a high demand for military, diplomatic, and 

intelligence engagement. Global turbulence could spawn a spectrum of potential 
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conflict ranging from larger-scale combat contingencies, through containment 

deployments, peace operations, and humanitarian relief operations. Such wide

ranging contingencies would pose diverse challenges for our defense and 

intelligence services. 

First, 'engagement contingencies' will generally occur toward the lower 

end of the conflict spectrum, in less-developed nations. As a consequence, they 

will frequently require our forces to operate in challenging 'asymmetric 

environments' (urban centers, or remote, austere, or otherwise underdeveloped 

areas with limited infrastructures, inadequate health and sanitation facilities, high 

levels of industrial or other toxic contamination, etc.). These environments will 

present unique deployment, operational, intelligence, and logistical problems that 

may limit many of our 'information age' force advantages. Similarly, such 

contingencies will, more often than not, pit us against adversaries who are likely 

to employ a variety of asymmetric approaches to offset our general military 

superiority. (I will address some of these in the following section). 

Another consequence of high levels of peacetime engagement is 

increased operations (and personnel) tempo (OPTEMPO) for both our military 

and intelligence services. High OPTEMPO strains equipment, resources, and 

personnel, reduces time for 'normal' activities such as training, education & 

maintenance, disrupts personnel and unit rotation cycles, and stresses 

personnel. These impacts are cumulative, worsening over time. Speaking 

strictly from the intelligence perspective, I was very concerned during the recent 

Kosovo Qampaign that we would have had a tough time supporting another major 

crisis, should one have arisen. Additionally, as a manager of intelligence 

resources, 1 remain concerned that our intelligence capability is being stretched 

'a mile wide and an inch deep.' Prioritizing our efforts against the most important 

threats ... maintaining focus on those ... doing the research, data base 

maintenance, and long term analytic projects required to maintain our analytic 
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depth ..• and generally being proactive instead of reactive ... are all more difficult 

to do in a high tempo security environment. 

Finally, high levels of peacetime engagement can limit our flexibility and 

extend our response times because committed forces, personnel, and resources 

are not easily extracted and readily available for new contingencies. In fact, it 

may be that on a daily basis, our simultaneous involvement in 'many lesser 

crises' equates to a 'major theater war' contingency ... in terms of our available 

resources and capabilities. 

Asymmetric challenges 
Our future opponents- from states to drug lords- are likely to be smart 

and adaptive. Recognizing our general military superiority, they will avoid 

engaging 'on our terms,' opting instead to pursue strategies designed to render 

our military power indecisive or irrelevant to their operations and objectives. 

They will make the effort (intelligence work) to understand how we think, 

organize, command, and operate ... will attempt to identify our strengths, 

weaknesses, and potential vulnerabilities ... and will pursue a variety of generally 

lower~cost operational and technological initiatives which they hope will achieve 

disproportionate (especially psychological) results. They seek capabilities that 

we are either unwilling or unable to counter, thereby either denying our 

leadership the 'military option,' or forcing us to 'disengage' before they are 

defeated. At the worst, asymmetric approaches threaten to undermine the 'full 

spectrum dominance' envisioned in our Joint Vision 2020 concept. 

While specific adversaries, objectives, targets, and means of attac~ will 

vary widely from situation to situation, I think most asymmetric approaches will fit 

generally into five broad, overlapping categories: 

• Counter will ... designed to make us 'not come, or go home early' ... by 

severing the 'continuity of will' between the US national leadership, the 

military, the people, our allied and coalition partners, and world public opinion. 
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• Counter access, .. designed to deny US (allied) forces easy access to key 

theaters, ports, bases, facilities, air, land, and sea approaches, etc. 

• Counter precision engagement ... designed to defeat or degrade US 

precision intelligence and attack capabilities. 

• Counter protection . .. designed to increase US (allied) casualties and, in 

some cases, directly threaten the US homeland. 

• Counter information . . . designed to prevent us from attaining information 

and decision superiority. 

Beyond these broader generalizations, I have highlighted below several 

types of asymmetric approaches we are most likely to encounter during the next 

10-15 years. 

Terrorism, Terrorism remains the most significant asymmetric threat to 

our interests at home and abroad. This threat will grow as disgruntled groups 

and individuals focus on America as the source of their troubles. Most anti-US 

terrorism will be regional and based on perceived racial, ethnic or religious 

grievances. Terrorism will tend to occur in urban centers, often capitals. Our 

overseas military presence and our military's status as a symbol of US power, 

interests, and influence can make it a target. However, in many cases, increased 

security at US military and diplomatic facilities will drive terrorists to attack 'softer' 

targets such as private citizens or commercial interests. The characteristics of 

the most effective terrorist organizations - highly compartmented operations 

planning, good cover and security, extreme suspicion of outsiders, and 

ruthlessness - make them very difficult intelligence targets. Middle East-based 

terrorist groups will remain the most important threat, but our citizens, facilities, 

and interests will be targeted worldwide. State sponsors (primarily Iran) and 

individuals with the financial means (such as Usama bin Ladin) will continue to 

provide much of the economic and technological support needed by terrorists. A 

move toward 'higher-casualty attacks' is predictable as globalization provides 

10 
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terrorists access to more destructive conventional weapons technologies and 

WMO. 

lnforma lion Operations. Information operations can involve many 

components including electronic warfare, psychological operations, physical 

attack, denial and deception, computer network attack, and the use of more 

exotic technologies such as directed energy weapons or electromagnetic pulse 

weapons. Adversaries recognize our civilian and military reliance on advanced 

information technologies and systems, and understand that information 

superiority provides the US unique capability advantages. Many also assess that 

the real center of gravity for US military actions is US public opinion. 

Accordingly, numerous potential foes are pursuing infonnation operations 

capabilities as relatively low cost means to undermine domestic and international 

support for US actions, to attack key parts of the US national infrastructure, or to 

preclude (or make more difficult) our attainment of information superiority. The 

threat from information operations will grow significantly during the next decade 

or so. 

• Computer network operations, for instance, offer new options for attacking the 

United States ... potentially anonymously and with selective (including non

lethal) effects. Attacks can be focused against our traditional continental 

sanctuary, or designed to slow or disrupt the mobilization, deployment, 

combat operations, and resupply of US military forces. Software tools for 

network intrusion and disruption are becoming globally available over the 

Internet, providing almost any interested US adversary a basic computer 

network (cyber) exploitation or attack capability. To date, however, the skills 

and effort needed for adversaries to use tools and technology effectively -

such as intensive reconnaissance of US target networks, for example -

remain important limits on foreign cyber attack capabilities. 

WMD and Missile Proliferation. Many potential adversaries believe they 

can preclude US force options and offset US conventional military superiority by 
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developing WMD and missiles. Others are motivated more by regional threat 

perceptions. In either case, the pressure to acquire WMD and missiles is high, 

and, unfortunately, globalization creates an environment more amenable to 

proliferation activities. Some 25 countries now possess - or are in the process of 

acquiring and developing - WMD or missiles. Meanwhile, a variety of non~state 

actors are showing increasing interest. New alliances have formed, providing 

pooled resources for developing these capabilities, while technological advances 

and global economic conditions have made it easier to transfer materiel and 

expertise. The basic sciences necessary to produce these weapons are widely 

understood. Most of the technology is readily available, and the raw materials 

are common. All told, the global WMD/missile threat to US and allied territory, 

interests, forces, and facilities will increase significantly. 

• Russia, China, and Nonh Korea remain the 'WMD and missile' suppliers of 

primary concern. Russia, for instance, has exported ballistic missile and 

nuclear technology to Iran ... China has provided missile and other 

assistance to Iran and Pakistan ... and North Korea remains a key source for 

ballistic missiles and related components and materials. Over time, as other 

nations (such as Iran) acquire more advanced capabilities, they too are likely 

to become important proliferators. 

• Several states of concern - particularly Iran and Iraq - could acquire nuclear 

weapons during the next decade or so, and some existing nuclear states -

India and Pakistan, for instance -will undoubtedly increase their inventories. 

• Chemical and biological weapons are generally easier to develop, hide, and 

deploy than nuclear weapons and will be readily available to those with the 

will and resources to attain them. More than two dozen states or non·state 

groups either have, or have an interest in acquiring, chemical weapons, and 

there are a dozen countries believed to have biological warfare programs. I 

expect chemical and biological weapons to be widely proliferated, and they 

could well be used in a regional conflict or terrorist attack over the next 15 

years. 
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• The potential development/acquisition of intercontinental missiles by several 

states of concern - especially North Korea, Iran, and Iraq- could 

fundamentally alter the strategic threat. Meanwhile, longer-range theater (up 

to 3,000 km) ballistic and cruise missile technology proliferation is a growing 

challenge. The numbers of these systems will increase significantly during 

the next 15 years. So too will their accuracy and destructive impact. 

The Foreign Intelligence Threat. Adversaries hoping to employ 

asymmetric approaches against the United States need detailed intelligence on 

US decision-making, operational concepts, capabilities, shortcomings, and 

vulnerabilities. Consequently, we continue to face extensive intelligence threats 

from a large number of foreign nations and sub-national entities including 

terrorists, international criminal organizations, foreign commercial enterprises, 

and other disgruntled groups and individuals. These intelligence efforts are 

generally targeted against our national security policy-making apparatus, national 

infrastructure, military plans, personnel, and capabilities. and our critical 

technologies. While foreign states - particularly Russia and China - present the 

biggest intelligence threat, all our adversaries are likely to exploit technological 

advances to expand their collection activities. Moreover, the open nature of our 

society, and increasing ease with which money, technology, information, and 

people move around the globe in the modem era, make effective 

counterintelligence and security that much more complex and difficult to achieve. 

Cover, Concealment, Camouflage, Denial and Deception (C3D2). 

Many potential adversaries- nations, groups. and individuals- are undertaking 

more and increasingly sophisticated C3D2 operations against the United States. 

These efforts are generally designed to hide key activities, facilities, and 

capabilities (e.g. mobilization or attack preparations, WMD programs, advanced 

weapons systems developments, treaty noncompliance, etc.) from US 

intelligence, to manipulate US perceptions and assessments of those programs, 

and to protect key capabilities from US precision strike platforms. Foreign 
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knowledge of US intelligence and military operations capabilities is essential to 

effective C3D2. Advances in satellite warning capabilities, the growing 

availability of camouflage, concealment, deception, and obscurant materials, 

advanced technology for and experience with building underground facilities, and 

the growing use of fiber optics and encryption, will increase the C302 challenge. 

Counter-Space Capabilities. The US reliance on ( and advantages in) 

the use of space platforms is well known by our potential adversaries. Many are 

attempting to reduce this advantage by developing capabilities to threaten US 

space assets, in particular through denial and deception, signal jamming, and 

ground segment attack. A number of countries are interested in or experimenting 

with a variety of technologies that could be used to develop counter-space 

capabilities. These efforts could result in improved systems for space object 

tracking, electronic warfare or jamming, and directed energy weapons. China 

and Russia have across-the board programs underway, and other smaller states 

and non-state entities are pursuing more limited - though potentially effective -

approaches. By 2015, future adversaries will be able to employ a wide variety of 

means to disrupt, degrade, or defeat portions of the US space support system. 

Threats to Critical Infrastructure. Many adversaries believe the best 

way to avoid, deter, or offset US military superiority is to develop a capability to 

threaten the US homeland. In addition to more traditional strategic nuclear 

threats (discussed below), our national infrastructure is vulnerable to disruptions 

by other forms of physical and computer attack. The interdependent nature of 

the infrastructure creates even more of a vulnerability. Foreign states have the 

greatest attack potential (in terms of resources and capabilities), but the most 

immediate and serious threat today is from insiders, terrorists, criminals, and 

other small groups or individuals carrying out well-coordinated strikes against 

selected critical nodes. 
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Criminal Challenges 

International criminal activity of all kinds will continue to plague US 

interests. I am very concerned about the growing sophistication of criminal 

groups and individuals and their increasing potential to exploit certain aspects of 

globalization for their own gain. The potential for such groups to usurp power, or 

undermine social and economic stability is likely to increase. 

• International drug cultivation, production, transport, and use will remain a 

major problem. The connection between drug cartels, corruption, and outright 

insurgency will likely increase (witness Colombia) as drug money provides an 

important funding source for all types of criminal and anti-government activity. 

Emerging democracies and economically strapped states will be particularly 

susceptible. The drug trade will continue to produce tensions between and 

among drug producing, transport, and user nations. 

• I am also increasingly concerned about other forms of international criminal 

activity - for instance, 'cyber-criminals' who attempt to exploit the electronic 

underpinnings of the global financial, commercial, and capital market 

systems, and nationally based 'mafia' groups who seek to undermine 

legitimate governments in states like Russia and Nigeria. Globally, criminal 

cartels are becoming more sophisticated at exploiting technology, developing 

or taking control of legitimate commercial activities, and seeking to directly 

influence - through infiltration, manipulation, and bribery - local, state, and 

national governments, legitimate transnational organizations, and businesses. 

Increased cooperation between independent criminal elements, including 

terrorist organizations, is likely. Greater interaction among the US military, 

the Intelligence Community, and other federal agencies will be required to 

counter this growing threat. 

Strategic challenges 

Beyond the asymmetric and infrastructure threats to our homeland outlined 

above, we will continue to face an array of more traditional, albeit evolving, 
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strategic threats. Under virtually any circumstance short of state failure, Russia 

will maintain a viable strategic nuclear force. Moscow has begun deployment of 

the new SS-27 ICBM and has upgrades to this missile and several other systems 

under development. While strategic forces retain their priority, they have not 

been immune to the problems affecting the rest of the Russian military. System 

aging, chronic underfunding, and arms control agreements ensure that Russian 

strategic warhead totals will continue to decline-from some 5,000 today to a 

future force perhaps under 1,500 warheads (depending on arms control treaties, 

decisions we make about missile defense, the state of the Russian economy, 

Russian perceptions of other strategic threats, etc). 

At the same time, for at least the next decade or so, Moscow will rely 

increasingly on nuclear weapons to compensate for its diminished conventional 

capability. This policy - published in the October 1999 Russian Military Doctrine 

statement and reiterated in January and April 2000 - lowers the theoretical 

threshold for Russian use of nuclear weapons. One additional concern, which 

will remain with us so long as Russia remains in some turmoil, is the potential for 

a Russian nuclear weapon (or more likely, nuclear material) to be stolen by or 

otherwise diverted to a state of concern, a terrorist group, or other criminal 

organization. 

One of Beijing's top military priorities is to strengthen and modernize its 

small, dated strategic nuclear deterrent. While the ultimate extent of China's 

strategic modernization is difficult to forecast, the number, reliability, survivability, 

and accuracy of Chinese strategic missiles capable of hitting the US will increase 

during the next 20 years. We know little about China's concepts for nuclear 

weapons use, especially with respect to Beijing's views on the role and utility of 

strategic weapons in an international crisis involving important Chinese interests 

(e.g. Taiwan or the Korean peninsula). 

• China currently has about 20 CSS~4 ICBMs with a range of over 13,000 km. 

Several new strategic missile systems are under development, including two 

16 

11-L-0559/0SD/1366 



new road-mobile solid-propellant ICBMs. One of these, the 8,000 km DF-31 , 

was successfully flight-tested in 1999 and 2000. Another, longer-range 

mobile ICBM will likely be tested within the next several years. 

• China currently has a single XIA class SSBN, which is not operational. It is 

intended to carry 12 CSS-NX-3 missiles (with ranges exceeding 1,000 km). 

China is developing a new SSBN and an associated SLBM (the 8,000+ km 

JL-2). These systems will likely be developed and tested later this decade. 

• China also has upgrade programs for associated command, control, 

communications and other related strategic force capabilities. 

Beyond China and Russia, several states - especially North Korea and, 

later on, Iran and possibly Iraq- could field small numbers of long-range, WMD

equipped missiles capable of striking the United States. Again, we know very 

little about how these states think about strategic weapons, deterrence, and 

escalation. 

• North Korea has made substantial missile progress during the last several 

years. The August 1998 launch of the Taepo Dong (TD) 1 system 

demonstrated several of the key technologies required to develop an ICBM, 

including stage separation. A three-stage TD 1 could potentially deliver a 

light payload to the US, albeit with very poor accuracy. North Korea is also 

developing a TD 2 ICBM, which could deliver a several-hundred kilogram 

payload to Alaska or Hawaii, and a lighter payload to the western half of the 

US. A three-stage TD 2 could deliver a several-hundred kilogram payload 

anywhere in the US. In September 1999, and again in June and October 

2000, North Korea agreed to refrain from testing long-range missiles ... a 

pledge it has lived up to so far. 

• Iran's Defense Minister has publicly talked of plans for developing a platform 

more capable than the Shahab 3 (a 1,300 km MRBM based on North Korea's 

No Dong). While this could refer to a space launch vehicle, Iran may also 

have ICBM plans. Sustained cooperation with Russian, North Korean, and 

Chinese entities is furthering Tehran's expertise and it could test a space 
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launch vehicle (with ICBM applications) within 15 years. However, if Iran 

purchased an ICBM from North Korea or elsewhere, further development 

might not be necessary. 

• Despite the damage done to Iraq's missile infrastructure during the Gulf War, 

Operation Desert Fox, and subsequent UNSCOM activities, Iraq may have 

ambitions for longer-range missiles, including an ICBM. Depending on the 

success of acquisition efforts and the degree of foreign support, it is possible 

that Iraq could develop and test an ICBM capable of reaching the US by 

2015. 

As these trends unfold, the strategic threat picture will become more 

complex, diverse, and complicated, leaving our .homeland potentially more 

vulnerable to a wider array of strategic challenges. 

Regional Military Challenges 

Joint Vision 2020 is the conceptual template for US force development. It 

envisions a 21st Century 'information age' US military that leverages high quality, 

highly-trained personnel, advanced technology, and the development of several 

key operational concepts - including dominant maneuver, precision engagement, 

full dimensional protection, and focused logistics - to achieve dominance across 

the range of military operations. The United States is moving steadily toward the 

capabilities embodied in this vision. 

In contrast, other large militaries are generally making much slower 

progress, and will continue to field primarily 'industrial age' forces - mostly mass 

and firepower oriented, equipped predominantly with late-generation Cold War 

(vice 21st Century) technologies, and retaining centralized, hierarchical 

command-and-control structures. While less advanced than the US military, 

these large regional forces will still be potent by regional standards, and, in many 

cases, be fully capable of accomplishing significant regional objectives. 

Moreover, during the next 15 years, many regional states will seek to augment 
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these 'traditional' forces with selected high-end capabilities, including: WMD and 

missiles, advanced C41 systems, satellite reconnaissance, precision strike 

systems, global positioning, advanced air defense systems, and advanced anti

surface ship capabilities. To some extent, these 'niche' capabilities will be 

designed to counter key US concepts (precision strike, global access, information 

superiority, etc.), in an attempt to deter the US from becoming involved in 

regional contingencies, or to raise the cost of US engagement. 

• Volumetric weapons (VW) are an example of the types of 'counter US' 

technologies potential adversaries may pursue. Unlike 'traditional' military 

weapons, which rely on high explosive technologies, VW depend primarily on 

simple air blast or overpressure to damage or destroy their targets. They 

actually form clouds, or volumes, of fuel rich materials that detonate relatively 

slowly. The result is a much larger area of high pressure that causes more 

damage to personnel (even dug in) and structures. VW technology is 

becoming more widely known, with several countries openly advertising it for 

sale. We should anticipate facing VW in either a terrorist or combat 

environment during the next 15 years. 

For the most part, however, even large regional forces will be hard 

pressed to match our dominant maneuver, power projection, and precision 

engagement capabilities. But in a specific combat situation, the precise threat 

these forces pose will depend on a number of factors, including: the degree to 

which they have absorbed and can apply key ·21 st Century' technologies, have 

overcome deficiencies in training, leadership, doctrine, and logistics, and on the 

specific operational-tactical environment. Under the right conditions, their large 

numbers, combined with other 'situational advantages' - such as initiative, limited 

objectives, short lines of communication, familiar terrain, time to deploy and 

prepare combat positions, and the skillful use of 'asymmetric' approaches - could 

present significant challenges to US mission success. China and perhaps 

Russia at the high end, followed by North Korea, Iran, and Iraq, are all examples 
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of militaries that could field large forces with a mix of current and advanced 

capabilities. 

China. Beijing recognizes that its long term prospects to achieve great 

power status depend on its success at modernizing China's economy, 

infrastructure, and human capital, and it will continue to emphasize those 

priorities ahead of military modernization. In addition to the limitations posed by 

these other priorities, China's military is moving from 1960s to 1990s technology, 

and can probably not efficiently absorb technology upgrades at a much faster 

rate. Accordingly, I exp.act China to continue to allow total military spending to 

grow at about the same rate as the economy, by maintaining a defense burden of 

roughly 5% of GDP (or about $40-50 billion in defense spending last year). Part 

of this steady defense spending increase will be absorbed by rapidly rising 

personnel costs, a consequence of the overall transformation toward a market 

economy. 

As I mentioned earlier, a top Chinese military priority is to upgrade its 

small, aging strategic deterrent force (although we have no indications that China 

intends to develop a 'first strike' strategic capability). In terms of conventional 

forces, Beijing is pursing the capability to defend its eastern seaboard - the 

economic heartland - from attacks by a 'high-technology' opponent employing 

long-range precision strike capabilities. This means China is expanding its air, 

anti-air, anti-submarine, anti-surface ship, reconnaissance, and battle 

management capabilities, to enable the PLA to project 'defensive' power out to 

the first island chain. China is also rapidly expanding its conventionally-armed 

theater missile force (particularly the road-mobile, solid-propellant, 300 km CSS-

7), in large measure to give it leverage against Taiwan and, to a lesser extent, 

other US Asian allies. 

As a result of these and other developments, China's capability for 

regional military operations will improve significantly, By 2010 or so, some of 
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China's best units will have achieved a reasonably high level of proficiency at 

maneuver warfare (though they will probably not fully master large, complex joint 

service operations until closer to 2020) . Moreover, by 2015 Chinese forces will 

be much better equipped, possessing more than a thousand theater-range 

missiles, hundreds of fourth-generation (roughly F-1 6 equivalent) aircraft, 

thousands of 'late Cold War equivalent' tanks and artillery, a handful of advanced 

diesel and third generation nuclear submarines, and some 20 or so new surface 

combatants. China is also likely to field an integrated air defense system and 

modem command-and-control systems at the strategic and operational levels. 

Selective acquisitions of advanced systems from Russia - such as 

Sowremennyy destroyers and SU-30/Flanker aircraft - will remain an important 

adjunct to the PLA's modernization efforts during this period 

The Taiwan issue will remain a major potential flashpoint, particularly over 

the near term. It is doubtful, however, unless Taipei moved more directly toward 

independence, that China would attempt a larger scale military operation to 

attack Taiwan outright. Beijing recognizes the risk inherent in such a move and, 

at least for the near term, probably has questions about its military ability to 

succeed. Nevertheless, by 2015, China's conventional force modernization will 

provide an increasingly credible military threat against Taiwan (though probably 

not the large amphibious capability necessary for invasion). 

Russia. I remain relatively pessimistic about Russia's prospects, primarily 

because there are no easy, simple, or near term solutions to the tremendous 

political, economic, social, and military problems confronting Moscow. 

Consequently, I expect that many of the issues that concern us today - Russia's 

role as a proliferator of advanced military and WMD technologies and 

brainpower, the uncertain security of Russia's nuclear materials and weapons, 

the expanding local, regional, and global impact of Russian criminal syndicates, 

and Moscow's questionable reliability as a global security partner - will be with 

us for some time to come. 
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In the meantime, Russia's Armed Forces continue in crisis, with even 

priority strategic force elements receiving only a portion of their authorized 

funding. Compensation, housing, and other shortfalls continue to undermine 

morale. Under these conditions - chronic underfunding and neglect - there is 

little chance that Moscow's conventional forces will improve significantly during 

the next decade. 

, Russia's defense resources remain especially limited, given the still relatively 

large Russian force structure. Moscow spent some $40 billion on defense 

last year - about 3-5% of GDP- and the process of allocating monies 

remained extremely erratic and inefficient. This level of spending is not 

enough to fix the Russian military. 

Beyond the near term, the size, characteristics, and capabilities of 

Russia's conventional forces could vary widely, depending on the outcome of 

numerous unsettled issues. Among the most important of these are the level of 

Russian defense spending, Russian threat perceptions, the achievement of 

national consensus on a blueprint for military reform, and Moscow's success at 

restoring the 'intangible' components of military effectiveness (leadership, 

readiness, morale, sustainment, etc.). 

I still see two principal alternatives for the Russian military beyond 2010. 

The first (more likely scenario) is that Russia will remain chronically weak 

(probably posing less of a military threat to the US than it does today). This 

future would result from continuing neglect of the Russian military by the political 

leadership - characterized by continued underfunding, lack of prioritization, and 

minimal success at military reform. If, on the other hand, economic recovery and 

leadership support come sooner rather than later, Russia could begin rebuilding 

an effective military toward the end of this decade, and field a smaller, but more 

modern and capable force in the 2015 timeframe. This improved force would be 

large and potent by regional standards, equipped with thousands of late-
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generation Cold War-era systems, and hundreds of more advanced systems built 

after 2005. 

Iran. The election of President Khatemi in August 1997 marked a turning 

point in Iran's domestic situation. Khatemi received the bulk of his support from 

minorities, youths, and women (all growing segments of Iran's population), and I 

am hopeful that Tehran will change for the better over time. For now, however, 

the religious conservatives who have held power since 1979 remain in control of 

the security, foreign policy, intelligence, and defense institutions, and generally 

continue to view the US with hostility. For these reasons, I remain concerned 

with Tehran's deliberate (though uneven) military buildup. That effort is designed 

to ensure the security of the cleric-led regime, increase Iran's influence in the 

Middle East and Central Asia, deter Iraq or any other regional aggressor, and 

limit US regional influence. While Iran's forces retain significant limitations with 

regard to mobility, logistics infrastructure, and modern weapons systems, 

Tehran is attempting to compensate for these by developing ( or pursuing) 

numerous asymmetric capabilities, to include subversion and terrorism, the 

deployment of air, air defense, missile, mine warfare, and naval capabilities to 

interdict maritime access in and around the Strait of Hormuz, and the acquisition 

of WMD and longer range missiles to deter the US and to intimidate Iran's 

neighbors. 

• Iran has a relatively large ballistic missile force - hundreds of Chinese CSS-

8s, SCUD Bs and SCUD Cs - and is likely assembling SCUDs in country. 

Tehran, with foreign assistance, is buying and developing longer-range 

missiles, already has chemical weapons, and is pursuing nuclear and 

biological weapons capabilities. 

• Iran's navy is the most capable in the region and, even with the presence of 

Western forces, can probably stem the flow of oil from the Gulf for brief 

periods employing KILO submarines, missile patrol boats, and numerous 

naval mines, some of which may be modern and sophisticated. Aided by 
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China, Iran has developed a potent anti-ship cruise missile capability to 

threaten sea traffic from shore, ship, and aircraft platforms. 

Although Iran's force modernization efforts will proceed gradually, during 

the next 15 years it will likely acquire a full range of WMD capabilities, field 

substantial numbers of ballistic and cruise missiles - including, perhaps, an 

ICBM - increase its inventory of modern aircraft, expand its armored forces, and 

continue to improve its anti-surface ship capability. Iran's effectiveness in 

generating and employing this increased military potential against an advanced 

adversary will depend in large part on 'intangibles' - command and control, 

training, maintenance, reconnaissance and intelligence, leadership, and 

situational conditions and circumstances. 

Iraq. So long as Saddam or someone of his ilk remains in power, Iraq will 

remain challenging and contentious. Saddam's goals remain to reassert 

sovereignty over all of Iraq, end Baghdad's international isolation , and, 

eventually, have Iraq reemerge as the dominant regional power. For the time 

being, however, his options are constrained. Years of UN sanctions, embargoes, 

and inspections, combined with US and Coalition military actions, have 

significantly degraded Iraq's military capabilities. Manpower and materiel 

resource shortages, a problematic logistics system, and a relative inability to 

execute combined arms operations, remain major shortcomings. These are 

aggravated by intensive regime security requirements. 

Nevertheless, Iraq's ground forces continue to be one of the most 

formidable within the region. They are able to protect the regime effectively, 

deploy rapidly, and threaten Iraq's neighbors absent any external constraints. 

Iraq's air and air defense forces retain only a marginal capability to protect Iraqi 

air space and project air power outside Iraq's borders. Although the threat to 

Coalition Forces is limited, continued Iraqi confrontational actions underscore the 

regime's determination to stay the course. Iraq has probably been able to retain 
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a residual level of WMD and missile capabilities. The lack of intrusive inspection 

and disarmament mechanisms permits Baghdad to enhance these capabilities. 

• Iraq probably retains limited numbers of SCUD-variant missiles, launchers, 

and warheads capable of delivering biological and chemical agents. 

Baghdad continues work on short#range (150 km} liquid and solid propellant 

missiles allowed by UNSCR 687 and can use this expertise for future long 

range missile development. Iraq may also have begun to reconstitute 

chemical and biological weapons programs. 

Absent decisive regime change, Iraq will continue to pose complex 

political and military challenges to Coalition interests well into the future. Saddam 

has been increasingly effective during the past year at circumventing sanctions 

and exploiting the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to garner sympathy for Iraq's plight 

by linking the Iraqi and Palestinian causes. Should sanctions be formally 

removed, or become de facto ineffective, Iraq will move quickly to expand its 

WMD and missile capabilities, develop a more capable strategic air defense 

system, and improve other conventional force capabilities. Under this scenario, 

Baghdad could, by 2015, acquire a large inventory of WMD - including hundreds 

of theater ballistic and cruise missiles - expand its inventory of modern aircraft, 

and double its fleet of armored vehicles. While this force would be large and 

potent by regional standards, its prospects for success against a western 

opponent would depend ultimately on how successful Baghdad was in 

overcoming chronic weaknesses in military leadership, reconnaissance and 

intelligence, morale, readiness, logistics, and training. 

North Korea. Despite the unexpected relaxation of tensions on the 

peninsula during the past year, and the real potential for further improvements, 

North Korea retains a large, forward deployed military force, capable of inflicting 

significant damage on the South. War on the peninsula would still be very violent 

and destructive, and could occur with little warning. Moreover, even if the North

South rapprochement continues, Pyongyang is unlikely to significantly reduce its 
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military posture and capability in the near term, because the North needs its 

military forces to ensure regime security, retain its regional position, and provide 

bargaining leverage. In the meantime, the Korean People's Army continues to 

demonstrate resiliency, managing during the past several years to stop the 

general capability decline experienced during most of the 1990s and, in some 

ways, marginally improve its readiness and capability for war. 

For the near future, I expect North Korea will continue to proliferate WMD 

and especially missile technology - one of the few areas where North Korea has 

something to offer for hard currency on the international market. Pyongyang's 

proliferation of No Dong missile technology is particularly important for those 

states seeking to extend the range of their missile fleet. I also expect North 

Korea to continue to develop and expand its own 'asymmetric' capabilities -

WMD, missiles, Special Operations Forces, small submarine insertion platforms, 

etc. - in part to offset its conventional force shortcomings. And, as I said earlier, 

I think North Korea has the potential to field an ICBM sometime within the next 

several years. In short, as long as North Korea remains around in its present 

form, it will represent one of the major threats to our regional and global interests. 

The Bottom Lines 

The complex mix of global political, economic, social, technological, and 

military conditions at work during the next 15 years will spawn wide ranging 

challemges for our defense and intelligence establishments. Transnational issues 

- such as terrorism, weapons and technology proliferation, and global criminal 

activities -will likely be more difficult to address as,a result of globalization. 

Meanwhile, continuing global turmoil will create the conditions for our 

involvement in a variety of complex operating environments, against adversaries 

employing a wide range of asymmetric approaches. These 'contingencies' will 

pose unique challenges for our military and intelligence services. At the same 

time, we will continue to face an array of strategic threats - from Russian and 

Chinese strategic nuclear forces, from potential new ICBM states like North 
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Korea, probably Iran, and possibly Iraq, and from emerging 'non-traditional' 

threats to our homeland and critical infrastructure. Collectively this mix will 

compound the strategic threat picture. Finally, we must remain capable of 

dealing with large, mostly 'industrial-age' regional military forces, augmented by 

WMD and longer-range missiles and selected '21st Century' technologies & 

capabilities. Under the right conditions, these regional militaries could pose a 

significant challenge, despite our enduring overall military superiority. 

The defense intelligence community is working hard to develop the 

processes, techniques, and capabilities necessary to handle these new and 

emerging security challenges ••• even as we preserve our capability to 

understand more traditional military threats and enhance our ability to support 

military operations on the conventional battlefield. I am very proud of our 

accomplishments to date and have confidence that, with your continued support, 

we can provide military operators, policymakers, and acquisition professionals 

the intelligence they need. 

But as I think about our long-term readiness to meet the challenges of this 

new century, I am concerned about several issues. For instance, some of our 

unique technical collection systems that have served the nation well for the past 

20 years are aging and badly need capital reinvestment. The Measurement and 

Signature Intelligence (MASINT) systems-of-systems is crucial to maintaining 

coverage against global WMD and missile developments. I also believe we need 

to expand and revitalize our Defense HUMINT Service, as a key part of the 

overall push to enhance our collection against difficult worldwide targets. We 

also need to increase analytic depth and breadth, and improve the content and 

responsiveness of our data bases. These efforts are absolutely essential if we 

are to maintain the capability to provide vital intelligence on adversary plans, 

intentions, capabilities, and vulnerabilities ... before those adversaries are able to 

do us harm. 
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Another area of concern, highlighted earlier in this statement, is mitigating 

the analytic and other 'opportunity costs' of a high peacetime engagement 

posture. We need to understand 'up-front' that as we surge to support a given 

military operation, we pay a very real price in terms of our capability to address 

longer-term challenges. I am also worried about the long-term trend of 

decreasing fill rates for military billets within our overall intelligence personnel 

structure. As a combat support agency, we need the unique insights and 

expertise these military professionals provide. We also need to ensure that our 

people - the life-blood of the intelligence enterprise - have the right skill mix, and 

the secure facilities, bandwidth, connectivity, and collaborative tools to do the job. 

And finally, some of the information systems that have served us so well in post

Desert Storm military engagements need to be replaced and, as 'Defense of the 

Homeland' initiatives are ~onsidered, reducing intelligence system vulnerabilities 

should be a priority. 

In this regard, I would like to close on a positive note, by highlighting our 

'Four Thrust' initiative ... a collective effort that is critical to our success in 

confronting the wide ranging defense and intelligence challenges addressed 

throughout this testimony. Some 18 months ago, the defense intelligence 

leadership (including the service intelligence chiefs and command J-2s) identified 

four priority areas where we must make significant progress in order to be ready 

for the 21 51 Century. Those were: improving the quality of our military intelligence 

data bases, ensuring our intelligence systems 'plug and play' in the computer 

and decision networks of our military customers, shaping to meet the asymmetric 

threat, and revitalizing/reshaping the work force. Under the leadership of small 

senior steering groups drawn from throughout the defense intelligence 

community, we have formulated plans of action to meet the overarching goals of 

the four thrusts, gaining endorsement by the Military Intelligence Board before 

moving forward. The thrust areas are all interconnected, and goals, plans, and 

actions are synchronized to build on the progress of each. Collectively, they are 
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critical to our building a defense intelligence community well-positioned to 

support the military today and tomorrow. 
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Oral Statement (Asymmetric Theme) 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 

pleased to have the opportunity to provide my views 

on the intelligence challenges facing our military' and 

our nation today and in the future. In my more 

detailed statement for the record, I describe a range 

of issues, including our traditional update on 

enduring strategic threats to our homeland, and 

potential conventional threats posed by large regional 

militaries. Those issues are important, and I look 

forward to discussing them with you in the question 

and answer sessions to follow. 
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But what I would like to do with these brief 

opening remarks is focus on one aspect of the future 

security environment that is particularly troubling to 

me ... namely the growing potential and capability 

for adversaries to use asymmetric approaches to 

counter US conventional military superiority. 

The concept of asymmetric threat stems directly 

from adversary recognition of US strength, both 

present and future. Generally, the rest of the world 

believes the United States is the dominant global 

power and will remain so for some time to come. 

This is especially true in the military arena. The 

superiority of US military concepts, technology, and 
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capabilities has been a key theme in foreign military 

assessments since the Gulf War. Many express an 

expectation, and concern, that our military advantage 

will only grow in the future as we move steadily 

toward the operational capabilities expressed in the 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Vision 

2020 .. . known as JV 2020. 

These realizations are driving potential foes to the 

conclusion that there is little to be gained by 

engaging the US military on our terms. In fact, most 

believe that they cannot prevail, force-on-force, 

against a US military that has the full support of our 

leadership, citizens, and key allies, and embodies the 
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Joint Vision 2020 operational concepts of dominant 

maneuver, focused logistics, precision engagement, 

and full dimensional protection . . . all enabled by 

information superiority and innovation. 

Accordingly, adversaries increasingly are seeking 

technological and operational counters to Joint 

Vision 2020. While coming up with effective ways 

to defeat the JV 2020 concept is no easy task, I 

expect these efforts to continue. In fact, I have been 

struck, during the past year, by the realization that JV 

2020 may be the conceptual model driving many 

adversary force developments and asymmetric 

approaches. I am increasingly of the opinion that 
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regardless of the means used - whether terrorism, or 

information operations, or the threat or use of mass 

casualty weapons, or a more specific military 

technology or concept - adversaries who engage the 

US military will be seeking to counter one or more of 

the key concepts of our Joint Vision. 

For instance, JV 2020 emphasizes the 

importance of dominant maneuver and focused 

logistics ... that is, the need to assemble and move 

the right force package, in time, to any point on the 

globe, and to sustain that force once it is there. While 

we think dominant maneuver, adversaries think 

counter-access ... or denying US and allied forces 
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easy access to key theaters, ports, bases, and 

facilities, and important air, land, and maritime 

approaches and lines of communication. 

There are any number of counter-access means, 

either available or under development, which, if 

successful, could disrupt our dominant maneuver 

planning concepts and timelines. Examples range 

from more traditional stand-off military systems, 

such as anti-ship cruise missiles or other strike assets 

that can attack forces approaching a given theater, 

through more subversive approaches such as 

fomenting instability in foreign states to overturn US-
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friendly leaders, or pressuring key in-theater allies to 

deny US access. 

Another key JV 2020 tenant is precision 

engagement, and again, adversaries have, or want, a 

host of counter-precision engagement capabilities. 

For example, we increasingly see the use of various 

cover, concealment, and deception technologies and 

methods, including deep underground facilities and 

multispectral obscurants , to hide key activities and 

assets from US precision intelligence and strike 

platforms. At the same time, many are pursuing high 

technology approaches such as counter-stealth, radio 

frequency weapons, and ground based lasers, to 
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enhance their future capability to engage, degrade, or 

def eat key precision engagement sensors and 

platforms. 

JV 2020 also emphasizes the importance of full 

dimensional protection for US and allied forces. 

Adversaries are emphasizing any number of counter 

protection capabilities, to include terrorism, weapons 

of mass destruction and missile delivery systems, and 

volumetric and other conventional weapons that are 

designed to inflict mass casualties, even against well

protected, or dug-in military forces. 
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Beyond these operational concepts, JV 2020 

underscores the importance of information 

superiority as a critical force enabler. In this regard, 

potential adversaries have, and are developing, 

extensive capabilities for information operations, to 

include the denial and deception methods noted 

above, plus psychological operations, and various 

means for electronic, physical, or cyber attack against 

our key information systems. 

Finally, implied throughout our discussions of 

future warfare, is the recognition that our forces are 

not likely to become involved, or stay engaged, 

without a collective national willingness to commit 
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them and stay the course. Adversaries seem to 

understand this concept too, and either have, or 

desire, a variety of what I term counter-will 

capabilities. Generally, these would be designed to 

deter or preclude the United States from choosing the 

military option, or to make us disengage short of our 

objectives if we do pursue a military solution. These 

capabilities will focus on severing the 'continuity of 

will' between the US national leadership, the 

military, the people, our allied and coalition partners, 

and world public opinion. 

Examples of counter-will capabilities, both present 

and future, include information operations that enable 

10 

11-L-0559/0SD/1389 



an adversary to shape or persuade domestic and 

foreign public opinion . . . the use, or threat, of mass 

casualty weapons, either in theater or against US or 

allied homelands .. . or adversaries choosing to 

inflict, cause, or allow extensive collateral damage 

and casualties as a means to pressure the US to end 

hostilities . 

Mister Chairman, JV 2020 is the right strategy, at 

the right time, to guide our force development 

through the first decades of this Century. Its goal, 

full spectrum dominance, is essential if our military is 

to be successful against the wide range of threats and 

challenges we are likely to confront in the coming 
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years. While it is my duty to point out how potential 

adversaries may attempt to counter key JV 2020 

concepts and enablers, I in no way want to imply that 

doing so will be easy, or automatic. 

That said, what worries me most about these 

various asymmetric approaches, is that they offer 

potentially low cost opportunities to achieve 

disproportionate results against key JV 2020 

concepts. What adversaries are seeking is a set of 

capabilities that we are either unwilling or unable to 

counter, at least in the timeframe that matters, so that 

they can accomplish their objective, even in the face 

of overall US military superiority. 
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For the US military, the real threat is that we would 

be unable to deploy or employ our forces as 

designed, and that the tremendous potential capability 

imbedded in the JV 2020 concept would be rendered 

less relevant, or even indecisive. In other words, if 

asymmetric threat approaches are successful, we will 

find it hard to fight the way we want to, and may not 

be able to fight at all. 

As we collectively shape our intelligence and 

response capabilities to meet the asymmetric threat, 

we must keep in mind the notion of what adversaries 

are trying to accomplish by using asymmetric 
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approaches, and what they must accomplish in order 

for their approach to be decisive. In this regard, I see 

three prerequisites. 

First, our adversaries must enjoy an asymmetry in 

objectives, meaning that their objective must mean 

more to them, in terms of the price they are willing to 

pay, than denying the objective means to us. Second, 

asymmetric adversaries need good intelligence, to 

accurately assess our strengths, weaknesses, and 

potential vulnerabilities. Only then can they design 

specific technological or operational plans that attack 

the right US capability, at the right time, to be 
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decisive. And finally, they must have the capability 

to act. 

The intelligence community has, to date, focused 

mostly on this third ingredient - capability - in 

attempting to combat the asymmetric threat. 

Terrorism, the proliferation of mass casualty 

weapons, foreign information operations, and cyber 

attack capabilities, for instance, are all priority 

intelligence concerns. And this is only natural, 

because it is at the capability end of the asymmetric 

paradigm where the physical damage to American 

interests, property, and lives, actually occurs. Those 

efforts are critical, and need to be sustained. 
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But my concern is that if we 'over focus' only on 

the means or target of attack we will miss the true 

implications asymmetric approaches represent. A 

singular concentration on the deadly consequences of 

an opponent' s catastrophic asymmetric attack may 

blind us to the more insidious, albeit less deadly 

threat of slow mission failure or force 

ineffectiveness. We must build a broader and deeper 

insight into the motivations, perceptions, objectives, 

and vulnerabilities of those who would attack us 

using asymmetric means. It is this understanding, as 

a necessary precursor to effective response, that may 

ultimate I y allow us to def eat the asymmetric threat. 
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That concludes my opening remarks Mister 

Chairman. I look forward to your questions. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

02/26/01 

Worldwide Threat 2001: National Security in a Changing World 

As I reflect this year, Mr. Chairman, on the threats to American 

security, what strikes me most forcefully is the accelerating pace of 

change in so many arenas that affect our nation's interests. 

Numerous examples come to mind: new communications technology 

that enables the efforts of terrorists and narcotraffickers as surely as 

it aids law enforcement and intelligence, rapid global population 

growth that will create new strains in parts of the world least able to 

cope, the weakening internal bonds in a number of states whose 

cohesion can no longer be taken for granted, the breaking down of 

old barriers to change in places like the Koreas and Iran, the 

accelerating growth in missile capabilities in so many parts of the 

world-to name just a few. 

Never in my experience, Mr. Chairman, has American 

intelligence had to deal with such a dynamic set of concerns affecting 

such a broad range of US interests. Never have we had to deal with 

such a high quotient of uncertainty. With so many things on our 

plate, it is important always to establish priorities. For me, the 
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highest priority must invariably be on those things that threaten the 

lives of Americans or the physical security of the United States. With 

that in mind, let me turn first to the challenges posed by international 

terrorism. 

TRANSNATIONAL ISSUES 

We have made considerable progress on terrorism against US 

interests and facilities, Mr. Chairman, but it persists. The most 

dramatic and recent evidence, of course, is the loss of 17 of our men 

and women on the USS Cole at the hands of terrorists. 

The threat from terrorism is real, it is immediate, and it is 

evolving. State sponsored terrorism appears to have declined over 

the past five years, but transnational groups-with decentralized 

leadership that makes them harder to identify and disrupt-are 

emerging. We are seeing fewer centrally controlled operations, and 

more acts initiated and executed at lower levels. 
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Terrorists are also becoming more operationally adept and 

more technically sophisticated in order to defeat counterterrorism 

measures. For example, as we have increased security around 

government and military facilities, terrorists are seeking out "softer" 

targets that provide opportunities for mass casualties. Employing 

increasingly advanced devices and using strategies such as 

simultaneous attacks, the number of people killed or injured in 

international terrorist attacks rose dramatically in the 1990s, despite 

a general decline in the number of incidents. Approximately one-third 

of these incidents involved US interests. 

Usama bin Ladin and his global network of lieutenants and 

associates remain the most immediate and serious threat. Since 

1998, Bin Ladin has declared all US citizens legitimate targets of 

attack. As shown by the bombing of our Embassies in Africa in 1998 

and his Millennium plots last year, he is capable of planning multiple 

attacks with little or no warning. 

His organization is continuing to place emphasis on developing 

surrogates to carry out attacks in an effort to avoid detection, blame, 
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and retaliation. As a result it is often difficult to attribute terrorist 

incidents to his groupl Al Qa'ida. 

Beyond Bin Ladin, the terrorist threat to Israel and to 

participants in the Middle East peace negotiations has increased in 

the midst of continuing Palestinian-Israeli violence. Palestinian 

rejectionists-including HAMAS and the Palestine Islamic Jihad 

(PIJ)-have stepped up violent attacks against Israeli interests since 

October. The terrorist threat to US interests, because of our 

friendship with Israel has also increased. 

At the same timel Islamic militancy is expanding, and the 

worldwide pool of potential recruits for terrorist networks is growing. 

In central Asia, the Middle East, and South Asia, Islamic terrorist 

organizations are trying to attract new recruits, including under the 

banner of anti-Americanism. 

International terrorist networks have used the explosion in 

information technology to advance their capabilities. The same 

technologies that allow individual consumers in the United States to 

search out and buy books in Australia or India also enable terrorists 

to raise money, spread their dogma, find recruits! and plan 
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operations far afield. Some groups are acquiring rudimentary 

cyberattack tools. Terrorist groups are actively searching the internet 

to acquire information and capabilities for chemical, biological, 

radiological, and even nuclear attacks. Many of the 29 officially 

designated terrorist organizations have an interest in unconventional 

weapons, and Usama bin Ladin in 1998 even declared their 

acquisition a "religious duty." 

Nevertheless, we and our Allies have scored some important 

successes against terrorist groups and their plans, which I would like 

to discuss with you in closed session later today. Here, in an open 

session, let me assure you that the Intelligence Community has 

designed a robust counterterrorism program that has preempted, 

disrupted, and defeated international terrorists and their activities. In 

most instances, we have kept terrorists off-balance, forcing them to 

worry about their own security and degrading their ability to plan and 

conduct operations. 
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PROLIFERATION 

I would like to turn now to proliferation. A variety of states and 

groups continue to seek to acquire weapons of mass destruction and 

the means to deliver them. 

First, let me discuss the continuing and growing threat posed to 

us by ICBMs. 

We continue to face ballistic missile threats from a variety of 

actors beyond Russia and China--specifically, North Korea, probably 

Iran, and d>ossmdylimqcases, their programs are the result 

of indigenous technological development, and in other cases, they 

are the beneficiaries of direct foreign assistance. And while these 

emerging programs involve far fewer missiles with less accuracy, 

yield, survivability, and reliability than those we faced during the Cold 

War, they still pose a threat to US interests. 

For example, more than two years ago North Korea tested a 

space launch vehicle, the Taepo Dong-I, which it could theoretically 

convert into an ICBM. This missile would be capable of delivering a 

small biological or chemical weapon to the United States, although 
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with significant targeting inaccuracies. Moreover, North Korea has 

retained the ability to test its follow-on Taepo Dong-2 missile, which 

could deliver a nuclear-sized payload to the United States. 

• Iran has one of the largest and most capable ballistic 

missile programs in the Middle East. Its public statements 

suggest that it plans to develop longer-range rockets for 

use in a space-launch program, but Tehran could follow 

the North Korean pattern and test an ICBM capable of 

delivering a light payload to the United States in the next 

few years. 

• And given the likelihood that Iraq continues its missile 

development work, we think that it too could develop an 

ICBM capability sometime in the next decade assuming it 

received foreign assistance. 

As worrying as the ICBM threat will be, Mr. Chairman, the 

threat to US interests and forces from short- and medium-range 

ballistic missiles is here and now. The proliferation of MRBMs

driven largely though not exclusively by North Korean No Dong 

sales-is altering strategic balances in the Middle East and Asia . 
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These missiles include Iran's Shahab-3, Pakistan's Ghauri and the 

Indian Agni II. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot underestimate the catalytic role that 

foreign assistance has played in advancing these missile and WMD 

programs, shortening their development times and aiding production. 

The three major suppliers of missile or WMD-related technologies 

continue to be Russia, China, and North Korea. Again, many 

details of their activities need to remain classified, but let me quickly 

summarize the areas of our greatest concern. 

Russian state-run defense and nuclear industries are still 

strapped for funds, and Moscow looks to them to acquire badly 

needed foreign exchange through exports. We remain concerned 

about the proliferation implications of such sales in several areas. 

• Russian entities last year continued to supply a variety of 

ballistic missile-related goods and technical know-how to 

countries such as Iran, India, China, and Libya. Indeed, 

the transfer of ballistic missile technology from Russia to 

Iran was substantial last year, and in our judgment will 
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continue to accelerate Iranian efforts to develop new 

missiles and to become self-sufficient in production. 

• Russia also remained a key supplier for a variety of 

civilian Iranian nuclear programs, which could be used to 

advance its weapons programs as well. 

• Russian entities are a significant source of dual-use 

biotechnology, chemicals, production technology, and 

equipment for Iran. Russian biological and chemical 

expertise is sought by Iranians and others seeking 

information and training on BW and CW-agent production 

processes. 

Chinese missile-related technical assistance to foreign 

countries also has been significant over the years. Chinese help has 

enabled Pakistan to move rapidly toward serial production of solid

propellant missiles. In addition to Pakistan, firms in China provided 

missile-related items, raw materials, or other help to several 

countries of proliferation concern, including Iran, North Korea, and 

Libya. 
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Last November, the Chinese Foreign Ministry issued a 

statement that committed China not to assist other countries in the 

development of ballistic missiles that can be used to deliver nuclear 

weapons. Based on what we know about China's past proliferation 

behavior, Mr. Chairman, we are watching and analyzing carefully for 

any sign that Chinese entities may be acting against that 

commitment. We are worried, for example, that Pakistan's continued 

development of the two-stage Shaheen-II MRBM will require 

additional Chinese assistance. 

On the nuclear front, Chinese entities have provided extensive 

support in the past to Pakistan's safeguarded and unsafeguarded 

nuclear programs. In May 1996, Beijing pledged that it would not 

provide assistance to unsafeguarded nuclear facilities in Pakistan; 

we cannot yet be certain, however, that contacts have ended. With 

regard to Iran, China confirmed that work associated with two nuclear 

projects would continue until the projects were completed. Again, as 

with Russian help, our concern is that Iran could use the expertise 

and technology it gets-even if the cooperation appears civilian-for 

its weapons program. 

10 

11-L-0559/0SD/1406 



With regard to North Korea, our main concern is P'yongyang's 

continued exports of ballistic missile-related equipment and missile 

components, materials, and technical expertise. North Korean 

customers are countries in the Middle East, South Asia , and North 

Africa. P'yongyang attaches a high priority to the development and 

sale of ballistic missiles, equipment, and related technology because 

these sales are a major source of hard currency. 

Mr. Chairman, the missile and WMD proliferation problem 

continues to change in ways that make it harder to monitor and 

control , increasing the risk of substantial surprise. Among these 

developments are greater proficiency in the use of denial and 

deception and the growing availability of dual-use technologies-not 

just for missiles, but for chemical and biological agents as well. 

There is also great potential of "secondary proliferation" from 

maturing state-sponsored programs such as those in Pakistan, Iran, 

and India. Add to this group the private companies, scientists, and 

engineers in Russia, China, and India who may be increasing their 

involvement in these activities, taking advantage of weak or 

unenforceable national export controls and the growing availability of 
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technologies, These trends have continued and, in some cases, 

have accelerated over the past year. 

INFORMATION OPERATIONS AND SPACE 

Mr. Chairman, I want to reemphasize the concerns I raised last 

year about our nation's vulnerability to attacks on our critical 

information infrastructure. No country in the world rivals the US in its 

reliance, dependence, and dominance of information systems. The 

great advantage we derive from this also presents us with unique 

vulnerabilities . 

• Indeed, computer-based information operations could 

provide our adversaries with an asymmetric response to 

US military superiority by giving them the potential to 

degrade or circumvent our advantage in conventional 

military power. 

• Attacks on our military, economic, or telecommunications 

infrastructure can be launched from anywhere in the 

world, and they can be used to transport the problems of 

a distant conflict directly to America's heartland. 
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• Likewise, our adversaries well understand US strategic 

dependence on access to space. Operations to disrupt, 

degrade, or defeat US space assets will be attractive 

options for those seeking to counter US strategic military 

superiority. Moreover, we know that foreign countries are 

interested in or experimenting with a variety of 

technologies that could be used to develop counterspace 

capabilities. 

Mr. Chairman, we are in a race with technology itself. We are 

creating relations with the private sector and academia to help us 

keep pace with ever-changing technology. Last year I established 

the Information Operations Center within CIA to bring together our 

best and brightest to ensure that we had a strategy for dealing with 

the cyber threat. 

Along with partners in the Departments of Justice, Energy, and 

Defense we will work diligently to protect critical US information 

assets. Let me also say that we must view our space systems and 

capabilities as part of the same critical infrastructure that needs 

protection. 
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NARCOTICS 

Mr. Chairman, drug traffickers are also making themselves 

more capable and efficient. The growing diversification of trafficking 

organizations-with smaller groups interacting with one another to 

transfer cocaine from source to market-and the diversification of 

routes and methods pose major challenges for our counterdrug 

programs. Changing production patterns and the development of 

new markets will make further headway against the drug trade 

difficult. 

Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru continue to supply all of the 

cocaine consumed worldwide including in the United States. 

Colombia is the linchpin of the global cocaine industry as it is home 

to the largest coca-growing, coca-processing, and trafficking 

operations in the world. With regard to heroin, nearly all of the 

world's opium production is concentrated in Afghanistan and Burma. 

Production in Afghanistan has been exploding, accounting for 72 

percent of illicit global opium production in 2000. 

The drug threat is increasingly intertwined with other threats. 

For example, the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, which allows Bin 
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Ladin and other terrorists to operate on its territory, encourages and 

profits from the drug trade. Some Islamic extremists view drug 

trafficking as a weapon against the West and a source of revenue to 

fund their operations. 

No country has been more vulnerable to the ramifications of the 

drug trade than Colombia. President Pastrana is using the additional 

resources available to him under Plan Colombia to launch a major 

antidrug effort that features measures to curb expanding coca 

cultivation. He is also cooperating with the US on other important 

bilateral counternarcotics initiatives, such as extradition. 

A key impediment to President Pastrana's progress on drugs is 

the challenge from Colombia's largest insurgent group-the 

Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia or FARC-which earns 

millions of dollars from taxation and other involvement in the drug 

trade. Founded more than 35 years ago as a ragtag movement 

committed to land reform, the FARC has developed into a well

funded, capable fighting force known more for its brutal tactics than 

its Marxist-Leninist-influenced political program. 
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The FARC vehemently opposes Plan Colombia for obvious 

reasons. It has gone so far as to threaten to walk away from the 

peace process with Bogota to protest the Plan. It appears prepared 

to oppose Plan activities with force. The FARC could, for example, 

push back on Pastrana by stepping up attacks against spray and 

interdiction operations. US involvement is also a key FARC worry. 

Indeed, in early October FARC leaders declared that US soldiers 

located in combat areas are legitimate "military targets." 

The country's other major insurgent group, the National 

Liberation Army or ELN, is also contributing to mounting instability. 

Together with the FARC, the ELN has stepped up its attacks on 

Colombia's economic infrastructure. This has soured the country's 

investment climate and complicated government efforts to promote 

economic recovery, following a major recession in 1999. Moreover, 

the insurgent violence has fueled the rapid growth of illegal 

paramilitary groups, which are increasingly vying with the FARC and 

ELN for control over drug-growing zones and other strategic areas of 

rural Colombia. Like the FARC, the paramilitaries rely heavily on 

narcotics revenue and have intensified their attacks against 
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noncombatants in recent months. Paramilitary massacres and 

insurgent kidnappings are likely to increase this year, as both groups 

move to strengthen their financial positions and expand their areas of 

influence. 

As for Mexico, Mr. Chairman, President Fox is also trying to 

attack the power of Mexican drug traffickers, whose activities had 

made Mexico a transit point for cocaine shipments into the US and a 

source of heroin and methamphetamine for the US drug market. He 

faces great challenges in doing so and has simultaneously launched 

high-profile initiatives to strengthen rule of law and reduce 

government corruption, including among Mexican law enforcement 

officials. 

REGIONAL ISSUES 

THE MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn now to the Middle East. We 

are all aware of the violence between the Israelis and the 

Palestinians, and the uncertainty it has cast on the prospects for a 

near-term peace agreement. So let me take this time to look at the 

less obvious trends in the region-such as population pressures, 
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growing public access to information, and the limited prospects for 

economic development-that will have a profound effect on the future 

of the Middle East. 

The recent popular demonstrations in several Arab countries

including Egypt, Saudi Arabia , Oman, and Jordan-in support of the 

Palestinian intifada demonstrate the changing nature of activism of 

the Arab street. In many places in the Arab world, Mr. Chairman, 

average citizens are becoming increasingly restive and getting 

louder. Recent events show that the right catalyst-such as the 

outbreak of Israeli-Palestinian violence-can move people to act. 

Through access to the Internet and other means of communication, a 

restive public is increasingly capable of taking action without any 

identifiable leadership or organizational structure. 

Mr. Chairman, balanced against an energized street is a new 

generation of leaders, such as Bashar al Asad in Syria. These new 

leaders will have their mettle tested both by populations demanding 

change and by entrenched bureaucracies willing to fight hard to 

maintain the status quo. 
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Compounding the challenge for these leaders are the 

persistent economic problems throughout the region that prevent 

them from providing adequately for the economic welfare of many of 

their citizens. The region's legacy of statist economic policies and an 

inadequate investment climate in most countries present big 

obstacles. Over the past 25 years, Middle Eastern economies have 

averaged only 2.8 percent GDP growth-far less than Asia and only 

slightly more than sub-Saharan Africa. The region has accounted for 

a steadily shrinking share of world GDP, trade, and foreign direct 

investment since the mid-1970s, and real wages and labor 

productivity today are about the same as 30 years ago. As the 

region falls behind in competitive terms, governments will find it hard 

over the next 5 to 1 0 years to maintain levels of state sector 

employment and government services that have been key elements 

of their strategy for domestic stability. 

Adding to this is the challenge of demographics. Many of the 

countries of the Middle East still have population growth rates among 

the highest in the world, significantly exceeding 3 percent-compare 

that with 0.85 percent in the United States and 0.2 percent in Japan. 
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Job markets will be severely challenged to create openings for the 

large mass of young people entering the labor force each year. 

• One-fourth of Jordanians, for example, are unemployed, 

and annual economic growth is well below the level 

needed to absorb some 60,000 new labor market entrants 

each year. 

• In Egypt the disproportionately young population adds 

600,000 new job applicants a year in a country where 

unemployment is already near 20 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, the inability of traditional sources of income such 

as oil, foreign aid, and worker remittances to fund an increasingly 

costly system of subsidies, education, health care, and housing for 

rapidly growing populations has motivated governments to implement 

economic reforms. The question is whether these reforms will go far 

enough for the long term. Reform thus far has been deliberately 

gradual and slow, to avoid making harsh economic choices that 

could lead to short term spikes in high unemployment. 
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Arab governments will soon face the dilemma of choosing 

between a path of gradual reform that is unlikely to close the region's 

widening gap with the rest of the world, and the path of 

comprehensive change that risks fueling independent political 

activity. Choosing the former risks building tension among a 

younger, poorer, and more politically assertive population. 

IRAQ 

Mr. Chairman, in Iraq Saddam Hussein has grown more 

confident in his ability to hold on to his power. He maintains a tight 

handle on internal unrest, despite the erosion of his overall military 

capabilities. Saddam's confidence has been buoyed by his success 

in quieting the Shia insurgency in the south, which last year had 

reached a level unprecedented since the domestic uprising in 1991 . 

Through brutal suppression, Saddam's multilayered security 

apparatus has continued to enforce his authority and cultivate a 

domestic image of invincibility. 

High oil prices and Saddam's use of the oil-for-food program 

have helped him manage domestic pressure. The program has 

helped meet the basic food and medicine needs of the population. 
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High oil prices buttressed by substantial illicit oil revenues have 

helped Saddam ensure the loyalty of the regime's security apparatus 

operating and the few thousand politically important tribal and family 

groups loyal. 

There are still constraints on Saddam's power. His economic 

infrastructure is in long-term decline, and his ability to project power 

outside Iraq's borders is severely limited, largely because of the 

effectiveness and enforcement of the No-Fly Zones. His military is 

roughly half the size it was during the Gulf War and remains under a 

tight arms embargo. He has trouble efficiently moving forces and 

supplies-a direct result of sanctions. These difficulties were 

demonstrated most recently by his deployment of troops to western 

Iraq last fall , which were hindered by a shortage of spare parts and 

transport capability. 

Despite these problems, we are likely to see greater 

assertiveness-largely on the diplomatic front-over the next year. 

Saddam already senses improved prospects for better relations with 

other Arab states. One of his key goals is to sidestep the 10-year-old 
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economic sanctions regime by making violations a routine 

occurrence for which he pays no penalty. 

Saddam has had some success in ending Iraq's international 

isolation. Since August, nearly 40 aircraft have flown to Baghdad 

without obtaining UN approval, further widening fissures in the UN air 

embargo. Moreover, several countries have begun to upgrade their 

diplomatic relations with Iraq. The number of Iraqi diplomatic 

missions abroad are approaching pre-Gulf War levels, and among 

the states of the Gulf Cooperation Council, only Kuwait and Saudi 

Arabia have not reestablished ties. 

Our most serious concern with Saddam Hussein must be the 

likelihood that he will seek a renewed WMD capability both for 

credibility and because every other strong regime in the region either 

has it or is pursuing it. For example, the Iraqis have rebuilt key 

portions of their chemical production infrastructure for industrial and 

commercial use. The plants he is rebuilding were used to make 

chemical weapons precursors before the Gulf War and their capacity 

exceeds Iraq's needs to satisfy its civilian requirements. 
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• We have similar concerns about other dual-use research, 

development, and production in the biological weapons 

and ballistic missile fields; indeed, Saddam has rebuilt 

several critical missile production complexes. 

Turning now to Iraq's neighbor: events of the past year have 

been discouraging for positive change in Iran. Several years of 

reformist gains in national elections and a strong populist current for 

political change all threaten the political and economic privileges that 

authoritarian interests have enjoyed for years under the Islamic 

Republic-and they have begun to push back hard against the 

reformers. 

Prospects for near-term political reform are now fading. 

Opponents of reform have not only muzzled the open press, they 

have also arrested prominent activists and blunted the legislature's 

powers. Over the Summer, Supreme Leader Khamenei ordered the 

new legislature not to ease press restrictions, a key reformist pursuit. 

This signaled the narrow borders within which he would allow the 

legislature to operate. 
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The reformist movement is still young, however, and it reflects 

on the deep sentiments of the Iranian people. Although frustrated 

and in part muzzled, the reformers have persisted in their demands 

for change. And the Iranian people will have another opportunity to 

demonstrate their support for reform in the presidential election 

scheduled for June. Although Khatami has not announced his 

candidacy, and has voiced frustration with the limitations placed on 

his office, opinion polls published in Iran show him to remain by far 

the most popular potential candidate for president. 

The short -term gains made by shutting down the proreform 

press and prosecuting some of its most outspoken members is not a 

formula for long-term success. A strategy of suppressing the 

demands of the new generation coming of age risks a political 

explosion down the road. Some advocates of the status quo are 

beginning to recognize this danger as more conservatives-to 

include Khamenei-have endorsed the principle, if not the 

substance, of reform. 

Despite Iran's uncertain domestic prospects, Mr. Chairman, it is 

clear that Khatami's appeal and promise of reform thus far, as well as 
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the changing world economy, have contributed to a run of successes 

for Iran in the foreign arena over the past year. Some Western 

ambassadors have returned to Tehran, and Iranian relations with EU 

countries and Saudi Arabia are at their highest point since the 

revolution in 1979. Higher oil prices, meanwhile, have temporarily 

eased the government's need to address difficult and politically 

controversial economic problems. They have also taken more of the 

sting out of US sanctions. Iran's desire to end its isolation has not 

resulted in a decline in its willingness to use terrorism to pursue 

strategic foreign policy agendas-Tehran, in fact, has increased its 

support to terrorist groups opposed to the peace process over the 

past two years. 

NORTH KOREA 

I would like to shift gears to North Korea. P'yongyang's bold 

diplomatic outreach to the international community and engagement 

with South Korea reflect a significant change in strategy. This 

strategy is designed to assure the continued survival of Kim Chong

il's regime by ending P'yongyang's political isolation and fixing the 

North's failing economy by attracting more aid. We do not know how 
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far Kim will go in opening the Northl but I can report to you that we 

have not yet seen a significant diminution of the threat from the North 

to American and South Korean interests. 

P'yongyang still believes that a strong military, capable of 

projecting power in the region, is an essential element of national 

power. P'yongyang's declared "military first" policy requires massive 

investment in the armed forces! even at the expense of other national 

objectives. North Korea maintains the world's fifth largest armed 

forces consisting of over one million active-duty personnel, with 

another five million reserves. While Allied forces still have the 

qualitative edge, the North Korean military appears for now to have 

halted its near-decade-long slide in military capabilities. In addition 

to the North's longer-range missile threat to us, P'yongyang is also 

expanding its short and medium range missile inventory, putting our 

Allies at greater risk. 

On the economic front, there are few signs of real systemic 

domestic reform. Kim has recently shown interest in practical 

measures to redress economic problems, most notably with his trip to 

27 

11-L-0559/0SD/1423 



Shanghai. To date, however, Kim has only tinkered with the 

economic system. 

External assistance is essential to the recovery of North 

Korea's domestic economy. Only massive food aid deliveries since 

1997 have enabled the country to escape a recurrence of the famine 

from the middle of the last decade. Industrial operations remain low. 

The economy is hampered by an industrial base that is falling to 

pieces, as well as shortages of materials and a lack of new 

investment. Chronic energy shortages pose the most significant 

challenge. 

Aid and investment from the South bring with them increased 

foreign influences and outside information that will contradict 

propaganda from the regime. Economic engagement also can 

spawn expectations for improvement that will outrace the rebuilding 

process. The risk for Kim is that if he overestimates his control of the 

security services and loses elite support, or if societal stresses reach 

a critical point, his regime and personal grip on power could be 

weakened. As with other authoritarian regimes, sudden, radical 

change remains a real possibility in North Korea. 
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CHINA 

Mr. Chairman, let me now turn to China, whose drive for 

recognition as a Great Power is one of the toughest challenges we 

face. Beijing's goal of becoming a key world player and especially 

more powerful in East Asia has come sharply into focus. It is 

pursuing these goals through an ambitious economic reform agenda, 

military modernization, and a complex web of initiatives aimed at 

expanding China's international influence-especially relative to the 

United States. 

Chinese leaders view solid relations with Washington as vital to 

achieving their ambitions. It is a two-edged sword for them, Mr. 

Chairman. China's development remains heavily reliant on access to 

Western markets and technology. But they also view Washington as 

their primary obstacle because they perceive the US as bent on 

keeping China from becoming a great power. 

Perhaps the toughest issue between Beijing and Washington 

remains Taiwan. While Beijing has stopped its saber rattling

reducing the immediate tensions-the unprecedented developments 

on Taiwan have complicated cross-strait relations. The election last 
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March of President Chen ushered in a divided government with 

highly polarized views on relations with Beijing. Profound mutual 

distrust makes it difficult to restart the on-again off-again bilateral 

political dialogue. In the longer term, Mr. Chairman, cross-strait 

relations can be even more volatile because of Beijing's military 

modernization program. China's military buildup is also aimed at 

deterring US intervention in support of Taiwan. 

Russian arms are a key component of this buildup. Arms sales 

are only one element of a burgeoning Sino-Russian relationship. 

Moscow and Beijing plan to sign a "friendship treaty" later this year, 

highlighting common interests and willingness to cooperate 

diplomatically against US policies that they see as unfriendly to their 

interests-especially NMD. 

On China's domestic scene, the Chinese Communist 

leadership wants to protect its legitimacy and authority against any 

and all domestic challenges. Over the next few years, however, 

Chinese leaders will have to manage a difficult balancing act 

between the requirements of reform and the requirements of staying 

in power. 
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China's leaders regard their ability to sustain economic 

prosperity as the key to remaining in power; for that reason, they are 

eager to join the WTO. Beijing views WTO accession as a lever to 

accelerate domestic economic reform, a catalyst for greater foreign 

investment, and a way to force Chinese state-owned enterprises to 

compete more effectively with foreign companies. 

But Beijing may slow the pace of WTO-related reforms if the 

leadership perceives a rise in social unrest that could threaten 

regime stability. Chinese leaders already see disturbing trends in 

this regard . Their crackdown on Falungong, underground Christians, 

and other spiritual and religious groups reflects growing alarm about 

challenges to the Party's legitimacy. 

All of these challenges will test the unity of the leadership in 

Beijing during a critical period in the succession process. The 16th 

Communist Party Congress next year will be an extremely important 

event, as it will portend a large-scale transfer of authority to the next 

generation of Communist Chinese leaders. The political jockeying 

has already begun, and Chinese leaders will view every domestic 
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and foreign policy decision they face through the prism of the 

succession contest. 

RUSSIA 

Mr. Chairman, yet another state driving for recognition as a 

Great Power is Russia. Let me be perfectly candid. There can be 

little doubt that President Putin wants to restore some aspects of the 

Soviet past-status as a great power, strong central authority, and a 

stable and predictable society-sometimes at the expense of 

neighboring states or the civil rights of individual Russians. For 

example, 

• Putin has begun to reconstitute the upper house of the 

parliament, with an eye to depriving regional governors of 

their ex officio membership by 2002. He also created a 

system of seven "super districts" where Presidential 

"plenipotentiaries" now oversee the governors within their 

districts. 

• He has moved forcefully against Russian independent 

media including one of Russia's most prominent oligarchs, 
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Vladimir Gusinskiy, pressing him to give up his 

independent television station and thereby minimize critical 

media. 

Moscow also may be resurrecting the Soviet-era zero-sum 

approach to foreign policy. As I noted earlier, Moscow continues to 

value arms and technology sales as a major source of funds. It 

increasingly is using them as a tool to improve ties to its regional 

partners China, India, and Iran. Moscow also sees these 

relationships as a way to limit US influence globally. At the same 

time Putin is making efforts to check US influence in the other former 

Soviet states and reestablish Russia as the premier power in the 

region. He has increased pressure on his neighbors to pay their 

energy debts, is dragging his feet on treaty-mandated withdrawals of 

forces from Moldova, and is using a range of pressure tactics against 

Georgia. 

Putin has also increased funding for the military, although years 

of increases would be needed to deal with the backlog of problems 

that built up in the armed forces under Yeltsin . The war in Chechnya 

is eroding morale and thus the effectiveness of the military. Despite 

33 

11-L-0559/0SD/1429 



its overwhelming force, Moscow is in a military stalemate with the 

rebels, facing constant guerrilla attacks. An end does not appear 

close. There are thousands of Russian casualties in Chechnya, and 

Russian forces have been cited for their brutality to the civilian 

population. Increasingly, the Russian public disapproves of the war. 

Because Putin rode into office on a wave of popular support, 

resolution of the conflict is an issue of personal prestige for him. 

Recently, Putin transferred command in Chechnya to the Federal 

Security Service, demonstrating his affinity for the intelligence 

services from which he came. 

Despite Putin's Soviet nostalgia, he knows Russia must 

embrace markets and integrate into the global economy and that he 

needs foreigners to invest. Plus, public expectations are rising. 

Putin is avoiding hard policy decisions because Russia enjoyed an 

economic upturn last year, buoyed by high oil prices and a cheap 

ruble. But Putin cannot count on these trends to last permanently. 

He must take on several key challenges if Russia is to sustain 

economic growth and political stability over the longer term. 
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• Without debt restructuring, for example, he will face harsh 

choices through 2003. Russia will owe nearly $48 billion 

spread over the next three years. 

• Domestic and foreign investment is crucial to sustained 

growth. Moscow recently announced that capital flight last 

year increased to $25 billion. Putin will need to 

demonstrate his seriousness about reducing corruption 

and pushing ahead with corporate tax reform and 

measures to protect investor's rights. 

CENTRAL ASIA 

Mr. Chairman, the Caucasus and Central Asia are parts of the 

world that have the potential to become more volatile as they become 

more important to the United States. The strategic location of the 

Caucasus and Central Asia-squeezed between Russia, Turkey, 

Iran, Afghanistan, and China-make the stability of these countries 

critical to the future of Eurasia. Here corruption, poverty, and other 

social ills are providing fertile ground for Islamic extremism, terrorist 

networking, and drug and weapons trafficking that will have impact in 

Russia, Europe, and beyond. Central Asian leaders, seeking to fend 
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off threats to their security from terrorists and drug traffickers, are 

looking increasingly to the West for support. 

• We are becoming increasingly concerned about the 

activities of the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan, an 

extremist insurgent and terrorist group whose annual 

incursions into Uzbekistan have become bloodier and 

more significant every year. 

In addition, US companies have a significant stake in Caspian 

energy development. As you know, the United States supports the 

construction of pipelines that will bring the Caspian's energy 

resources to Western markets. One oil pipeline is expected to pass 

through both Georgia and Azerbaijan. Western companies are 

pursuing the construction of a gas pipeline under the Caspian Sea 

from Turkmenistan through Azerbaijan and Georgia en route to 

Turkey. Although many of the leaders in the region through which 

the pipelines will flow view the United States as a friend, regime 

stability there remains fragile. 

The Balkans 
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Mr. Chairman, let me now turn to another important region: the 

Balkans. It is an open question when Balkan states will be able to 

stand on their own. The Balkans continue to be fraught with turmoil, 

and the coming year promises more challenges. 

Milosevic's departure was a victory for the Serbian people and 

the United States. America was a strong force in helping to depose 

this indicted war criminal who was a major obstacle to progress. 

Milosevic's fall through election and popular rebellion gives Serbia 

and what is left of Yugoslavia a chance to remake its politics and to 

begin to recover. It also means that Serbia can be reintegrated into 

Europe. 

Milosevic's successors will have a hard time cleaning up the 

mess he left. Milosevic, his family, and cronies stole much of what 

had value, ran down industries, and wasted whatever resources were 

left. From the ashes, newly elected President Vojislav Kostunica is 

trying to create a legal, transparent, and effective government. 

Meanwhile, the Serbian economy has contracted 50 percent since 

1990. 
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Mr. Chairman, Kostunica will also face problems holding his 

country together. Montenegro's drive for independence presents a 

simmering crisis. Montenegrin President Djukanovic remains 

committed to negotiating a new, decentralized relationship with 

Belgrade. Events in the rest of Yugoslavia will have impact on 

Kosovo as well. Ethnic Albanians from across the political spectrum 

in Kosovo still insist on independence. 

There are signs that Kosovo's troubles are spilling over into 

southern Serbia where both ethnic Albanians and Serbs live in close 

proximity. Most ethnic Albanians in this region seek only greater civil 

rights within Serbia, but militants are fighting to join the region to an 

independent Kosovo. This is a dangerous flashpoint, Mr. Chairman, 

with the potential for escalation. In short, Mr. Chairman, we are still 

not at the point where we look confidently ahead to a Balkans without 

violence. 

With regard to Bosnia, none of the three formerly warring 

factions-Muslims, Serbs, or Croats-wants to begin fighting again. 

Refugee returns continued at a brisk pace last year as in 1999, the 

most encouraging development since the end of the war. 
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Disarmament of the warring factions has been generally successful , 

and positive developments in Croatia and Serbia have removed 

some sources of earlier nationalist sentiment. But there has been 

little progress in achieving a common vision of a unified, multiethnic 

Bosnia capable of standing on its own. 

SOUTH ASIA 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, let me draw your attention to the 

potentially destabilizing competition in South Asia. I must report that 

relations between India and Pakistan remain volatile, making the risk 

of war between the two nuclear-armed adversaries unacceptably 

high. The military balance in which India enjoys advantages over 

Pakistan in most areas of conventional defense preparedness 

remains the same. This includes a decisive advantage in fighter 

aircraft, almost twice as many men under arms, and a much larger 

economy to support defense expenditures. As a result, Pakistan 

relies heavily on its nuclear weapons for deterrence. Their deep

seated rivalry, frequent artillery exchanges in Kashmir, and short 

flight times for nuclear-capable ballistic missiles and aircraft all 

contribute to an unstable nuclear deterrence. 
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If any issue has the potential to bring both sides to full-scale 

war, it is Kashmir. Kashmir is at the center of the dispute between 

the two countries. Nuclear deterrence and the likelihood that a 

conventional war would bog down both sides argue against a 

decision to go to war. But both sides seem quite willing to take risks 

over Kashmir in particular, and this-along with their deep animosity 

and distrust-could lead to decisions that escalate tensions. 

The two states narrowly averted a full-scale war in Kashmir in 

1999. The conflict that did occur undermined a fledgling peace 

process begun by the two prime ministers. Now, for the first time 

since then, the two sides are finally taking tentative steps to reduce 

tension. Recent statements by Indian and Pakistani leaders have left 

the door open for high-level talks. And just last week [2 Feb 2001 ], 

Vajpayee and Musharraf conversed by phone perhaps for the first 

time ever, to discuss the earthquake disaster. 

The process is fragile, however. Neither side has yet agreed to 

direct, unconditional talks. Tension can easily flare once winter ends 

or by New Delhi or Islamabad maneuvering for an edge in the 
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negotiations. Leadership changes in either country also could add to 

tensions. 

Kashmiri separatist groups opposed to peace could also stoke 

problems. India has been trying to engage selected militants and 

separatists, but militant groups have kept up their attacks through 

India's most recent cease-fire. In addition, the Kashmir state 

government's decision to conduct local elections-the first in more 

than 20 years-will provoke violence from militants who see the 

move as designed to cement the status quo. 

Pakistan's internal problems-especially the economy

complicate the situation and further threaten what maneuvering room 

Musharraf may have. Musharrafs domestic popularity has been 

threatened by a series of unpopular policies that he promulgated last 

year. At the same time, he is being forced to contend with 

increasingly active Islamic extremists. 

Mr. Chairman, a word on proliferation. Last year I told you I 

worried about the proliferation and development of missiles and 

weapons of mass destruction in South Asia. The competition, 

predictably, extends here as well and there is no sign that the 
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situation has improved. We still believe there is a good prospect of 

another round of nuclear tests. On the missile front, India decided to 

test another Agni MRBM last month, reflecting its determination to 

improve its nuclear weapons delivery capability. Pakistan may 

respond in kind. 

FRAGMENTATION AND FAILURE 

The final point that I would like to discuss today is the growing 

in potential for state fragmentation and failure that we have observed 

this past year. 

Mr. Chairman, Afghanistan obviously falls into this category. 

The Afghan civil war will continue into the foreseeable future, leaving 

the country fragmented and unstable. The Taliban remains 

determined to impose its radical form of Islam on all of Afghanistan, 

even in the face of resistance from other ethnic groups and the Shia 

minority. 

Mr. Chairman, what we have in Afghanistan is a stark example 

of the potential dangers of allowing states-even those far from the 

US-to fail. The chaos here is providing an incubator for narcotics 

traffickers and militant Islamic groups operating in such places as 
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Kashmir, Chechnya, and Central Asia. Meanwhile the Taliban shows 

no sign of relinquishing terrorist Usama Bin Ladin, despite 

strengthened UN sanctions and prospects that Bin Ladin's terrorist 

operations could lead to retaliatory strikes against Afghanistan" The 

Taliban and Bin Ladin have a symbiotic relationship-Bin Ladin gets 

safe haven and in return, he gives the Taliban help in fighting its civil 

war. 

Mr. Chairman, events of the last few years in Indonesia paint a 

vivid picture of a state struggling to regain stability. Last year I 

described the difficult political transition that Indonesian President 

Wahid was trying to manage. He has managed to stay one step 

ahead of his opponents, mostly because they are unable to work 

together. He has survived several confrontations with the legislature, 

but efforts to impeach him on corruption charges will continue. 

Separatist violence is rampant in Aceh and rising in two other 

key provinces. Muslim-Christian violence continues, and resulted in 

several thousand deaths last year. The country's security forces are 

poorly equipped, and either back away from challenges or respond 

too forcefully. 
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Mr. Chairman, Indonesia's problems are worrying neighboring 

countries that have long considered it as the pillar of regional 

stability. Some Southeast Asian leaders fear a power vacuum in 

Indonesia would create fertile ground for international terrorist groups 

and Islamic activists, drug trafficking, and organized crime. 

My final case study, Mr. Chairman, is Africa, a land of chronic 

turbulence and crises that are among the most brutal and intractable 

in the world. Left behind by globalization and plagued by ethnic 

conflicts, several African states appear to be the first of the wave of 

failed nations predicted by the Global Trends 2015 Report. 

We are especially concerned because hotspots often set off 

chain reactions across the region. The brutal civil war in Sierra 

Leone, for example, started as an offshoot of fighting in Liberia and 

has now spread into Guinea. These waves of violent instability bring 

even worse woes in their wake, including the ethnically-based killings 

that are now routine in the wars in Sudan, Congo (Kinshasa), and 

Burundi. Coping with this unrest depletes the scant resources 

available to the region's governments for fighting HIV/AIDS and other 

epidemics. 
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One immediate challenge in Africa, Mr. Chairman, is the 

protection of US diplomats, military personnel, citizens, and other 

interests in the region. Violent unrest has necessitated a half-dozen 

evacuations of Embassy employees, other citizens, and Allied 

nationals in recent years. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, I have spoken at some length about the threats 

we face to our national security. It is inevitable given our position as 

the world's sole superpower that we would attract the opposition of 

those who do not share our vision or our goals, and those who feel 

intimidated by our strength. Many of the threats I've outlined are 

familiar to you. Many of the trends I've described are not new. The 

complexity, intricacy, and confluence of these threats, however, is 

necessitating a fundamental change in the way we, in the Intelligence 

Community, do our business. To keep pace with these challenges: 

• We must aggressively challenge our analytic 

assumptions, avoid old-think, and embrace alternate 

analysis and viewpoints. 
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We must constantly push the envelope on collection 

beyond the traditional to exploit new systems and 

operational opportunities to gain the intelligence needed 

by our senior policymakers. 

• And we must continue to stay ahead on the technology 

and information fronts by seeking new partnerships with 

private industry as demonstrated by our IN-Q-TEL 

initiative. 

Our goal is simple. It is to ensure that our nation has the 

intelligence it needs to anticipate and counter threats I have 

discussed here today. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, I would welcome any questions you 

and your fellow Senators may have for me. 
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September 26, 2001 6:16 PM 

TO: Honorable George Tenet 

FROM: Donald Rumsf:~d-hA 

SUBJECT: JITF - CT 'f v 

Thanks for coming over here today. It was helpful. 

I have these additional thoughts: 

I. From everything I hear, CTC is too small to do-a-z4.;7 job. 

2. Admiral Wilson came to see me and has a proposal, which Joan Dempsey 

is familiar with. Here are the charts. I have asked Rich Haver, and 

possibly Steve Cambone, to come over with Wilson and brief you on it. I 

don't want him to go ahead until I know what you think about it and that it 

is going to fit. I don't know what I will ultimately decide ought to be done, 

but I sure don't want to go forward with this until I know what you think 

about it and we have a good sense of where we are going together. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
Briefing slides: JTTF-CT: Supporting a Unified National CT Campaign 

DHR:dh 
09260J.1J 
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JITF - CT 
: 

8ECDEF HAS SEEN 
SEP 2 7 2001 

•·.,c.i..,. 

(Joint Intelligence Task Force - Combating Terrorism) 

Supporting a Unified 
National CT Campaign 
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Purpose 

• Support Aggressive Campaign to Defeat 
Terrorism (Offense) 

• Provide Warning for Force Protection and 
Homeland Security (Defense) 

• Establish Single Focused Effort 
(Responsibility and Accountability) 
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Mission 

Generate actionable 
intelligence to drive 
planning and operations 
by exposing and exploiting 
terrorist vu I nerabil ities. 

I Secretary of Defense I 

Director, DIA 

[Joint Staff,.~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

··. ···:,; ..... 
... 

Deter, Disrupt, Defeat 
Terrorists; 
Prevent WMD 
Acquisition 

·.·t,:.;.i .. 
. ·~·· . .. J ITF~Gr · ·•· ·.···} f iitIJi:lilr:til 

.;'. : •. !'~ ·.:: · ti·~( • . +;;~ 
. ... : . 

.·· . ... :. : 
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: Planning j 

~ 

j Policy j 

i J 
Operations! 

j Security' I ~ 
I All-Source Intelligence 

J ITF-CT 
(Fusion Center) 

24x7 Watch 
Analytic Support Cells 

I Sources I 
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Envisioned Organization 

• Site: DIA (Boiling AFB) 
- Reconfigured Now 

- Designed into New Building 

• Size: Projected 700 (Present 150) 

• Participation 
- Embedded Capability from NSA, NIMA, CTC, FBI, 

FAA, Services 

- Deployed Capability to Commands, CTC, FBI 

• State of the Art Technology 
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So What Do You Get? 

• Fundamental Shift in DoD Intelligence 
Focus and Priorities 

• DoD Leadership Role 

• Aggressive Campaign Focus 

• Access to All information 

Changed Approach for a Changed World 
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.. • 

Immediate Actions' 

• Accelerate/Enlarge On-going Terrorism 
Upgrades 

• Ensure Access to ALL Data Flow 
- CIA, NSA, FBI, DOS, DOT 

• Commit Resources Now 
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TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel~(Z__ 

DATE: November 5,200 I 

SUBJECT: Patriot Missiles 

I just read this note on Patriot missile part fraud. 

My instinct is that you ought to see if we can't stop doing business with that outfit 

completely. That's just terrible and the penalty is not anywhere near enough to 

match the crime. If we can't stop doing business with them completely legally, 

then we ought to go to Congress and get legislation that let's us do it. 

Thank you. 

Please respond by: __ } ___ l _I __ l...._)-_-__________ _ 

DHR/azn 
110:iOl.lH 

Attach. Lieberman Memo 11/1/01 Ul8096 

SECDEf~SEE 
DEC SO 2001 
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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Patriot missile parts fraud 

"•• .. 
, . . . . -- . 

• On October 25, 2001 ANGHEL Laboratories, Rockaway, New Jersey, pied. guilty to a 
criminal infonnation charging the company with submitting false testing data. Company 
officials admitted falsifying testing data and concealing defective components, including 
switches for the fuse assemblies of the Patriot missile. None of the identified faulty parts 

· were actually installed in the Patriot missile systems. 

• ANGHEL is a production and testing facility owned by COMSAT Radiation Systems, 
Inc. which is owned by COMSAT Corporation, Bethesda, MD. ts ..-----
subcon rac r · o con acts with t e J\!tlly an ir Force to provide 
electronic parts for use in various military systems, including aircraft, satellites, and the 
Patriot. 

• Because of the limited scope of the plea, ANGHEL faces a maximum of only 5 years 
probation and a fine of only $500,000. Final sentencing has been set for February 5, 
2002. 

• DoD susI>_ension and debannent action is under consideration by the U.S. Anny, the 
U.S. Air Force and the Defense Logistics Agency. 

• This was a joint investigation with this office and the Military Departments. 

• This matter was reported in New Jersey newspapers and could have national interest 
because of public familiarity with the Patriot. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

cc: Secretary of the Anny 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
General Counsel, DoD 

SPL ASSISTANT Di RITA 
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March 29, 2001 11:27 AM 

TO: General Shelton, Chairman, JCS 

FROM: Donald Rumsfetiy \l, 
SUE! JECT: Incident in Nigeria 

I just read this cable on the altercation in Nigeria. There are a lot of questions. 
Why did they leave the convoy? Why weren't they carrying their identification 
Why are the crowds so hostile to Americans? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
032901-12 
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OTTUZYUW RUEHUJA1936 3391544-UUUU--RUEI<AMH. 
ZNR UUUUU ZOC STATE ZZH 
MS13434 
00 RUEHC 
DE RUEHUJA #1936/01 3391544 
ZNR UUUUU ZZH 
G 041544J DEC 00 
FM AMEMBASSY ABUJA 
TO RUEHC/SECSTATE WASHDC IMMEDIATE 1875 
INFO RUEHOS/AMCONSUL LAGOS 3346 
BT 
UNCLAS SECTION 01 OF 04 ABUJA 1936 

DEPT FOR: AF/EX, AF/RA, AF/W, DS/DSS, DS/OP/AF 

E.O. 12958: N/A 
TAGS : ASEC, MASS, NI 
SUBJECT: INCIDENT INVOLVING U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

1. (U) SUMMARY: ON 12/2/2000 THERE WAS AN INCIDENT IN 
ABUJA, NIGERIA INVOLVING U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL, NIGERIAN 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES AND NUMEROUS UNKNOWN NIGERIAN 
CIVILIANS. THE U.S. MILITARY CURRENTLY HAS A LARGE 
PRESENCE IN NIGERIA TO TRAIN THE NIGERIAN MILITARY FOR 
PEACE ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS IN SIER.RA LEONE (0PERAT10N Focus 
RELIEF OR OFR) . THREE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL WERE ENROUTE 
TO ABUJA IN AN UNMARKED CIVILIJ\N VEHICLE WITHOUT LICENSE 

8&-ti'"fmt C<.JAPtE'fING TRAINING WITH 'l'HE N!G!ft!Mi, 
TARY. THE THREE U.S. MILITARY AND THEIR NIGERIAN 

VER SEPARATED FROM THEIR CONVOY AND STOPPED BY 
"-- -./'11!G~Rl.At4 AOIHORIT.r!!'S OPERATING A CHECKfOINT 

BOUNDARY BETWEEN NASSARAWA STATE AND THE FEDERAL CAPITAL 
TERRITORY 

(U} DURING THE COURSE OF THE CHECKPOINT STOP, CONFUSION 
AROSE BETWEEN THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL AND NIGERIAN LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES CONCERNING THE IDENTIFICATION 
CREDENTIALS CARRIED BY THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. DURING 
THE COURSE OFTHE CHECKPOINT STOP A LARGE, HOSTILE CROWD 
FORMED. FEARING FOR THEIR SAFETY, THE U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL FLED THE SCENE. BOTH NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND NUMEROUS NIGERIAN CIVILIANS PURSUED THE U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL. AT ONE POINT THE U. S . MILITARY PERSONNEL WERE 
ENGAGED IN A PHYSICAL ALTERCATION WITH BOTH NIGERIAN T.Arl! 

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES AND NIGERIAN CIVILIANS . THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL FIRED TWO WARNING SHOTS INTO THE AIR TO 
DISPERSE THE CROWD AFTER INDIVIDUALS ATTEMPTED TO DISARM 
THEM. THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL SUBSEQUENTLY WERE ABLE 
TO FLEE THE SCENE IN A LOCAL TAXI BUT WERE ULTIMATELY 
FORCED TO EXIT BY THOSE IN PURSUIT. THE U. S . MILITARY 
PERSONNEL THEN FORCED ENTRY INTO A NEARBY UNOCCUPIED 
RESIDENCE TO SEEK REFUGE FROM THE PURSUING CROWD. THE 
INCIDENT WAS REPORTED To POST BY AN EMBASSY MOTOR POOL 
DRIVER WHO HAPPENED TO BE AT A Y FILLING STATION AS 
THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL E THE RESIDENCE. HE 
CALLED FOR ASSISTANCE, AND T E..BSQ.. SPONDED, PROCEEDING TO 
THE UNOCCUPIED RESIDENCE WH HE SERVED A LARGE HOSTILE 
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CROWD SURROUNDING THE OUTSIDE OF THE RESIDENTIAL COMPOUND. 

3. (U) NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES WERE 
SURROUNDING THE PERIMETER OF THE RESIDENCE, DISCUSSING 
PLANS TO STORM THE-HOUSE. RSO DETERMINED THE INDIVIDUALS 
INSIDE THE RESIDENCE WERE IN FACT U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AND SO INFORMED TH& NIGERIAN AUTHORITIES PRESENT ON THE 
SCENE. THE NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES DISPERSED 
THE CROWD AND SECURED THE AREA. A DAO OFFICER LATER 
ESCORTED THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL FROM THE RESIDENCE TO 
THEIR BASE OF OPERATIONS, WHERE THE NIGERIAN POLICE TOOK 
STATEMENTS. RSO AND RAO PROCEEDED TO THE VEHICLE ABANDONED 
BY THE U. S. MILITARY PERSONNEL TO RETRIEVE PERSONAL EFFECTS 
AND EQUIPMENT, TO INCLUDE CLASSIFIED COMMUNICATIONS 
EQUIPMENT. ALL EFFECTS AND EQUIPMENT WERE SUCCESSFULLY 
RECOVERED. END SUMMARY. 

4. (U) ON SATURDAY, 2 DECEMBER 2000 AT APPROXIMATELY 1030 
HOURSTHREE U.S. MTLITARY PERSONNEL WEARING FATIGUE 
UNIFORMS WERE TRAVELLING IN AN UNMARKED CIVILIAN VEHICLE 

.---(NO LICENSE PLATES OR OTHER MARKINGS) RETURNING TO ABUJA ~ )_ 
FROM TRAINING THE NIGERIAN MILITARY. THE U.S. MILITARY \.fJ 
PERSONNEL AND THEIR NIGERIAN DRIVER HAD SEPARAT~ 
LARGER CONVOY UNDER ESCORT BY NIGERIAN MILITARY FROM THE 
MORTAR-FIRING RANGE AT KACHl;A (SOOTHERN KADUNA STATE) AT 

SOME POINT ALONG THE KACHIA-KEFFI-ABUJA ROUTE. AS THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL APPROACHED THE OUTSKIRTS OFTHE FEDERAL 
CAPITAL TERRITORY, THEY ENCOUNTERED A ROADSIDE CHECKPOINT 
OPERATION CARRIED OUT BY NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AUTHORITIES. THEY FREQUENTLY OPERATE ROADSIDE CHECKPOINTS 
FOR A VARIETY OFREASONS: TO APPREHEND CRIMINALS, TO 
RECOVER STOLEN PROPERTY AND VEHICLES AND TO CONDUCT VEHICLE 
SAFETY INSPECTIONS. LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL WORKING THE 
CHECKPOINT ORDERED THE U.S .• MILITARY PERSONNEL TO PRODUCE 
IDENTIFICATION. THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL PRODUCED THEIR 
IDENTIFICATION. THE NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES 
DID NOT RECOGNIZE THE IDENTIFICATION PRESENTED BY THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, AND ADVISED THEM THEY INTENDED TO SEIZE 
THE VEHICLE AND ARREST THE LOCALLY CONTRACTED DRIVER. THE 

UNCLAS SECTION 02 OF 04 ABUJA 1936 

DEPT FOR: AF/EX, AF/RA,AF/W, DS/DSS, DS/OP/AF 

E.O. 12958: N/A 
TAGS: ASEC, MASS, NI 
SUBJECT: INCIDENT INVOLVING U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL ATTEMPTED UNSUCCESSFULLY TO OBTAIN 
PERMISSION TO LEAVE THE AREA. MEANWHILE, A LARGE CROWD OF 

NIGERIAN CIVILIANS FORMED AND BECAME INCREASINGLY HOSTILE--. 
TOWARDS THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. FEARING FOR THEIR 

t,J'hy J 
SAFETY, THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL GOT BACK INTO THEIR 
VEHICLE AND LOCKED THE DOORS. THE CROWD SURROUNDED THE U . .J . . -
VEHICLE AND PROCEEDED TO BEAT AND KICK IT. THE U. S. 't 
MILITARY PERSONNEL ORDERED THEIR DRIVER TO EXIT THE SCENE. 
AT LEAST TWO UNIFORMED NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS 
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AND TWO UNKNOWN CIVILIANS MANAGED TO CLIMB IN TO BACK OF 
THE VEHICLE (AN OPEN BED PICK-UP TRUCK) BEFORE THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL LEFT THE SCENE OF THE CHECKPOINT. 

5. (U) A SHORT DISTANCE LATER, THE THREE U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL STOPPED THE VEHICLE IN ORDER TO REMOVE THE 
NIGERIAN POLICE OFFICERS AND CIVILIANS FROM THE BED OF THE 
VEHICLE. DURING THE COURSE OFTHIS INCIDENT, A PHYSICAL 
STRUGGLE/ALTERCATION ENSUED INVOLVING THE THREE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL AND THE NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS AND CIVILIANS WHO WERE IN THE BED OF THE VEHICLE. 
DURING THE COURSE OF THIS STRUGGLE ONE NIGERIAN (NFL) 
ATTEMPTED TO TAKE A U. S . MILITARY PERSONNELQS HOLSTERED 
SIDEARM. ANOTHER U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL DREW HIS SIDEARM 
AND FIRED TWO WARNING SHOTS INTO THE AIR TO DISPERSE THE 
GROWING AND INCREASINGLY HOSTILE CROWD. THE U.S. MILITARY 1 

PERSONNEL GOT BACK INTO THEIR VEHICLE AND LEFT THE AREA BUT 
WERE STILL PURSUED BY NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES 
AND A LARGE NUMBER OF CIVILIANS IN CARS, MOTORCYCLES AND 
FOOT. 

6.. (U) THE U. S . MILITARY PERSONNEL WERE PURSUED INTO A 
RESIDENTIAL AREA. EVENTUALLY, THE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL 
COULD NEITHER PaoCEED (BECAUSE THE NEIGHBORHOOD IS A LARGE 
CUL-DE-SAC, WITH ONE WAY IN AND OUT) NOR REVERSE COURSE 
(BECAUSE OF THE PURSUERS BEHIND THEM). THE U.S. MILITARY 

PERSONNEL DROVE THEIR VEHICLE OFF THE ROAD, AND TRIED TO 
TRAVEL CROSS-COUNTRY UNTIL BECOMING STUCK IN A LOW-LYING, 
SWAMPY AREA. THE THREE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL AND THEIR 
CONTRACT DRIVER EXITED THE VEHICLE AND PROCEEDED TO RUN 
CROSS-COUNTRY TO A NEARBY HIGHWAY. UPON REACHING THE 
HIGHWAY, THE THREE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL HAILED A PRIVATE 
TAXICAB AND TOLD THE DRIVER TOTAKE THEM TO EITHER THE U.S. 
EMBASSY OR THEIR BASE OFOPERATIONS AT THE SHERATON HOTEL. 
NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES AND A LARGE CROWD OF 
CIVILIANS WERE STILL PURSUING THE THREE U. S MILITARY 
PERSONAL. 

7. (U) THE PRIVATE TAXICAB TRANSPORTED THE THREE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL AND THEIR LOCALLY HIRED CONTRACT DRIVER 
AWAY FROM THE AREA INTO ABUJA CITY LIMITS. NIGERIAN LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL AND~- TO PURSUE THE 
TAXI. THE TAXI WAS FORCED TO STOP BY A CIVILIAN VEHICLE 
(NFI}. A NIGERIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER THEN POINTED A 
GUN AT THE TAXI DRIVER, ORDERING HIM TO STAY IN PLACE. THE 
THREE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL EXITED THE VEHICLE WITH THEIR 
LOCALLY HIRED CONTRACT DRIVER AND RAN TO A NEARBY 
RESIDENCE. THEY FORCED ENTRY INTO THE RESIDENCE AND 
SECURED THE DOORS BY BLOCKING THEM WITH INTERIOR 
FURNISHINGS AND APPLIANCES. 

8. (U) AN EMBASSY MOTOR POOL DRIVER WHO HAPPENED TO BE AT 
A NEARBY FILLING STATION OBSERVED THE THREE U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL RUNNING FROM THEIR PURSUERS. THE DRIVER 
CONTACTED THE EMBASSY GUARDS VIA TWO-WAY RADIO, AND RSO WAS 
NOTIFIED. RSO WENT TO THE LOCATION OF THE RESIDENCE AND 
OBSERVED APPROXIMATELY A HALF DOZEN UNIFORMED NIGERIAN 
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POLICE OFFICERS ANO A LARGE CROWD OF HOSTILE CIVILIANS. 
ONE OF THE POLICE OFFICERS ADVISED THE RSO THAT ARMED 
ROBBERS HAD INVADED THE HOUSE. THE RSO OVERHEARD THE 
NIGERIAN POLICE REPORTING BY RADIO THAT ARMED ROBBERS HAD 
INVADED A HOUSE AND CALLING FOR ASSISTANCE. THE EMBASSY 
MOTOR POOL DRIVER DESCRIBED THE THREE PERSONS HE OBSERVED 
RUNNING INTO THE HOUSE AS U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL 
(CAUCASIAN, MALE, FATIGUE UNIFORMS, RIFLES). THE RSO 

REQUESTED THE POLICE NOT TOTAKE ANY ACTION AGAINST THE 
HOUSE UNTIL IDENTITY OF THE PERSONS INSIDE THE HOUSE COULD 
BE CONFIRMED. THE RSO WENT TO THE HOUSE AND CONFIRMED THE 
PERSONS INSIDE THE HOUSE AS U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. THE 
U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL GRANTED THE RSO ACCESS TO THE 
HOUSE. THE RSC OBSERVED THREE U. S . MILITARY PERSONNEL IN 
FATIGUE UNIFORMS AND RIFLES INSIDE THE HOUSE. ONE OF THE 
THREE U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL WAS IN THE PROCESS OF PLACING 
A TELEPHONE CALLTO THEIR BASE OF OPERATIONS VIA SATELLITE 
TELEPHONE . RSO ADVISED THE THREE U. S . MILITARY PERSONNEL 
TO STAND DOWN, AND THAT THE EMBASSY WAS AT THE LOCATION AND 

UNCLAS SECTION 03 OF 04 ABUJA 1936 

DEPT FOR: AF/EX, AF/RA, AF/W,DS/DSS, DS/OP/AF 

E .0. 12958: N/A 
TAGS: ASEC, MASS, NI 
SUBJECT: INCIDENT INVOLVING U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

HANDLING THE SITUATION. 

9. (U) UPON EXITING THE HOUSE, THE RSO MET THREE NIGERIAN 
INDIVIDUALS WHO INTRODUCED THEMSELVES AS NIGERIAN 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (NIA) OFFICERS. THEY ADVISED THAT THE 
RESIDENCE BELONGED TO NIA. THE NIA OFFICIALS AGREED WITH 
THE RSOQS REQUEST TO ~e.s.1'1'ILITlm:Y 'fQ ~IN IN 
THE HOUSE, SAFE FROM lltr~INgL~ HQ~lliB £B.~ DAO 
WAS CONTACTED AND ADVISED TO COMET ~THE SCENE WITH 
NIGERIAN MINISTRY OF DEFENSE COUNTERPARTS . ADDITIONAL 
NIGERIAN POLICE UNITS ARRIVED AT THE SCENE AND SUCCESSFULLY 
DISPERSED THE CROWD AND SECURED THE AREA SURROUNDING THE 
HOUSE. THE RSO NOTIFIED THE EMBASSY TO CONTACT THE OFR 
OPERATIONS CENTER AND ADVISE THEM NOT TO SEND ANY 
ADDITIONAL U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL INTO THE AREA, FURTHER 
ADVISING THE SITUATION WAS UNDER CONTROL. MEANWHILE, 
PRINCIPAL OFFICER HAD ALREADY CONTACTED THE OFR OPERATIONS 
CENTER AND LEARNED THAT OFR HAD DISPATCHED FIVE SOLDIERS TO 
THE AREA. PO REQUESTED THAT UNIFORMED U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL AVOID THE INCIDENT SCENE. THE OFFICER RESPONDING 
AT THE OFR OPERATIONS CENTER SAID OFR WOULD COMPLY. WHEN 
RSOURGENTLY MADE THE SAME REQUEST, PO CONVEYED RSO'S 
REQUEST AND SOUGHT STATUS. THE OFR OFFICER SAID THE FIVE 
SOLDIERS HAD BEEN RECALLED. 

10. (U)THE RSO RETURNED TO THE HOUSE TO BRIEF THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL REGARDING THE SITUATION. ONE OF THE 
U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL ADVISED THE RSO THERE WAS 
CLASSIFIED COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT {"CRYPTOn) LEFT IN THE 
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VEHICLE THEY HAD ABANDONED IN THE SWAMP. AS THE RSO LEFT 
THE HOUSE AND RETURNED TO THE STREET HE ENCOUNTERED FOUR 
U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN FATIGUE UNIFORMS WITH RIFLES 
COMING UP THE STREET. THE RSOINTRODUCED HIMSELF TO THE 
U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL, ADVISED THEM THE SITUATION WAS 
UNDER CONTROLAND REQUESTED THEY LEAVE THE SCENE BEFORE THE 
INCITED THE NOW PEACEFUL CROWD. THE US MILITARY PERSONNEL 
LEFT THE AREA IMMEDIATELY IN FRONT OF THE HOUSE, WENT 
AROUND A STREET CORNER AWAY FROM VIEW OFTHE RSO . 

11 . (U) THE RSO BRIEFED RAO REGARDING STATUS OF CLASSIFIED 
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT LEFT UNSECURED IN THE ABANDONED 
VEHICLE . RSO AND RAO LEFT THE AREA TO Go TO THE AREA WHERE 
THE VEHICLE WAS ABANDONED TO RECOVER THE COMMUNICATIONS 
EQUIPMENT . AT APPROXIMATELY 1320 HOURS, RSO AND RAO 
LOCATED THE VEHICLE AND RECOVERED ALL PERSONAL ITEMS, 
EFFECTS AND EQUIPMENT . THE COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT WAS 
CONTAINED IN TWO UNLOCKED/UNSEALED HARD-SIDED PADDED CASES 
LOCATED IN THE BED OF THE VEHICLE. ALTHOUGH ALL EQUIPMENT 
APPARENTLY WAS RECOVERED, IT WAS LEFT IN AN UNSECURED 
ENVIRONMENT OUTSIDE OF CLEARED U.S. CITIZEN CONTROL FOR 
SEVERAL HOURS. RSO AND RAO RETRIEVED THE ABANDONED VEHICLE 
FROM THE SWAMP WITH A WINCH AND THE ASSISTANCE OF LOCAL 
HIRED LABOR . 

12 . (U)AFTER LOCATING AND SECURING THE COMMUNICATIONS 
EQUIPMENT, THE RSO RETURNED TO THE NIA RESIDENCE. THERE 
WAS BRIEF ADDITIONAL CONFUSION AS THECiFi COMMANDER (FROM 
HIS OPERATIONS ROOM AT Tm; .. SHERATON)~GETICALLY REJECTED 
THE NIGERIAN POLICE FORCE'S REQUESTED THAT ONE OF THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL PROCEED TO THE POLICE STATION TOGIVE A 
STATEMENT. THE NIGERIAN POLICE WERE UNWILLING TO TAKE THE 
STATEMENT AT THE EMBASSY BECAUSE OF ITS DIPLOMATIC STATUS. 
PO PROPOSED, AND THE NIGERIAN POLICE RELUCTANTLY ACCEPTED , 
THAT STATEMENTS BE TAKEN AT THE SHERATON. THE THREE U. S . 
MILITARY PERSONNEL WERE ESCORTED FROM THE RESIDENCE, AND 
TAKEN BY EMBASSY VEHICLE To THEIR BASE OF OPERATIONS AT THE 
ABUJA SHERATON HOTEL WHERE THEY GAVESTATEMENTS TO NIGERIAN 
POLICE, NIGERIAN INTELLIGENCE AGENCY AND RSO. 

1 3. (U) COMMENT: AFTER INVESTIGATING THE INCIDENT AND 
TALKING TO PARTIES INVOLVED, RSO DOES NOT/NOT FEEL THIS 
INCIDENT WAS A HOSTILE ATTACK AGAINST U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL IN NIGERIA . THE ENTIRE INCIDENT COULD HAVE BEEN 
AVOIDED HAD THE THREE U. S . MILITARY PERSONNEL INVOLVED 
FOLLOWED PROPER PROCEDURE FOR INTERCITY ROAD TRAVEL AND· 

1 ~REMAINED IN THEIR CONVOY. THE NIGERIAN POLICE STOP ALL 
/ NON-DIPLOMATIC AND NON-OFFICIAL VEHICLES AT ROAD 

. CHECKPOINTS TO CHECK IDENTIFICATION . THE THREE U. S . 
( 

MILITARY PERSONNEL WERE WEARING FATIGUE UNIFORMS, CARRIE D 
RIFLES AND WERE NOT TRAVELLING WITH A NIGERIAN MILITARY 
LIAISON COUNTERPART OR AS PART OF A MILITARY CONVOY, NOR---
DID THEY HAVE NORMAL NIGERIAN MILITARY IDENTIFICATION . 
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES AND GIVEN THE RECENT SHARP INCREASE 
IN ARMED CARJACKINGS WITHIN ABUJA, THE NIGERIAN POLICE 
UNDERSTANDABLY MIGHT WANT TO DETAIN AND QUESTION THE 
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UNCLAS SECTION 04 OF 04 ABUJA 1936 

DEPT FOR: AF/EX, AF/RA, AF/W, DS/DSS, DS/OP/AF 

E.0. 12958: N/A 
TAGS: ASEC, MASS, NI 
SUBJECT: INCIDENT INVOLVING U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

UNIFORMED OCCUPANTS OF AN UNMARKED, UNLICENSED, RELATIVELY 
NEW TOYOTA CREW CAB PICKUP TRUCK ENTERING THE FEDERAL 
CAPITAL TERRITORY. THE VEHICLE TRANSPORTING THE U.S. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL WAS A CIVILIAN MODEL PICK-UP TRUCK 
WITHOUT LICENSE PLATES OR EXTERNAL IDENTIFYING MARKINGS. IF 
THIS VEHICLE HAD REMAINED IN ITS ESCORTED CONVOY, IT WOULD 
HAVE BEEN GIVEN FREE PASSAGE THROUGH THE CHECKPOINT. THE 
POLICE OFFICER AT THE SCENE WAS PROBABLY NOT FAMILIAR WITH 
THE IDENTIFICATION PRESENTED BY THE THREE U.S. MILITARY 
PERSONNEL ANO WAS CONFUSED AT SEEING THREE NON-AFRICAN 
MALES IN COMBAT FATIGUES CARRYING WEAPONS. 

14. 

FALL VICTIM TO A LOCAL CROWD, NON-NIGERIANS ARE AT AN 
EXTREME DISADVANTAGE IN ANY CONFRONTATION INVOLVING 
NIGERIAN NATIONALS . NIGERIAN CROWDS DO ~OT LISTEN TO 
REASON WHEN IT FAVORS THE "OUTSIDERS" AND HAVE IN THE PAST 
CARRIED OUT DEADLY ATTACKS ON INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED IN. (( 
TRAFFIC INCIDENTS. THE RSO ADVISES ALL U.S. EMBASSY ·· , .. 
PERSONNEL TO FLEE THE AREA AFTER BEING INVOLVED IN ANY . 
INCIDENT OR IF A LARGE HOSTILE CROWD FORMS. 

15. (U) DIRECT ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS MATTER TO 
MICHAELE. BISHOP, REGIONAL SECURITY OFFICER, U.S. EMBASSY 
ABUJA AT EITHER OFFICE: 234-g-523-0960 OR HOME: 234-9-413-
5426. 

SERPA 
BT 

JOINT STAFF Vl 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Doug Feith 

Donald H. Rumsfelc1*,

November 23,200 I 

Here is a memo from Geoffrey Hoon which you should take a look at, and get the right 

people working on it. I have no idea what it's all about and I haven't got time to read it. 

Thanks. 

·DHRJazn 
112301.22 

Attach: November 16th. Letter from Geoffrey Hoon 

Respond by: ___ l/ ....... ,J--L___._j ___________ _ 
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TO l(b)(6) 
P.02/0S 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
ROOM 205, OLD WAR OFFICE BUILDING 
WHITEHALL LON DON. SW1A 2EU 

Teltphor,e 020 MI 82111/2/3 
Fu: 020 721871.0 

SECRETARY OF STATE E·ma 11: ~lstry1 Omod.91i.gov.uk 

MO 13/8/1C 

16 November 2001 

I am writing to tell you about a European program~ to develop advanced 

technologies for combat air system's capabllitiis that wlll be announced In 

Brussels on Monday. I and my colleagues from France, Germany, Italy, Spain 

and Sweden will sign a declaration to launch a joint technology programme with 

European industry which will susta~n and develop European capabllltJea for 

combat air systems over the next two decades. I attach the text of tha 

declaration. 

The European Technology Acquisition Programme, or ETAP. is a broadly

based programme to exa"!1ine and develop technologies that are likely to have 

application in airborne strike systems In the next decade and beyond. It is a 

framewo,tt for collaboration within which a series of tech no logy demonstration 

programmes wtll be launched. 'Each nation is able to decide which technology 

demonstrator programmes to join, guided by Its national requirements. 

Applications of ETAP generated technology are likely to be diverse and could 

include unmanned air vehlcJe•, cruise missiles and command and control 

systems, as wall as developments to existing or plannlng manned aircraft. 

The Hon Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
United States of America 
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I particularly wanted to keep you informed about this In order to reassure you 

about the nature of the ET AP programme and its relationship with the 

important work we are doing together on the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). UK 

officlals have discussed this with yours In recent weeks, in particular to 

address any concerns regarding the control of sensitive technology. I would 

like to reiterate that our ETAP work will be based on indigenous UK 

technology and know-how it will be kept entirely separate, both in Government 

and in industryl from our vital transatlantic co-operation on JSF. Under the 

arrangements that have been put In place to control access to technological 

informationl JSF Information wlll be safeguarded within that programme and 

will not be shared with others. I remain wholly committed to taking the Joint 

Strike Fighter programme forward. 

The Defence Materiel staff In our Washington Embassy stand ready to 

discuss these matters further with your offielalsshouldthls be necessary. 

GEOFFREY HOON 
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....... . ......... -......... -.. -. .. ··-··-··· ....... . 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, THE 
FEDERAL MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FEOERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY, THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE REPUBLIC OF ITALY, 
THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SPAIN, THE 
MINISTER FOR DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SWEDEN AND THE 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF 
GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

P. 04/ 05 

Acting in the splrtt of the statement by the Heads of State and Government on 
9 December 1997, which stated that they shared a vttal polltlcal and economic 
interest in an efficient and globally competitive European aerospace and 
defence electronics Industry, 

Acting in the spirit of the framework agreement on measures to facilitate the 
restructurtng and operation of the European Defence Industry signed on 27 
July 2000, and In particular the chapters conceming defence-related research 
and technology and the harmonisation of milltary requirements, 

Recognising the need for their countries and for Europe to retain a strong and 
competitive industrial and technology base and a long-term capability to 
design, manufacture and integrate combat air systems, 

Considering possible needs for such systems toward• the end of the next 
decade (2020), 

Promoting the hannonisation of military requirements in thls sector, 

Have decided In particular to cany out a joint study between now and summer 
2002 aimed at delivering an initial assessment of their respective capability 
requirements in a 2020 tlmeframe and kfentlfying the types of systems and 
their related technology base that might appropriately be developed jointly, 

Have decided to launch, in co-operation with industry, a focused research and 
technology programme (the so called European Technology Aoqulsltlon 
Programme, ETAP) to lay the foundations for futun, combat air systems 
covering key fields within this sector. 

Are asking their National Armament Directors to give priority to continued 
support for technology programmes already underway in order to ensure the 
achievement of their objectives and ensure the rapid slgnatunt of the 
necessary inter-governmental arrangements for ETAP whose management 
could be assigned in whole or part to OCCAR in due time, 

)ntend to allocate appropriate government funding for these activities, 

Encourage European Industry 
- to make a sultabk financial contribution to this effort 

11-L-0559/0SD/1467 5 
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.. to propose innovative solutions and initiatives to support this activity, 
including suggestions for possible regrouping8 and/or co-operation to make 
the most of existing capabilities in the industries of each country. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

CJCS 
YCJCS 
Gen. Holland 
Gen. Franks 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 

FYI. 

Attach. 
9119/01!(b}(6) baper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:49 PM 
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Subject: on possible open:ltions in Af'papi.\tan 

urgent 
~ 

r. VVI 

From: .... l(b-)(-6) ______________ r----._ · S~Dv..t 
• I ~ 3-,...l-t..tt.f. 

For: Dr ZbigniewBne%ili1ki,CS1S f'fi\.!t-~ ""l fu 
Date: 19111 September 2001 

l. A land invasion of Afghanistan would be an error of catastrophic proportions. The 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. Foreigners among the Taliban are particularly 
rese111e<l. Having sai<l lltal, an assaull un Kabul an<l Kandahar l:au initially be ~ sfut. 
But in the medium term it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in Pakistan. The Talibanization of a nuclear country does not bear thinking aboul. In 
addition, Hindu Kush passes will be cov~ in snow before the US can mobilise a 

sufficient invasion force. making operations even balder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing wilh rogue slates; surgical strikes by bombers and guided 
missiles al targets selected on the basis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastrncture to speak of: no railways, no 
electricity grid, no information or telephone links. The Taliban issue orders on the back of_ 
cigarette packs. '!To doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

·1-tbodyguar&niay have dispersed already. In 1987 I spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocketing. In a terrain in which every rock and every irrigation canal 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is ineffective. 

3. To track down and capture or kill terrorists I would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to a iiuenilla is another guerrilla. The British liquidated a Communist insurgency in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disrupting mujabeddiD supply lines in 
Afghanistan in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only when the U.S. 
delivered Stingers in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using commandos means, 
however, the loss of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties. The groups should be accompanied anti-Taliban Afghans loyal to the Northern 
Alliance government of President Rabbani. 

4. It is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The non-Taliban Afghans should be drawn into the anti•tenorist alliance. 
They had been warning against th; Taliba.rt for years. On the other hand, you cannot fully 
trust the Pakistanis. The ClA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Pakistan's Inter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US money and weapons channelled 10 the ISI went to support Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anli-American of Afghan leaders, who refu~ lo meet 
with the 'Great Satan' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can establish a 
Pa.sbtun-bascd (many officers in the Pakistani anny and ISi are Pashtuns}, pliable 
government in Kabul, to give themselves strategic depth against India WhenHekmaryar 
failed to capture Kabul, they created another puppet, the Taliban. The U.S., under 

11-L-0559/0SD/1 470 
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infl uence of business circle (Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
to build a pipeline froJll Turkmenistan across Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean) initially turned a blind eye. Today, the puppet is Pulling its own strings. Pakistani 
society and army arc riven ....;th fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and een. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5, Rabbanj's Northern Alliance has hcen weakened hy the loss of Ahmed Shah Masud, his 
minister of defence, in a suicide attack hy two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don't believe in conspiracy theory but l believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the assassination ofMassud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive America of a v~luabie ally. 
Nevertheless. the Nortbcm Alliance proved capable of instant retaliation against a Taliban 
arms dump on the outskirts of Kabul. The Northern Alliance controls au enclave in North 
Easlem Afghanistan with landings and access to the Tajik border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They have a representative at the O.N.; the Amba~sador 
in London. WaliMassud (brother of Ahmad Shah Ma.ssus) is animponant figure; contacts 
are also possible in Warsaw. There arc pockets in Northern and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance consins of importam 
commanders all over the country: 

Thr new political head of the Alliance, Dr Abdulfalt, is a moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. I have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch with him via a satellite phone, Ismael Khan, former army officer, 
governor of Hcrat, who spent two years in a Taliban prison in Kandllhar but is now back 
inside rhe country rallying re)istance against them. My hook 'Dust of the Saints - a 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describe) his heroic deeds during resistance against the 
Soviets. He can also be reached inside Afghanistan by satellite pho~. 

Hajil{adir, former governor ofJell&labad, aPashtun, which is important because his role 
neutralises the Taliban ethnic card. 1 )pent a months with him in Nangrahar in I 986. 

The former Communist general D01tu1T1 )eems to maintain following among lhe 1101them 
Uzbeks. The Hazara mino1ity, Shias, also resent the T11liban for the murder of their 
former leader. 

6. J f the Northern Alliance were backed with money, food, medicines and weapons it can 
build an anti-Talihan coiilition which could establish control over Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile. each oa,;is, valley. clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders bad submitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just as easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turned. 

7. While assistance to the Northern .Alliance can be delivered through countries which have 
their own reasons to want the downfall of the Taliban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and lr.m, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air bridge from . .shiJ)S in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast could ferry supplies directly to Alliance
controlled cnclave$inside Afghanistan. I believe )uch a scenario wa~ comidered in 19SOs 
in support of the mujahedin. 

2 
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Conclusions: 

l. An effective strike against the Taliban can best be dealt in co-operation with the military 
structures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing the world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the Taliban yoke 

3. The best form of pressure and revenge on Lhe Taliban is to support the moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down Lhe teirorists and toppling the Taliban, Afghanistan should he given 
massive humaniLarian and development aid. Normal state strucLures can only be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic infrastructure. Only when 
control is re-established, Soviet mines are cleared, agriculture funclions again, will the 
refugcesretUrn from Iran and Pakistan and does the region have any chance of permanent 
stabilisation. , 

(b)(6) 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Vice President Richard B. Cheney 
Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable George Tenet 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 

FYI. 

Attach. 
9/19/0 l~paper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:55 PM 
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~"ff ~A ( Memorandum 

Subj ect : oopostlbleoperatioruinAf&,hanidan 

From~(b}(5) 

For: Dr Zbignlcw Bnai6skit CSIS 

Date: 1911
' September 2001 

urgent 
___.;;---r 

I. A land invasion of Afghattimn would be an mtlr of catas1r0pbic proportions. 'Dit 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. ForeiiJU!rS among lhe Tali~ are partic~ly 
rc!ientcd. Having said thal, an assault on Kabul and ICandabat CM initially be successfol. 
Bur in the medium term it would causc an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in PakistM. The Telibani2ttion of a nuclear country doei. not bear thinlong about. In 
addition, Hindu J(ush puses will be coven,d in snow before the US can mobilise a 

- · - sufficient invasion force, makingoperariOMevenb&rder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing with rogue states: surgical strim by bombers and guided 
missiles at targets sdecled on the b,sis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastructure to speak of: no railways,no 
electricity grid, no infonnation or teJepholle links. The Taliban jssue orders on the bock of 
cigarette packs. 'Ilo doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

· hi$ bodyguar.dsnmy have dispersed &lready. ln 1987 I spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocuting. ln a terrain in which every rock and every irrigation can.al 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is ineffective. 

>. To track down and capture or kill tmorists I would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to aiiucmlltt ii, another guerrilla The British liquidated a Communistinsurg'ltcy in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disruptina muj&heddiP supply lines in 
Afghaniswi in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effcctivt.ne.Ss only wh~ the U.S. 
dehvc.rcd Stingcrs in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using col"llllWtdos means, 
however. the lo~s of some aspects of technical su~riority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties, The groups should be accompanied anti-Taliban Afgharu; loyal to the Northern 
Allwice covemmcnt of Presidentb bbani. 

4. Tt is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The MfJ-Talibac Afgbaus should be drawn into the uti-terrorist alliance. 
They had been warning ,aaainst the Taliban for years, On the other hand, you cannot fully 
crust the Pakistanis. The CIA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Palcistar1 's lnter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US monty and weapons channelled to the ISI went to suppo11 Gulbud<fin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti-American of Afeh,an leaders, who refu1ed to meet 
with the 'Great Saran' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thint.s it can ettablisll J 
Pashtun-based (many officers in the Pakistani army and ISi are Pashtuns), pliable 
govcmmeat in Kabul, to givethenuelvtS straregicdepth against India. Whenlickmatyat 
failed LO capture Kabul, they created another poppet, the: Taliban. The U.S. , und« 
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inf1L1cnce of business circle(Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
tO build a pipeline ftom Turicmenistan across Afgbanist!n and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean) initially turned a blind eye. Today, the puppet is pulling its own strings. Pakistan; 
society and army arc riven with fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and gen. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5. Rabbani's Northern Alliance has hcen wcakeacd by the Joss of Ab.med Shah Masud. his 
minister or &fence, in a suicide attack by two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don' t believe in conspiracy theory but I believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the ~sination of Mu,ud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive Amerii;a of a valuable ally. 
Nevertheless, thcNorthcmA1lian.ccproved capahlc of instant retaliation against a Talib1111 
IUTJIS dump on the outskirts of Kabul. The No1thern Alliance controls an ~clave in No1th 
Eastern Afghanistan with landingli and access to the Taji.k border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They haven representative at theV.N.; the Ambassador 
in London, Wali Massud (brotht:r of Ahmad Shah Masm.s) b an importam figure; contacts 
are nlso possihlc in Warsaw. There arc pockets in North.em and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance coasi.m of important 
commanders all over the country: 

The new political head of the Alliance, Dr AbdQlflb, is & moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. l have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in Louch with him via a satellite phone. lsmnl Kh111, former arm}' officer, 
governor of Her at, who spent two years in a Talibln prison in Kandahar but is now back 
inside the country rallying resistance against them. My book 'Dun of the Saints - a. 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describes his heroic deeds during resistance against the 
Soviets. He can also be re~1ched inside Af ghimistan by satellite phone. 

Haji l{adlr. former governor of.lellalabad, aPashtun, which is imponantbe<;awe his role 
neuttaliscs the Taliban c:thnic card, I spent a months with him in Nang,ahar int 9!6. 

The former Communist general Dostum seems to maintain following among the northern 
Uzheks. The Hazara minority, Shias, also resent the Taliban for tht murder of their 
former leader. 

6. If the Northern Alliance were hacked with money, food, rnedicillC9 and weapons it can 
build an l!Tlti· TtlibAn coalition which could establish control over Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile, each oasis, valley, clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders had ::.ubmi11ed 10 the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just as easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turned. 

7. While assistance lo the Northern Alliance can ~ delivered through countries which have 
their OWJ\ reasons to want the downfall of the Ta.liban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and Iran, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air bridge from ·sbips in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast "°uld ferry supplies directly t.o Alliance
conlrolled enclaves inside Afghanistan. I believe such a scenario was con5idcm.i in 1980s 
in support of the mujahedin. 
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Conclusions: 

I. An effective strike aga.inst the Tallb&li can besr be dealt in co-operation with the military 
strnctures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing th( world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the 'f aliban yoke 

3, The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is to support the moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down the terrorists and toppling the Taliban, Afgbani,tan should be given 
massive humanittrian and development aid. Normal state structures can on)y be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic ,nfrastructure.Onlywhcn 
control is re•established, Soviet mines on cleared, agriculture functions again, will the 
refogecs return from lran and Pakistan and does the region have any chance of pcnnanenl 
stabilisation. 
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December 19, 2001 7:40 PM 

TO: J.D. Crouch 

CC: Powell Moore 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 6i'J 
SUBJECT: Freedom Support Act 

Pl~ase look at paragraph five of this cable. What do we do to make that happen? 

Has the Congress done it? 

Thanks. 

Attach: 
AMEMBASSY BAKU CABLER 1806012 DEC 01 

DHR:t.lh 
l.!1901-31 
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Page 1 of 3 

RAAUZYUW RUEHKBA3219 3520601-tJUUU--RUEKNMA. 

!:3~ zoc STATE ZZH SECDEF HAS SEEN 
RRRUEHC 
DE RUEHKB f3219/01 3520601 
ZNR UUUUU ZZH DEC 19 2001 

B 1eo601z PB£ 01 
fM AMEMQ§§Y WU 
TQ R\lWG ( S1£SV,'Cfj ,WASHDC 7 8 8 9 
INFO RUCNCIS/CIS COLLECTIVE 
RUEHAK/AMEMBASSY ANKARA 3557 

UNCLAS BAKU 003219 -
STATE FOR EUR/NIS/PD:KHARGAN, ~APLIN, R/IIP/G/EUR, 
INR/R/MR, D/G, R/RUC, B/VOA/M/AZERI SERVICE, 
EUR/CACEN:KBILGE, S/NIS, EUR/PPD, PA, USMISSION USOSCB 
VIENNA FOR DMOKAY 

E.0. 12958: N/A 
TAGS: PREL, OIIP, KPAO, 'AJ 

SUBJECT ; AZERBAJMH; MEDJA BRCTIAN · SECBETHY 
RQMSflU,P' s WiPJABI Yl§iT TA BIii( • 

1.SUMMARY: AZERBAIJANI MEDIA PROVIDED. li!XT.Ji:JiJ!tU 

POSITIVE COVERAGF. 'S 
VI ITT 
INCREASED MILITARY COOPERATION BETWEEN THE U.S. AND 
GOAJ IN THB GLOBAL WAR AGAINST TERRORISM. QUESTIONS 
FOCUSED ON THE.EXTENT OF AZERBAIJAN! COOPERATION AND 
THE STATUS OF SECTION 907. THIS IS THE FIRST OF TWO 
REPORTS. END SUMMARY. 

EXPANDING MILITARY TIES 

2 .. LEADING TELEVISION CHANNELS REPORTEDTHAT 
RUMSFELD'S VISIT WILL RESULT IN THE SIGNING OFA 
MILITARY AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE US AND AZERBAIJAN IN 
THENEAR FUTURE ANS QUOTED AZBRI DEFENSE MINISTER 
SAFAR ABIYEV AS SAYING THAT, IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE 
REPEAL OF SECTION 907, COMMISSIONS FROM RESPECTIVE 
DEFENSE DEPARTMENTS WOULD MEET 'TO DETERMINE THE 
DIRECTION OF MILITARY COOPERATION AND SUBMIT THEN TO 

OSD - SECDEF CABLE DISTRIBUTION: 

I 

./ ' SECDEF EXt'SBC: DEPSEC · / SPL ASST: _.J,___ 
C&D · I CCD:C A B L E C H FILE:-----

USDP:. __ .... I __ DIA: -----OTHER:------------
MILPER: PER SEC: COMM: ___ _ 
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Page 2 of 3 

THEIR HEADS OF STATE. " "SPACE ' TV QUOTED PRESIDENT 
ALIYEV AS SAYING THAT THE UNITED STATES AND AZERBAIJAN 
ARE "MEMBERS OF THE SAME COALITION IN THE ANTI-
TERRORISM OPERATION," AND THAT "ALL FORMS OF 
ASSISTANCE WOULD BE GIVEN TO THE UNITED STATES WITHIN 
THE FRAMEWORK OF THE ANTI-TERRORIST CAPAIGN IN THE 
FUTURE.• 

3 . OTHERS SPECULATED UPON THE NATURE OF THE FUTURE 
MILITARY PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN BOTH COUNTRIES . "LIDER ' 
TV RAISED THE POSSIBILITY OF THE U. S. SPONSORING 
AZERBAIJAN! AIRBASE UPGRADES . RUMSFELD IS NOTED AS 
RESPONDING THAT "A DECISION ON THIS ISSUE WOULD BE 
MADE BY OFFICIALS IN BAKU. • IT WAS ALSO REPORTED THAT 
RUMSFELD HOPED THAT THE REPEAL OF SECTION 907 WOULD 
"OPEN UP OPPORTUNITIES FOR RENDERING MILITARY 

ASSISTANCE TO AZERBAIJAN ." ANS REPORTED THAT "THE 
CURRENT MILITARY COOPERATION BETWEEN THE US AND 
AZERBAIJAN IN THE ANTI- TERRORISM OPERATION CONSISTS OF 
PROVIDING THE US AIR FORCE WITH AN AIR CORRIDOR ONLY . " 
ASKED WHETHER THE US WOULD BEGIN USING THE MILITARY 
INFRASTRUCTURE IN AZERBAIJAN, ABIYEV STATED THAT ' SO 
FAR THERE HAS BEEN NO TALE OF THIS . " 

------------------------------------------------------RUMSFELD SAYS THANK YOU; ALIYEV IMPATIENT OVER 907 

4. STATE-RUN AZTV, WHICH BROADCASTS NATIONWIDE, AIRED THE 
COMPLETE PUBLIC PORTION OF THE MEETING BETWEEN 
PRESIDENT ALIYEV AND DEFENSE SECRETARY RUMSFELD . IT 
WAS REPORTED THAT "THE PENTAGON CHIEF SAID THAT HE HAD 
DISCUSSED THE JOINT STRUGGLE AGAINST TERRORISM WITH 
PRESIDENT HEYDARALIYEVAND HADCONVEYED PRESIDENT 
BUSH'S AND THE US PEOPLE'S GRATITUDE FOR AZERBAIJAN'S 
SUPPORT DURING THE ANTI-TERRORIST OPERATION. ' 

5. SEVERAL MEDIA OUTLETS MENTIONED PRESIDENT ALIYEV ' S 
PUBLIC EXPRESSION OF DISMAY THAT SECTION 907 OF THE~ 
FREEDOM SUPPORT ACT HAS NOT YET BEW WAIVED . 
INDEPENDENT SPACE TV QUOTED ALIYEV AS SAYING: "I 
BELIEVED THAT UPON ARRIVING HERE, YOU WOULD HAVE 
ANNOUNCED THAT SECTION 907 NO LONGER EXISTED. BUT, 
YOU ARE SAYING AGAIN THAT IT WILL BE EXAMINED SOON . WE 
HAVE WAITED FOR A LONG TIME AND WE ' LL WAIT MORE . BUT , 
NOW THETIME HAS COME, FOR THE REPEAL OF SECTION 907 
IS IMPORTANT NOT ONLY TO US , BUT ALSO TO YOU. THE 
SOONER YOU REPEAL IT, THE BETTER . IN ANY CASE, . 
EVERYTHING IS IN YOUR HANDS . WE WILL SIT QUIETLY AND 
WAIT . I SUPPOSE THAT THE WORDS YOU SAID HERE WILL BE 
FULFILLED . IN ANY CASE, THE DEFENSE SECRETARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFAMERICA MS SAID THESE WORDS IN A 
MEETING WITH THE AZERBAIJAN! PRESIDENT IN THE 
AZERBAIJAN! CAPITAL OF BAKU . " 

*** UNCLASSIFIED *** 
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-----------VAFA SPEAKS 

6. ANS TV RAN A TALK SHOW CONSISTING OF'INTERVIEWS WITH 
THE FORMER FOREIGN AFFAIRS ADVISOR TO PRESIDENT ALIYE'I 
VAFA GULUZADE IN BAKU, AN ANS CORRESPONDENT IN 
WASHINGTON, AND A WELL-KNOWN JOURNALIST FROM • RUSSIAN 
COMMERSANT" WEEKLY IN MOSCOW. COMMENTATORS EMPHASIZED 
THE IMPORTANCE OF AZERBAIJAN STRENGTHENING MILITARY 
COOPERATION WITH THE US. GULUZADE ASSERTED THAT 
RUMSFELD'S DECISION TO VISIT BAKU FIRST WAS NOT 
INCIDENTAL, AND THAT HIS VISIT TO YEREVAN WAS A 
FORMALITY. GUESTS ALSO TALKED ABOUT THE LIGHT 
COVERAGE OF THE VISIT BY RUSSIAN MEDIA. GULUZADE SAID 
THIS REFLECTED MOSCOW ' S NERVOUSNESS ABOUT THE 
INCREASED COOPERATION BETWEEN THE US AND COUNTRIES OF 
NIS . 
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APR 1 1 z~~: DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY ,. 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301·2800 
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. . . ' .. . .) 

1 0 APR 2001 
In reply refer to: 
I-01/004298-PMD 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

MAY - 2 200 
THROUGH: SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR (}'At) s / 1 
POLICY MATTERS (Chris Williams, 695-5136) _N~L 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (POLICY SUPPORT~~ 
(Pete Verga, 697-0285) 
PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FO~.ri7"'\ 
INERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS ear McConnell, 693-0471) .. ~ 

'I,,_ • , . ~ ~11 APR zoo, 
FROM: Director, DSCA, ti'oen Tome H. Walters, Jr., SAF, 604-6004 

(Prepared by: Rita Verry, DSCA/PPP, 601-3672) 

SUBJECT: SECDEF Inquiry on Training for Foreign Officers 

PURPOSE: Via e-mail, your office requested infonnation regarding foreign military 
training programs. The enclosed point paper and attachments provide the requested 
information. 

Attachments 
As stated 
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RESPONSE TO SECDEF INQUIRY ON FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING 

Secretary Rumsf eld indicated he may be interested in amending existing laws to allow 
the US to pay 100% of costs for foreign military students to come to the US ( or US 
facilities) for training without regard to funding need. The e-mail tasker from the 
SECDEF's office is at TAB 1. It specifically requests: (1) information on current 
training programs; (2) what legislative changes might be required to allow the US to pay 
the full cost of US-provided training for all foreign students; and (3) a rough estimate of 
the cost of this proposal. 

SUMMARY 

• Question #1: The principal components of foreign military assistance training 
are a combination of grant aid programs and government-to-government sales. 
The point paper at TAB 2 describes these programs and provides the 
approximate costs for FYOO. 

• Question #2: The Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) provides authority to provide 
International Military Education and Training (IMET) on a grant basis. The 
Arms Export Control Act (AECA) provides authority to sell USG training at 
cost. Since the Department of Defense implements these military training 
programs on behalf of the State Pepartment, any legislative changes would 
require State Department support. 
• Under current legislative authority, IMET recipients may purchase training at 

a reduced rate ( only those additional costs that are incurred by the USG in 
furnishing such assistance are charged). This results in a savings of 30%-
40% to the foreign customer. 

• Section, 546 of the FAA prohibits IMET for Austria, Finland, the Republic of 
Korea, Singapore, and Spain. However, these countries are entitled to 
purchase training at the reduced rate described above. Draft legislative 
proposals that would allow all countries to receive IMET are provided at 
TAB3. 

• There are separate authorities in title 10, United States Code (U.S.C.), under 
which training of foreign military students may be accomplished. TAB 3 
acknowledges that while these authorities exist, they lack appropriated 
dollars to allow execution. 

• To provide DoD training at no cost to the foreign customer under the Foreign 
Military Sales (FMS) program, the AECA would need revision. TAB 3 
includes information regarding this change. 
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• Question #3: 
• While US-funded programs typically pay tuition costs and the cost of travel, 

none of the programs cover 100% of foreign countries' costs when their 
students are in training. Many programs do provide a supplemental living 
allowance (vice actual expenses or Joint Travel Regulation (JTR) per diem 
for foreign students) to help defray living expenses. 

• In FYOO, foreign customers used approximately $345 million of their own 
national funds to pay for training. These costs would be borne by the US in a 
100% US-funded scenario. This would be in addition to the approximately 
$170 million of foreign military training already paid for by the USG. 

• These figures represent training figures that are constrained by the budget of 
each country. We can assume that if the training were free, more would be 
requested. 

• Current schoolhouse capacity is not available to absorb a significant increase 
in demand beyond today's $516 million worth of training. Military 
Departments must be directed and given time to budget and accommodate 
this level of capacity, and they must know exactly which courses of 
instruction must be expanded to support the increase in international students. 
• We are studying the number of student quotas available and schoolhouse 

maximum capacity required to increase the existing IMET program to 
$1 OOM by FY2004. 

• We are also developing a Strategic Security Assistance Training Plan for 
each country to ensure the courses meet U.S. foreign policy objectives 
and will project the requirements to the Military Departments. 

Attachments: 
TAB (1)- E-mail forwarding Secretary Rumsfeld's Inquiry of April 2, 2001 
TAB (2) - Existing International Training Programs 
TAB (3)- Foreign Military Training DRAFf Legislative Proposal 
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Arthur Kettz 

04/02/0101 :14 PM 

FOR OFF I CIAL USE ONLY 

This Message: UNCLASSIFIED 

To: Keith Webster/PS/DSCA/ISA/OUSDPOOUSDP, Vanessa 
Murray/LP A/OSCA/ISA/OUSDP@OUSDP 

cc: Tome Walters/DSCA/ISA/OUSDP@OUSDP, Kay 
CannorvGC/DSCA/ISA/OUSDP OOUSDP, (bee: 
archive/USDP/OUSDP O OU SOP) 

Subject: SecDef inquiry on trainng for foreign offioers (U) 

Keith and Vanessa, please team on this and draft a reply for the boss to send. Coordinate with Kay 
regarding the leg proposal. Thanks, ARK- Forwarded by ArthurKeltz/DSCA/1SA/OUSDPon04/02/0101:12 
PM-

This Message: FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Christine Wormuth 

04/02/0112:25 PM 

To : ArthurKeltz/DSCA/ISA/OUSDP OOUSDP 
cc: LawrenceGarrison/OSCA/ISA/OUSOPOOUSOP, John 

Fulton/OSCA/ISA/OUSDP OOUSOP, Vanessa 
Murray/LPA/DSCA/ISA/OUSDP OOUSOP. Kay 
Carvion/GC/OSCA/ISA/OUSOPOOUSOP, OanP 
O'Brien/lSA/OUSDPOOUSOP, Dwight 
BrowrvUSOP/OUSOPO OU SOP. Kevin 
Mc0onne1VUSOP/OUSDPOOUSOP, (bee: 
archive/USOP/OUSDPOOUSDP) 

Subject: SecDef inquiry on trainng for foreign officers (U) 

Mr. Keltz: The Secretary has indicated (via Chris Williams) he may be interested in amending existing 
laws to allow the US to pay 100% of costs for foreign military officers to come to the US ( or US facilities) 
for training, schooling etc. I believe he is aware that currently we pay 100% for some countries but not for 
others due to provisions in law, the IMET program etc. 

Can DSCA prepare: 
a) a point paper on how the current training/schooling/lMET program works (how much we spend, how 
rules are applied, what laws govern the program) 
b) a draft legislative proposal that would amend whatever laws apply to allow the US to pay for everyone 
(regardless of need) and 
c) a rough estimate of the kind of bill such a proposal would likely entail? (i.e. how much do we currently 
think countries are paying from their own pockets that we would pick up if such a leg proposal were 
passed by Congress?) 

It would be most helpful if these materials could be done by Wednesday COB, but please let me know if 
this seems unreasonable. 

Many thanks -- CEW, 6976362. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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EXISTING INTERNATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAMS 

Total Foreign Military Training $516.227111 

• Foreign Government Funded 

• 

) FMS 
Government to government sales that strengthen bilateral defense relations, 
support bilateral defense relations, support coalition building, and enhance 
interoperability between U.S. forces and militaries of friends and allies. 
Authorized under Chapter 2, Section 21 of the Arms Export Control Act 
(AECA) (22 United States Code (U.S.C.) 2761), the United States is directed to 
recoup the full cost of providing training to FMS customer, to include direct and 
indirect personnel and material costs. The FMS customer also pays all travel 
and living allowances (TLA). 

DoS Funded (International Affairs Budget Function 150) 
) Foreign Military Financing (FMF) 

U.S. appropriations for financing the acquisition of U.S. training through grants 
and loans that supports U.S. regional stability goals and enables allies and 
friendly foreign countries to improve their defense capabilities. Section 21 of 
the AECA calls for reimbursement to DoD of the "additional costs" incurred by 
the United States. Section 503 of the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) (22 U.S.C. 
23 11) allows for further reduction of military salary charges. FMF funds may 
be used to pay travel and supplemental living allowance (LA) for foreign 
students. FMF funds also are used to support: 

./ African Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI) 
Provides training of African troops in peacekeeping and humanitarian crisis 
response . 

$345.7M 

$95.0M 
($42.0M) 

($6.3M) 

./ Enhanced International Peacekeeping Capabilities (EIPC) ($0.4M) 
EIPC seeks to promote burdensharing, to enhance national and regional 
capability to support peacekeeping operations (PKO) by developing core 
curriculum for PKO education and training and procures non-lethal defense-
related training equipment. 

) International Military Education and Training (IMET) * ($45.8M) 
Provides grants for training foreign rnilitaries in U.S. DoD education programs 
that assist U.S. friends and allies in the professionalization of their militaries. 
IMET is authorized under Section 541 of the FAA (22 U.S.C. 2347) and calls 
for reimbursement of the "additional costs" incurred by the United States in 
providing training. Section 503 of the FAA allows for further reductions of 
military salary charges. Most countries use their IMET allocated funds to pay 
for travel and supplemental LA. 

) International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (IN L) ($0.5M) 
Supports foreign criminal justice sectors in international crime and drug control. 

* The IMET program was funded at $55M for FY2000. These funds were also used to purchase English Language 
Labs and language materials, and are not reported in the individual trainin$ figures repo1ted above. 
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Training provided through the FMS system using INL funds is governed by the 
same laws and policies as those outlined for FMF. 

• DoD Funded (National Defense Budget Function 050) $75.0M 
~ Regional Centers for Security Studies 

Established by the Secretary of Defense. Essential institutions for bilateral and 
multilateral communication, military and civilian exchanges that provide the 
Secretary and CINCs a vehicle to engage militaries and defense establishments 
worldwide with a goal of lowering regional tensions, strengthening civil
military relations and addressing regional challenges. Each Center has a 
different set of legal authorities based on when and how they were established; 
some Centers have authorities that allow cost waivers with no limits on course 
length; other Centers ' authorities are more limited. Some Centers can accept 
foreign gifts to defray operating costs; other Centers can not accept such gifts. 
The payment of foreign student travel and supplemental LA varies by Center 
and circumstance. In general, students from developing countries may have 
these expenses funded whereas developed countries may be expected to pay 
these expenses. Each Center determines the exceptions. 

./ Africa Center for Strategic Studies (ACSS) 

./ Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies 

./ Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies (CHDS) 

./ Marshall Center 

($0.7M) 
($I.3M) 
($1.6M) 

($12.3M) 
./ Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies (NESA) **( ) 

~ Section 1004 - Counter-Drug Training Support (CDTS) 
CDTS includes deployments for training of foreign forces at the request of an 
appropriate law enforcement agency official as defined in Section 1004 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1991 (Public Law 101-510). The 
purpose of the CDTS is to conduct countemarcotics related training of foreign 
military and law enforcement personnel. DoD schools are reimbursed for the 
"additional costs" incurred in providing training. COTS funds may be used to 
pay travel and supplemental LA to foreign students. 

($22.3111) 

);.,, Non Security Assistance • Unified Command ($27.09M) 

./ Humanitarian Demining (HD) 
Provides training to foreign nations in mine clearance operations, mine 
awareness education and information campaigns, assistance in the 
establishment of mine action centers, emergency medical care, and 
leadership and management skills needed to successfully conduct a national 
level mine action program (10 U.S.C. 401). The CINCs execute the HD 
Programs. The training is conducted in the foreign country at no charge and 
any student TLA expenses are paid by the foreign 'country. 

** Note: At the time the Foreign Military Training Report data was collected, theNESA Center had not reported 
operational/programmatic costs, only planned events. 
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./ Disaster Response (Humanitarian Assistance (HA)) 
HA, including training in disaster response and/or disaster preparedness, is 
authorized by lO U.S.C. 2561. Normally, HA and training conducted under 
IO U.S.C. 2561 is not provided to foreign militaries. However, selected 
military members of the host nation are occasionally included in the training 
so that the military understands the role in supporting the civilian 
government during emergencies. The ultimate goal of disaster response 
training is an improved host nation capability to effectively respond to 
disasters, thereby reducing or eliminating the need for a U.S. military 
response. The training is conducted in the foreign country at no charge and 
any student TLA expenses are paid by the foreign country . 

./ Joint Combined Exchange Training U CET) 
Permits U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF) to train in a foreign country 
through interaction with foreign military forces and is authorized under I 0 
U.S.C. 2011. It enhances SOF skills, such as instructor skills, language 
proficiency, and cultural immersion, critical to required missions generated 
by either existing plans or unforeseen contingencies. The primary purpose 
of JCET activities is always the training of U.S. SOF personnel, although 
incidental-training benefits may accrue to the foreign friendly forces at no 
cost. TLA funds are not provided to the foreign students by DoD . 

./ Bilateral or Regional Cooperation Programs 
Under lO U .S.C. 1051, the Secretary of Defense may pay travel, 
subsistence, and similar personal expenses of defense personnel of 
developing countries in connection with attendance at bilateral or regional 
conferences, seminars or similar meetings if the Secretary deems attendance 
in the U.S. national security interest. See also lO U.S.C. 1050 for payment 
of personnel expenses in connection with Latin American cooperation . 

./ CINC Initiative 
Under IO U.S.C. 166a, CINCs may fund military education and training to 
military and related civilian personnel of foreign countries. 

» Service-Sponsored Activities 

./ Service Academy Exchanges ($8.IM) 
DoD's three Service Academies have conducted traditional academic 
exchange programs of varying length and content. Up to 40 foreign 
students may attend each Service Academy at any one time as actual 
members of an Academy class. Some countries reimburse all or a portion of 
the program cost (to include the living allowance) to the Service Academy. 

For the Cadet Exchange Program (CEP), the parent (sending) Service is 
responsible for the basic pay and LA for their cadets and all travel costs 
associated with transporting their cadets to/from the host (receiving) Air 
Force Academy. The host Air Force Academy provides the exchange cadets 
with billeting and subsistence and the cost of travel during training. 

3 
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Under the Military Services Academies International Student Program, the 
international cadets come to the U.S. Service academies but there are no 
U.S. cadets going abroad. Foreign cadets are provided transportation 
from/to country. Also, the international cadets receive the same 
pay/allowances as U.S. cadets. Countries are required to reimburse the USG 
the cost of providing instruction, including pay, allowances, and 
emoluments, unless a "full" or "partial (50% )" waiver of costs is granted by 
OUSDP/ISA/INRA. 

./ Aviation Leadership Program (ALP) ($0.0lM) 
ALP provides Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) to a small number of 
selected international students from friendly, less-developed countries. ALP 
is a USAF-funded program authorized under 10 U.S.C. 9381-9383. ALP 
consists of English language training, UPT and necessary related training as 
well as programs to promote better awareness and understanding of the 
democratic institutions and social framework of the United States. The cost 
of the ALP program is approximately $470K per student. ALP was 
suspended in FY1999, but the USAF plans to restart the program in 
FY2002. ALP funds may be used to pay TLA to foreign students on the 
same basis as IMET . 

./ Exchanges ($0.4M) 
Reciprocal professional military education (PME) exchanges are authorized 
by Section 544 (Exchange Training) of the FAA (22 U.S.C. 2347c). This 
section authorizes the President to provide for the attendance of foreign 
military personnel at PME institutions in the United States (other than 
Service Academies) without charge, if such attendance is part of an 
international agreement. These international agreements provide for the 
exchange of students on a one-for-one reciprocal basis each fiscal year 
between the two military Services participating in the exchange. Each 
country is responsible for paying their own students' TLA. 

Section 30A (Exchange of Training and Related Support) of the AECA (22 
U.S.C. 2770a). authorizes the President to provide training and related 
support to military and civilian defense personnel of a friendly foreign 
country or international organization. Such training and related support are 
provided through the Military Services (as opposed to the Unified 
Commands). Unit exchanges conducted under this authority are arranged 
under international agreements negotiated for such purposes, and are 
integrated into the theater engagement strategies. of the relevant Unified 
Commander. Recipient countries provide, on a reciprocal basis, comparable 
training and related support; however, each country is responsible for 
paying their own students' TLA. 

> Drawdowns (Section 506) (22 u.s.c. 2318) ($1.2M) 
Under Section 506(a)(l) of the FAA, the President may direct the drawdown of 
defense services education and training from the DoD if he determines and reports 
to the Congress that an unforeseen emergency exist which requires immediate 
military assistance to a foreign country or international organization; and that 
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such emergency requirement cannot be met under the AECA or any other law 
except this section. 

Under Section 506(a)(2) of the FAA, the President need only determine and 
report to the Congress in accordance with Section 652 of the FAA (22 U.S.C. 
2411 ). that it is in the national interest of the United States to drawdown articles 
and services from the inventory of any USG agency and military education and 
training from the DoD. Tf he so determines, the President may direct the 
drawdown of such artic.:les, services and military education and training for the 
purposes and under the authorities of Chapter 8 of Part I Lof the FAAJ relating to 
international narcotics control assistance; Chapter 9 of part I Lof the FAAJ relating 
to international disaster assistance; or the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act 
of 1962; or for the purpose of providing such articles, services and military 
education and training to Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos as the President 
determines are necessary to (I) support cooperative efforts to locate and repatriate 
members of the U.S. Armed Forces and civilians employed directly or indirectly 
by the USG who remain unaccounted for from the Vietnam War; and (2) to 
ensure the safety of USG personnel engaged in such cooperative efforts and to 
support DOD-sponsored humanitarian projects associated with such efforts. 

If the President determines that, as the result of an unforeseen emergency, the 
immediate provision of assistance for PKO under Chapter 6 of the FAA in 
amounts in excess of funds otherwise available for such assistance is important to 
the national interest of the United States, then Section 552 of the FAA (22 U.S.C. 
2348a). provides for drawdown of commodities and services from the inventory 
and resources of any agency of the USG of an aggregate value not to exceed 
$25M in any fiscal year. 

Under Sections 506(a)(l) and (2) of the FAA, tuition for education and training is 
provided at no cost to the foreign government. Student travel is funded from the 
Military Departments' Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funds. Students may 
stay in a Bachelor Officers' Quarters (BOQ) or a Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 
(BEQ) if operated by DoD funds, and LA is not provided to the student. 

• DoT/USCG Funded 
Provides training by the USCG in maritime law enforcement, search and rescue, 
and marine environmental protection. 

9 USCG Academy Foreign Cadet Program 

$0.527111 

14 U.S.C. 195 authorizes a limited number of foreign national appointments 
(maximum of 36) to the USCG Academy. Cadets can earn a Bachelor of Science 
degree. The foreign government must agree in advance to reimburse the USCG 
for all costs incurred for a cadet's training at the Coast Guard Academy, except 
where a waiver has been granted by the Commandant, USCG. 

9 Caribbean Support Tender (CST) 
Provides a 180' ex-buoy tender that operates in the Caribbean, with onboard 
training capability in maritime law enforcement, search and rescue, marine safety, 
environmental protection and disaster relief. The concept for the CST was 
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developed in response to Presidential commitments in Bridgetown, Barbados in 
1997, and was authorized under Public Law 105-277, Chapter 4, and subsequently 
commissioned in September 1999. Quotas are made available to all eligible 
countries and tuition may be paid from IMET, FMF, or FMS. Travel and 
supplemental LA is provided from the respective grant aid programs or the 
foreign government provides all TLA under FMS. 

Note: While U.S. funded programs typically pay tuition costs (and travel cost in many instances), none of 
the programs cover 100% of the foreign country's living/subsistence costs when their students are in 
training. However, many programs do provide a supplemental living allowance (vice actual expenses or 
Joint Travel Regulation (JTR) per diem for foreign students). 
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DRAFT Legislative Proposals to Allow 
USG to Pay 100% Costs to Train Foreign Students 

• PROPOSAL ONE: If decided to provide all training under JMET authoritv. 

Sec. ___ . Prohibition on Grant Assistance for Certain High Income Foreign 
Countries 

Strike Section 546 of the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) (22 USC 2347c) in its 
entirety: 

(a) IN GeNBRAL. NeBe ef the fl:l:Bels made a:t.·ailable fer a fiseal year fer 
ass:isklftee 1111eer dtis eltaplef may 13e maEle 8-\lailal,le fer assislat1ee ea a 
gFaBt.1:>asis fer any ef the high i&eeme fei=eiga eeaeHies desetil:letl iB 
sul,seetieR (b) fer military edYeatiee anEI waiRiBg ef mililary and related 
eivili&B pei:seMel ef s1:1ell eeBmry.· 

(b) HIGH INCOME COUNTRIBS DBSCRI.Blm. The high ieeeme 
fet=eigB eeaBt:Fies eleseril:letl iB this Sl:lllseetiea Me ."n1sffi&, Fieland, the 
Ref)uhlie ef 1'erea, Sieg&f)ere, anel ~paiB. 

Sectional Analysis 

Section 546 prohibits the provision of International Military Education and 
Training (IMET} funds to Austria, Finland, the Republic of Korea, Singapore, and 
Spain. However, Chapter 2, Section 21(a)(l)(C) of the Arms Export Control Act 
(AECA) (22 U.S.C. 2761(a)(l)(c)) entitles these countries to purchase training at a 
reduced rate ( only those additional costs that are incurred by the USG in 
furnishing the assistance). Under current legislative authority, a significant benefit 
to receiving an annual IMET allocation, is the legal provision that enables IMET 
recipients to then purchase training at a reduced rate. Striking out Section 546 
would allow all countries to receive IMET and consequently would give authority 
to the Secretary of State to use IMET/EIMET funding in a way that would more 
fully encourage effective and mutually beneficial relations and increased 
understanding between the United States and foreign countries in furtherance of 
the goals of international peace and security. 

• PROPOSAL TWO: If decided to provide all training under JMET authorify• 
--but an alternative approach that would not repeal the statute. 

A provision to be included in the annual Foreign Operations Appropriations Act 
for FY 2002, to wit: 
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GRANT ASSISTANCE FOR IMET 

Sec. • Funds made available for grant assistance for international military 
education and training (IMET) or expanded international military education and 
training (EIMET) may be made available for high-income foreign countries 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 546 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2347c), as amended, if the Secretary of State, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Defense, determines that such assistance will promote the 
objectives of the United States as set out by the Congress in section 541 of that 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2347). 

ANALYSIS 

This provision would give authority to the Secretary of State to use IMET/EIMET 
funding in a way that would more fully encourage effective and mutually 
beneficial relations and increased understanding between the United States and 
foreign countries in furtherance of the goals of international peace and security. 

• PROPOSAL THREE: If decided to provide training through DoD 
appropriations. 

Section 21(a)(l)(C) of the Arms Export Control Act (AECA) (22 U.S.C. 
2761 (a)( l)(c)) permits the sale of training to foreign allies provided the foreign 
customer pays the full cost USG incurs in providing such service. This Section 
would need to be revised to allow the SECDEF, in coordination with SECST A TE, 
to provide DoD training to foreign allies at no cost to foreign governments on a 
case-by-case basis. The cost for this training would have to be included in a DoD 
appropriation. 

• PROPOSAL FOUR: Title 10, United States Code (U.S.C.) Authorities 

There are many separate statutory authorities in title 10, United States Code 
(U.S.C). under which training is accomplished. None of these are security 
assistance authorities, although DSCA is responsible for funding determinations 
for the use of Warsaw Initiative Funds (WIF), part of the annual DoD O&M 
appropriation, and for funding for demining training under 10 U.S .C. 401. 

Some title 10 authorities, like 10 U.S.C.1050. for payment of personnel expenses 
for Latin American cooperation authorize a broad scope of support, but there are 
no current appropriations budgeted or earmarked to pay for this support. Some, 
like 10 U.S.C. 2011. Special operations forces: training with friendly foreign 
forces do have associated appropriations to pay for the expenses authorized in the 
statute. 
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Although its a matter for OSD GC evaluation, we think that all title 10 training 
authorities should not be individually changed to authorize more funding when 
appropriations have not been sought or provided to allow funding under all the 
current authorities. However, a proviso in the annual National Defense 
Appropriation Act might be crafted to allow the Secretary of Defense, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law i~ title 10, U .S.C., to pay for the costs 
of all training to friendly foreign countries under authorities in title 10, to the 
extent supported by available appropriations 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONL\' 
DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY 

,··· ..... - -.. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2800 . ,, .. ,~ .. 
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INFO:MEMO 7, . ..,, , •. ,., I ... ,.., 5 
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I-01/006145 

J..N I I 2001,tt '< 

June 6, 2001, 4:40 PM 

FOR : SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
j ... '- «JJ:d 8 J U N 2 0 0 1 

FROM: Lt Gen Tome ll Walters, Jr., USAF, Director, DSCA 

SUBJECT: SECDEF Inquiry on Training for Foreign Officers 

Via e-mail, your office requested information regarding training for foreign 

officers. The enclosed point paper and attachments provide the requested information. 

COORDINATION: TAB C 

Attachments: 
TAB A: Response to Inquiry 
TAB B: Country Listing 
TAB C: Coordination 

Prepared by: Kay Judkins, DSCA/P3, 601-3719 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY U 1 Q 7 99 / Q 1 
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FOR OFFICIAL U8~ ONLY 

RESPONSE TO SECDEF INQUIRY ON FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING 

Secretary Rumsfeld has indicated he may be interested in waiving the cost of DoD 
training for foreign military students from select countries. Below is a response to the 
e-mail tasker (TAB A) requesting further information. 

• Question #1. "Can we (the SD or someone he designates) waive the cost associated 
with this training for selected countries or do we have to change the law?" 
Answer: We have to change the law. A proviso in the annual National Defense 
Appropriation Act could be crafted to allow the Secretary of Defense, 
nothwithstanding any other provision of law in title 10, U.S.C., to pay for the costs of 
all training to friendly foreign countries under authorities in title 10, to the extent 
supported by available appropriations. Furthermore, we recommend that DoD seek 
authority and appropriations to pay training associated travel costs and provide living 
allowances to students from poorer countries that cannot afford to cover these 
expenses. Unless these expenses are paid, poorer countries will not send students to 
participate in training, even if the training is otherwise free. 

• Question #2. "If we are authorized to waive it, for which countries should we waive it 
and what should the standards be for waiving costs?" 
Answer: DoD is not currently authorized to waive the costs. Should DoD be 
authorized to fund training costs, full staffing with OSD, JCS, and others would be 
required to develop standards for waiving and funding such costs. These standards 
might include a country's ability to pay, training needs, and the ability of DoD 
schools to absorb increased capacity ( as we recognize demand may increase if 
training is offered at no cost). We have included a list of countries, developed with 
the support of the CINCs, that might be considered for waiver (TAB B). This list is 
not in priority order nor does it necessarily reflect standards that would be developed 
during formal staffing. 

• One item of note: In pursuing such an initiative, pre-consultation with Congress is 
essential. In FY94, the IMET appropriation was cut by 50% in response to DoD's 
proposed Democracy Fund initiative. The Democracy Fund initiative was proposed 
as a DoD funded program of $SOM to provide IMET-like training and education. 
Though authorized by Congress, funds were never appropriated because some in 
Congress viewed this initiative as duplicative to the IMET Program. It took several 
years to restore IMET funding to an FYO I value of $55M, an FY02 request of $65M, 
and an FY04 target of $1 OOM. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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TAB A 
General Walters, 
Your office answered several SECDEF "Snowflakes" in March and April regarding 
Training of Foreign Officers and subsequently provided a matrix of Foreign Military 
Training Information broken down by country, students, and total cost. The follow-on 
requirement to this effort is a short (no more than one page information memorandum 
that answers the following questions: 

1. Can we (the SD or someone he designates) waive the cost associated with this 
training for selected countries or do we have to change the law. 
2. If we are authorized to waive it, for which countries should we waive it and what 
should the standards be for waiving training costs. 

The questions generated over poor countries inability to fund the training costs and the 
SD's willingness to assist in selected cases. 
The SD a requests short concise response based on facts and actionable 
recommendations. 

I have returned copies of the complete packets of work your office has done to address 
this issue to date for your use. Thank-you in advance for your efforts. 
V/R 
Kevin 

Kevin M. McDonnell 
Lieutenant Colonel, USA 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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Albania 
Angola 
Bangladesh 
Belize 
Benin 
Bolivia 
Bosnia 
Botswana 
Bulgaria 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cambodia 
Cameroon 
Cape Verde 
Central African Republic 
Chad 
Colombia 
Comoros 
Congo Brazzaville 
Congo Kinshasa 
Costa Rica 
Cote d'Ivoire 
Croatia 
Czech Rep 
Djibouti 
Dominica 
Dominican Republic 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Equatorial Guinea 
Eritrea 
Estonia 
Ethiopia 
Fiji 
Gabon 
Gambia 
Georgia 
Ghana 
Grenada 
Guatemala 
Guinea 

FOR OFFICIAL us~ ONL'l 

Guinea-Bissau 
Guyana 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Hungary 
India 
Indonesia 
Jamaica 
Kazakhstan 
Kenya 
Kyrgyzstan 
Laos 
Latvia 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Lithuania 
Macedonia 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Malaysia 
Maldives 

. Mali 
Malta 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Moldova 
Mongolia 
Mozambique 
Namibia 
Nepal 
Nicaragua 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Panama 
Papua New Guinea 
Paraguay 
Peru 
Philippines 
Poland 
Portugal 
Romania 

FOR OFFICIAL US:E ONLY 
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TABB 

Rwanda 
Saint Lucia 
Samoa 
Sao Tome 
Senega l 
Seychelles 
Siena Leone 
Slovakia 
Slovenia 
Solomon Islands 
South Africa 
Sri Lanka 
St Kitts 
St Vincent 
Suriname 
Swaziland 
Tajikistan 
Tanzania 
Thailand 
Togo 
Tonga 
Turkmenistan 
Turkey 
Uganda 
Ukraine 
Uzbekistan 
Vanuatu 
Venezuela 
Vietnam 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
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TAB C: COORDINATION \ 

1"'~ 
Special Assistant to the SecDef for Policy Matters (Daniel J. Gallington~_\\ __ _ 

Ti)'( .... 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (PS)(Peter Verga) c~!' ftt.v,h:Q 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA)(Bemd McConnell)fc:5:.,..;+c.-
lIJuN ZOO, 
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JUL 06 2001~ 

1-01/007681-LPA 
July 3, 2001, 9:50 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
05 JUL 2001 

FROM: Lt Gen Tome H. Walters, Jr., USAF, Director, DSCA ~g..__, __ iJa:;L __ 

SUBJECT: Results of House Appropriations Mark-up - Foreign Ope.rations Bill 

• On 27 June, the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Foreign Operations 
(HACFO) marked the FY02 Foreign Military Financing (FMF) account at $3.627B 
against the PB of $3.674B-a $47M cut. 

• The HACFO mark-up is the first mark. Full committee marks should start after 10 
Jul. The Senate has not begun markups. 

• lf this figure holds, discretionary FMF (non-Israel, Egypt, Jordan) would be cut 
from $259M to $212M. This cut would prevent us from initiating new FMF starts 
(El Salvador, South Africa) and providing more FMF to others (the Philippines, 
new NATO countries, etc.). 

• We will work to restore full funding during full committee marks. 

• HACFO mark highlights: 
• IMET was funded at $65M (the President's request). 
• Israel got $2.04B in FMF; Egypt got $1.3B; and Jordan received $75M (all of 

these amounts were at the President's requested levels). 
• The Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining, and Related Activities 

(NADR) account got $31 lM ($21M less than the President's request). This 
account pays for such programs as the CTBT Preparatory Commission and the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization. 

• The Andean Counterdrug Initiative ($676M) received pointed criticism by 
Democratic members of the HACFO, but funding was not reduced. We expect 
attempts will be made to cut this during full committee markups. 

• The House Appropriations Committee plans to take action on 10 July. The Senate 
will start its work later in July. 

Prepared by: Brian Knapp, 604-66 18 

11-L-0559/0SD/1499 Ul 2160 101 



TAB A COORDINATION 

Special Assistant to the SecDef for Policy Matters (Daniel ,~ir-lJ.9_µ \ 
~~ 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (PS) (Peter Verga) W~ .JUI_ 6 2001 
~J2\ 0 5 JUL 2DD1 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) (Bernd McConnell)~ 
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April 10, 2001 8:00 AM 

TO: Rich Haver 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Defense Science Board 

Here is some material from the Defense Science Board you should take into 
account concerning your intelligence work. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
3/1/01 Williams Memo: "Defense Science Board Task Force Briefing" and 2/28/01 

Briefing Slides 

DHR:dh 
041001-25 
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.. 
March 1,200 I 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRET~R"~ ~EFENSE RUMSFELD 

FROM: Chris WiI1iam~ 

SUBJECT: Defense Science Board Task Force Briefing 

~ ;ormer SecDef Fnmk Carlucci recommended that you receive a 

briefing by Phil Odeen, who heads the Defense Science Board (see your 

previous note/attached). You asked that I get a copy of and pre-screen the 

briefing for you. 

Attached is a copy of the briefing, for your review. It is highly 

prescriptive, but without a lot of justification for the specific 

recommendations made therein. I do not recommend you receive a sit-dc,wn 

briefing by Dr. Odeen at this time. 

Please do not hesitate to let me know if you require additional 

information or action on this matter. 

Attachments 

Cc: DepSecDef Wolfowitz 

Cambone 

Schneider 

Zakheim 

Aldridge 

11-L-0559/0SD/1503 
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-~ SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 9, 2001 4:03: M 

TO: Steve Cambone 

FROM: -Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Defense Science Board Briefing 

Phil O'Deen apparently has a briefing from the Defense Science Board that's 
worth hearing, according to Carlucci. Why don't you get someone to receive it nd 
see if it's worth my time? Thanks. 

DR:dh 
020901-16 
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DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD 
TASK FORCE 

Sustaining U.S. 
Military Dominance 

Findings and 
Recommendations 

11-L-0559/0SD/1505 
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Background 

• Since the mid-1990s, the Defense Science Board has 
conducted over 60 studies on topics ranging from 
narrow technical issues, to new or emerging threats, 
to defense business practices . 

• These studies provide a solid, we·ll-documented 
roadmap for sustaining, and indeed enhancing, the 
dominant U.S. military capabilities . 

• While these capabilities are not challenged today by 
a peer competitor, many asymmetrical threats are 
emerging and require special attention. 

• Based on its recent work, the DSB sees eight critical 
challenges the Department must address. 

2/28/2001 Frn lntei 11al DSB Use 01il} 
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Project Rapidly Deployable, 
Potent Joint Forces 

Findings 
• Today's forces vary widely in their ability to respond to crises. 

- Strategic and tactical airpower can respond virtually anywhere in the world with potent forces 
in hours or days depending on location 

- Light ground forces can respond in days but have limited combat power 
- Follow-on heavy and potent ground forces may require weeks or months to respond; they 

also require extensive sea port capabilities 
- Sustainment is not responsive nor sufficiently agile to support rapidly deployable forces 

• Rapidly deployable and potent joint forces could prevent a conflict or prevail 
quickly, minimizing the people and dollar costs. 

• DoD lacks a capable, responsive, and deployable joint command and control 
structure. 
- Essential element for effective joint operations with coalition partners 
- A pick-up game for each contingency today--a limiting factor, not an advantage 

Conclusion 
• Rapidly deployable, agile, potent, full capability-air, land and sea-joint 

. .. 

• .control ou 
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Project Rapidly Deployable, 
Potent Joint Forces 

Recommendations 
• Under the direction of the CJCS, the Services must develop and field a rapid, 

decisive, joint force. 
- Deployable within hours, sustainable within days, and capable of continuous operations 

. . 

- Provide a valid, reliable common operating picture-key to dominant battlespace awareness 

- Interdependent, exploiting remote fires capabilities with high confidence 

- Maximum operational, minimum support forces ashore 

- Agile logistics based on integrated supply chain management concepts 

- Particular focus on improving deployability of Army forces, per Army Science Board Studies 

• Establish a standing joint force headquarters at U.S. Joint Forces Command. 
- Define force packages of joint combat forces 

- Conduct experiments to develop and refine concepts, doctrine, processes and establish 
confidence 

- Exercise regularly using real forces and full-time personnel 

• Create standing, joint task force command and control systems that meet 
performance and readiness standards - equal t~Jha!!or _~omba_t and...combat 
support units - for employment- by theater CINCs. 

2/28/2001 Fm Intunal DSB U~e On}) ·-
11-L-0559/0SD/1508 

4 



Combat Transnational 
Threats 

Findings 
• 

• 

• 

• 

DoD is not organized or structured to deter or effective1 y respond to 
transnational threats, especially attacks employing nuclear devices or 
biological agents. 

There is inadequate intelligence focus, capabilities and activities against 
transnational tflreats, especially on those groups willing to use weapons of 
mass destruction. 

DoD is increasingly dependent on civil networks and infrastructure and yet 
little has been done to protect those assets or dedicated DoD networks against 
electronic ( cyber) attacks. 

An effective U.S. response requires complex integration of federal, state, and 
local law enforcement and emergency response agencies; the national security 
community; and the international community. 

Conclusion 
• Transnational threats-including biological, chemical, and unconventional 

nuclear weapons-present fundamental dangers to the security of the United 
States. We need the capability to deal with thw:ie~s0-e-1-1thl!ltr!AeA1&ttC11sr-=-. ----------

2.12812001 Fm lntu nal DS:A I x · " 5 
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Combat Transnational 
Threats 

Recommendations 
• The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman should charter and resource a joint 

program office to establish policy and to support the CINCs with programs to 
counter transnational threats. 

• The Secretary of Defense and the Director, Central Intelligence should 
establish intelligence capabilities, processes and activities against 
transnational threats. 

- Develop a new spectrum of "observables" for bioagent and nuclear device development, 
production, and delivery 

- Develop a data base and increasingly sophisticated forensic analysis capabilities to rapidly 
and accurately determine attribution and options for retribution against the range of threats 

- Address deficiencies - technical expertise and operational capabilities 

• The Secretary of Defense should institute programs that improve our ability to 
respond to the transnational threat. 

21281200 I 

- A broad program of defensive information operations for the entire DoD information 
infrastructure 

- Capabilities for improved speed, breadth, and accuracy of diagnosis of a bioterrorism and 
biowarfare attack 

- With the Secretary of Energy, deveJop capabilities to detect and renaer sate nuclear devices 
and materials and accelerate efforts for securing nuclear weapons in Russia and fissile 
material against loss 

F6r l1Herntt1 D8B \J~e Only 
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Transform Intelligence 

Findings 
• The structure of U.S. intelligence was established 40-50 years ago in the 

• 

2/28/2001 

shadow of WWII and the early stages of the cold war. 
- It is stovepiped around technical disciplines and functions 

- A different set of technologies existed 

- A different set of classification and security imperatives 

A different set of threats and possible uses of military force 

- Different forces employing different technologies with different operational concepts 

The 21st century national security posture requires a more effective/efficient 
intelligence apparatus. The current structure has a: 

- Lack of focus on CINC missions, problems and regional crises 

- Unnecessary duplication of effort and infrastructure 

- uneven roles, capabilities, and performance across the technical/functional stovepipes, 
which create difficult integration issues 

- Imbalance between collection volume and ability to task, process, exploit and disseminate 

Inadequate intelligence integration with military operations 

fe,r lt\temm DSB U~e Orti, 
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Transform Intelligence 

Conclusion 
• The nation's intelligence organization and infrastructure were created to deal 

with world wars and the cold war and are poorly structured for regional 
conflicts, asymmetric threats, or homeland defense. 

Recommendations 
• The Secretary of Defense and the Director, Central Intelligence should 

restructure intelligence activities with "missions/problems'' as primary focus 
(vice technical function). 

• For regional areas of responsibility, the Secretary and Chairman should charge 
the CINCs with the responsibility for "Intelligence Preparedness" within their 
theater or function. 

- CINCs should ensure that Joint Intelligence Centers are focused on broad regional 
intelligence assessments in support of the CINC mission 

- CINCs should ensure that the system architecture and technical architecture supports their 
regiona I/functional operationa I architecture 

• The. Secretary and the Chairman should charge the Joint Forces Command with 
support for CINC "Intelligence Preparedness". 

2/28/200 I 

- To support the CINCs, JFCCM will need additional engineering capability to develop joint 
operational architectures and perform joint systems engineering analysis 

Fm Imernal D9B Use Oul' 
11-L-0559/0SD/1512 

8 



Ensure Information and 
Decision Superiority 

Findings 

• 
• 

• 

• 

2/28/2001 

The United States had information superiority in the Desert Storm conflict. 

The enablers of our information superiority are likely to be transitory (e.g . 
increasing access by adversaries to commercial surveillance and 
communications). 

In the Kosovo operation, NATO lost decision superiority to the Serbs who 
exploited wireless and internet technology and allied signal intelligence 
vulnerabilities. 

An integrated information infrastructure, based on private-sector standards, is 
an essential enabler of decision superiority. 

- The military Services are exploiting today's information revolution but each has an 
independent solution; they have not signed up to the Global Information Grid concept and its 
architecture. 

- DoD increasingly depends on commercial communications infrastructure with inadequate 
knowledge of its future direction, capabilities and vulnerabilities. 

- OSD has failed to mandate an integrated information architecture. 

11-L-0559/0SD/151 3 
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Ensure Information and 
Decision Superiority 

Conclusion 
• The key to success in future contingencies will be decision superiority enabled 

by information superiority. Our information superiority is eroding and will be 
difficult to sustain. 

Recommendation 
• DoD must implement a Global information Grid (GIG) to provide information 

services for battlespace decision superiority. 

• SecDef establish a GIG Executive Director with the-resources and authority to: 
- Move all public DoD web sites off NIPRNET 
- Continue to aggressively deploy public key infrastructure/public key encryption; address 

scalability 
- Develop & deploy high-speed Type 1 inline IP crypto 
- Deploy diverse intrusion detection systems at wide area network & enclave boundaries and 

in hosts 
- Establish a GIG information assurance R&D test bed 

• The GIG Executive Director should create a vigorous and sustained, balanced 
information assurance R&D program to maintain GIG security and dynamic 
consequence management. 

212812001 Fe,11 lnter11nl DSB Use Only 
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Achieving Joint Vision 2020 

Findings 
• Recent studies by the Defense Science Board, the military Services 

and outside panels describe new force capabilities needed to achieve 
Joint Vision 201 O and 2020. For example, 

- An integrated information infrastructure 
- Rapid response, potent ground forces 
- Long-range aircraft precision attack systems 
- Responsive global targeting systems 
- New inter- and intra-theater mobility systems 
- A family of advanced munitions which enable precision remote fires 
- Day/night, any weather, any terrain intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance 
- Systems focused on finding and targeting hidden/mobile targets 

• The military departments are not planning to produce these 
capabilities on a timeline consistent with the vision. Technologies are 
available or can be developed in the near term to provide the needed 

_capabilities; and there are adequate funds if properly allocated. The ____ _ 

212812001 

hindrances are leadership, incentives and focused management. 
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Achieving Joint Vision 2020 

Conclusions 

• DoD will not achieve Joint Vision 2020 unless the Secretary of Defense 
takes aggressive action to put in place new innovative approaches 
and systems to provide the force capabilities it requires. 

Recommendations 

• The Secretary should direct key subordinates to give priority to 
ensuring that the necessary innovations occur on a timely basis. 

212812001 

- Direct the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of staff to develop a Joint Chiefs' investment 
strategy to provide the needed force capabilities-with emphasis on harmonization 
of technology, tactics, and doctrine. 

- Direct the USD(AT&L) to develop specific acquisition plans and programs to 
provide the needed -capabilities 

- Direct the military Services to reallocate funds to provide the procurement, 
logistics, and training that will be required. 

Per lttte:Hutl DSB Use Ont, 
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Transform Human Resources 
Strategy and Management 

Findings 
• 

• 

• 

DoD is facing serious human resource challenges . 
- The Department is increasingly competing with the private sector for the same skills, 

particularly in high technology areas 

- The Services are having difficulty meeting recruiting goals, especially for certain skill needs, 
and are losing many talented individuals to private sector jobs 

- The civilian workforce is aging (50 percent eligible for retirement in 5 years) and there is a 
shortage of people in the pipeline 

- Senior political appointee positions are staying vacant longer and the appointment process 
far too tong and uncertain 

- The American public is increasingly less involved and less inclined to serve in the 
Department of Defense 

DoD's needs for a hi9h quality workforce are increasing in light of complex 
technologies, new missions and concepts, and new business practices. 
The Department needs more effective planning, new authorities, and better 
tools to integrate effectively the management of its human resources. 

Conclusion 
_____ ..!.. ____ DoD has critical deficiencies in its ,~bility to attract a~d retain the quantity and 

quality of military and civilian pers, nnel. The sam,; 1s true in important 
segments of defense industry. 

212812001 Fot Ii ,tel .. rt DSB U5e Oal) 
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Transform Humara Resources 
Strategy and Management 

Recommendations 
• Streamline and expedite the political appointee process to ensure the Department is 

able to recruit highly qualified individuals to fill its leadership positions. 
- Begin by rescinding Executive Order 12834 
- Reduce the number of political appointees requiring senate confirmation and the number of political 

appointees below the Assistant Secretary level 

• Develop, execute, and fund an outreach program to educate the public on the value 
of service in military and civilian positions. 

Establish a strategic human resources plan encompassing all elements of the work 
force - civilian, military, private sector - linking the Department's force concepts 
(Joint Vision 2020) to manpower requirements. 

• Amend Title 10 and Title 5 of the United States Code to transfer authority for the DoD 
civilian workforce to the Secretary of Defense. 

Develop flexible, human resource tools and programs that will enable the Department 
to size and shape its workforce for the 21st century. A one-size-fits-all approach is 
not suited to today's environment. 

- Fund recruiting and retention at appropriate levels, foster a second revolution in training, restructure 
military pay and retirement, improve quality of life, and better integrate the force components 

- Develop a comprehensive civilian professional development and career management program and 
rt;Jcruit a more age-balanced workforce 

2/28/2001 For Internal DSB Use Only 4 



Transform DoD's Business Practices 

Findings 
• 

• 

Despite fundamental changes in the threat, technology and economic and 
industrial conditions, DoD continues to do business largely as it did during the 
Cold War. 

Current DoD business processes are too costly and do not adequately support 
resource allocation, weapons development, procurement and logistics. 
- The transformation and the resulting dramatic increase in the productivity of U.S. commercial 

manufacturing and logistics practices has not been matched by DoD or defense industry 
- Logistics consumes over $80 billion yet does not provide the agile response support needed 

by our forces 
- Many functions could be outsourced or privatized which would enhance quality and 

responsiveness while reducing costs and DoD personnel needs 
- Despite progress, reform of the acquisition processes is only partially implemented and has 

much left to achieve. Costs are too high, time lines too long, and DoD often cannot access 
the best commercial techniques/technology. It is still cost based and "requirements" driven 

Conclusion 
• 

2/28/2001 

Current DoD business practices - with 60 percent of the budget spent on 
overhead, logistics, and infrastructure and an acquisition cycre time 
approaching two decades - consume so many resources that the Department 
is unable to modernize and transform the force. 

For lnttt nal BSB Use Only 
11-L-0559/0SD/1519 

. . 

15 



Transform Do D's Business Practices 

Recommendations 

• 

• 

2/28/2001 

Rationalize the DoD support structure to enhance force capabilities 
and reduce costs. 
- Aggressively pursue outsourcing (revise or waive A-76) with priority to logistics 
- Consolidate the base structure via the creation of a new Base Realignment and 

Closure Commission (BRAC) 
- Pursue non-traditional approaches in carrying out overhead functions 

Adopt commercial business practices as a basis for acquiring military 
capabilities. 
- Establish a management information system that identifies resources used and 

needed for major objectives, as assigned to warfighter commands. 
- Create and apply metrics for measuring mission performance. 
- Buy value and use price based contracts rather than fulfill "requirements" with 

cost based contracts 
- Use commercial specifications and standards. 
-· Depend on value competition between un-like capabilities as well as similar 

alternatives. 

Fm Inter rral DSH Use Only 
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Maintain the Nuclear Deterrent 

Findings 
• The current DoD/DOE process for deciding what needs to be done is fragile 

and not institutionalized. 

• More focused senior government level attention on nuclear policy is needed 
(NGOs teamed with the media tend to drive critical issues). 

• Sustaining the nuclear deterrent requires comprehensive, long-range planning 
to ensure every component of the system can be modernized over time -
delivery platforms, warheads, command, control, and communications. 

• Nuclear expertise, both technical an, I operational, is declining while the need 
continues at a high level. Business as usual personnel practices will not meet 
the need 

• Progress is being made in enhancing stockpile stewardship -the key to 
maintaining reliable and safe warheads - but needs: 

2/28/2001 

- Long term capability to deal with aging warheads and component failures 

- Funding for key facilities 

fer ltHerRal D~B Use ORI~· 
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Maintain the Nuclear Deterrent 
Conclusion 
• Given the deficiencies in the DOE weapons complex and the aging of the 

strategic forces and infrastructure, our long-term nuclear deterrent is seriously 
at risk. 

Recommendations 
• In light of changing threats and new technologies, establish a commission or 

panel to determine how the nuclear deterrent that has served the United States 
for the past 50 years needs to change for the future. The assessment should 
include warheads, delivery systems, and command and control. 

• Conduct an annual review to ensure there is a comprehensive and authoritative 
program for sustaining DoD's nuclear forces. 

• With the Secretary of Energy, establish the Nuclear Weapons Council as the 
approval authority for planned changes to weapons in the existing stockpile. 

• Re-establish and adequately fund the capability to produce key warhead 
components (physics package/nuclear components). 

• Senior leadership must establish personnel procedures to reverse tne decline 
in nuclear expertise. 

2/28/2001 Feir lttternttl DSB Use ORiy 
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Summary 

• The challenges described are difficult and enduring issues with 
intellectual, organizational and cultural obstacles. 

• While many of these challenges have been recognized by the 
Joint and Service leadership, the response has been 
disappointing for reasons ranging from funding priorities, to 
political constraints, to bureaucratic inertia. 

8 Thus, progress will require bold action and personal attention 
by the Secretary of Defense and, in most cases, close and 
perhaps unprecedented collaboration with the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

• Failing such action, U.S. military dominance will not be 
sustained for the next decades. 

2/2812001 
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April 16, 2001 1:04 P 

TO: RDML Quinn 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld '#-, 
SUBJECT: Meeting on Defense Policy 

Please set a meeting with Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Steve Herbits and me 0 

discuss this defense policy memo. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/11/01 S. Herbits memo to SecDef re: Defense Policy Board 

DHR:dh 
041601-27 
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April 11, 2001 7:30 AM 

TO: SECDEF 

FR: S. HERBITS 

DEFENSE POLICY BOARD 

Attached are: 

A. A memo from Richard Perle on the Defense Policy Board. 

B. A list of Richard's suggested changes to the make-up of the Board, with a f~w 
suggestions'from me. 

Do you: 

Wish to see Richard to discuss? 

Wish to talk to Richard on the phone about this? 

Proceed with the list including any amendments you wish to make? 

Do nothing for a while? 

11-L-0559/0SD/1525 
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DRAFT MEMORANDUM CONCERNING THE DEFENSE POLICY BOARD 

The Defense Policy Board was founded during the Reagan 
administration: (I) to bring new thinking to the Department of Defense; (4 to analyze and assess policies and programs with the detachment that 
distance from day-to-operations allows; (3) to provide the Secretary with 
early warning of potential problems and early advice concerning emergin · 
opportunities; and (4) to help develop support for the Secretary and his 
program among members of Congress, other executive branch officials, 
press and intellectual conununities. 

PAGE 03 

The Board's products are ideas, assessments and advice. These ca 
only be produced by a group of intelligent, experienced and innovative 
individuals brought together with a sense of purpose and a close relations ip 
to the Secretary of Defense. If the Secretary takes the Board seriously, so•~ 

will the officials who come before it to discuss their policies and programt 
If it is known that the Secretary counts on the Board to keep him informe·d, 
to develop ideas, to evaluate current programs and propose new ones> the 
Board will be able to recruit talented members and enlist the help of a wiqer 
community. ' 

To make the Board effective, I believe that: ( 1) you should be 1 ~ -,/ 
available to meet with the Board at least quarterly for 1-2 hours; and (2) the 
Board should be described as reporting to you (even though, for 
administrative purposes, it should continue to be managed by the Under 'I {?. I 

Secretaiy for Policy.) __.,l-1 ·~ #,.{ 6 I l.. 
I would like to reinvigorate the Board by a combinati new 

members, the establishment of working groups assemb as necessary to 
look at and report on specific matters of interest toy , and by allocating fa 
small budget for outside consulting/research services. (Board members setve 
without compensation). i f W-

The priorities of the Board will, of course, be your priorities. I wo~ld 
imagine that you would want us to work on missile defense, on a strate~ lfor 
Iraq, on the transformation of our current force posture to one less oriented ~i·" 11 

to cold war contingencies, on the realignment of NATO/EU "arrangements/ 
and the' like. We should be broad and d p__enough to take on any ! 

assignment you choose to give us and u may well have others in mind. I 
As I see the Board it is not a su stitute for the staff work that will ~e 

coming to you from a vast departme . But as you know it is often difficult 

tt~_t ~ i 
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to look much beyond the next inter-agency meeting, the next Presidential 
speech, the next NA TO ministerial meeting, the next budget decision. Th; 
Board can make its most important contribution, not by looking into the 
distant future or at today's immediate concerns, but at new policies thatc 
be initiated during your tenure as Secretary. 

!PAGE O 4 

In a separate memo I have indicated the current membership and s:o e 
preliminary ideas about new members. If we were to go forward I woulc 
propose to conduct an immediate review of the current membership with a 
view to recommending a reconstituted Board. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1527 



Policy Board 

Resigned: 

resign: 

~;ul~ 

Should resign: 

Possibly should 
Resign: 

Remaining: 

Additions: 

Kr 111uugm:s 

2000: 29 members 

Paul Wolfowitz 
Bill Crowe 

2 

Rich Armitage 
Richard Haas 
Bob Zoellick 
Steve Hadley 

Gordon Adams 
-9 Ashton Carter 

Gary Hart 
Robert Hunter 
Janne Nolan 
Joseph Nye 
Lynn Davis 
Ted Warner 

Suggested modifications 

200 l: 23 members 

Pete Dawkins 
Michele Flournoy 
Hank Greenberg 
Harry Harding 

-+ Adm. Joseph Lopez~ Retain + Gen. Tom Moorman 9 
Prof. Thomas Bruneau 

Brent Scowcroft 
Norm Augustine 
Harold Brown 
Richard Burt' 
Charles Curtis 

-+ Adm. Dave Jeremiah 
..+ Adm Bill Owens + Richard Perle 

..... 

I 
I 

I 
· 1 

t Rudy Deleon 
Pete Wilson 

~ James Welt>~ 

+ Ed Meese 
+ Dick Allen 
-+ Dan Quayle 
+ Van Galbraith + Chris Williams 

11-L-0559/0SD/1528 
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Retired Officer 
Additions: 

Business 
Additions: 

Stephen Herbits 

,VO Shy l\1eyer (Anny) 
Jack Sheehan (Marine Corps) 
Mike Loh (Air Force) + Chuck Homer (Air Force) 

Gerald Hillman 

11-L-0559/0SD/1529 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Doug Feith 

Donald H. Rumsfelc1*,

November 23,200 I 

Here is a memo from Geoffrey Hoon which you should take a look at, and get the right 

people working on it. I have no idea what it's all about and I haven't got time to read it. 

Thanks. 

·DHRJazn 
112301.22 

Attach: November 16th. Letter from Geoffrey Hoon 

Respond by: ___ l/ ....... ,J--L___._j ___________ _ 

U14996 02 
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CLASSIFICATION 

THE RT HON GEOFFREY HOON MP 
Secretary of State for Defence 

Ministry of Defence 
Room 205 

P.01/05 

Old War Office ~ / 
White hall / 

London SW1A 2EU // z_ 

From: Tel: 

Date: ~o A.!JcnJ o 1 

No of pages: $[including header] 

Remarks: 
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' 

TO r b)(6) I P.02/0S 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
ROOM 205, OLD WAR OFFICE BUILDING 
WHITEHALL LON DON. SW1A 2EU 

Teltphor,e 020 MI 82111/2/3 
Fu: 020 721871.0 

SECRETARY OF STATE E-ma 11: ~lstry1 Omod.91i.gov.uk 

MO 13/8/1C 

16 November 2001 

I am writing to tell you about a European program~ to develop advanced 

technologies for combat air system's capabllitiis that wlll be announced In 

Brussels on Monday. I and my colleagues from France, Germany, Italy, Spain 

and Sweden will sign a declaration to launch a joint technology programme with 

European industry which will susta~n and develop European capabllltJea for 

combat air systems over the next two decades. I attach the text of tha 

declaration. 

The European Technology Acquisition Programme, or ETAP. is a broadly

based programme to exa"!1ine and develop technologies that are likely to have 

application in airborne strike systems In the next decade and beyond. It is a 

framewo,tt for collaboration within which a series of tech no logy demonstration 

programmes wtll be launched. 'Each nation is able to decide which technology 

demonstrator programmes to join, guided by Its national requirements. 

Applications of ETAP generated technology are likely to be diverse and could 

include unmanned air vehlcJe•, cruise missiles and command and control 

systems, as wall as developments to existing or plannlng manned aircraft. 

The Hon Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
United States of America 

11-L-0559/0SD/1532 
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I particularly wanted to keep you informed about this In order to reassure you 

about the nature of the ET AP programme and its relationship with the 

important work we are doing together on the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). UK 

officlals have discussed this with yours In recent weeks, in particular to 

address any concerns regarding the control of sensitive technology. I would 

like to reiterate that our ETAP work will be based on indigenous UK 

technology and know-how it will be kept entirely separate, both in Government 

and in industryl from our vital transatlantic co-operation on JSF. Under the 

arrangements that have been put In place to control access to technological 

informationl JSF Information wlll be safeguarded within that programme and 

will not be shared with others. I remain wholly committed to taking the Joint 

Strike Fighter programme forward. 

The Defence Materiel staff In our Washington Embassy stand ready to 

discuss these matters further with your offielalsshouldthls be necessary. 

GEOFFREY HOON 

11-L-0559/0SD/1533 
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....... . ......... -......... -.. -. . . ··-··-··· ...... . . 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, THE 
FEDERAL MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FEOERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY, THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE REPUBLIC OF ITALY, 
THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SPAIN, THE 
MINISTER FOR DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SWEDEN AND THE 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF 
GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

P. 04/ 05 

Acting in the splrtt of the statement by the Heads of State and Government on 
9 December 1997, which stated that they shared a vttal polltlcal and economic 
interest in an efficient and globally competitive European aerospace and 
defence electronics Industry, 

Acting in the spirit of the framework agreement on measures to facilitate the 
restructurtng and operation of the European Defence Industry signed on 27 
July 2000, and In particular the chapters conceming defence-related research 
and technology and the harmonisation of milltary requirements, 

Recognising the need for their countries and for Europe to retain a strong and 
competitive industrial and technology base and a long-term capability to 
design, manufacture and integrate combat air systems, 

Considering possible needs for such systems toward• the end of the next 
decade (2020), 

Promoting the hannonisation of military requirements in thls sector, 

Have decided In particular to cany out a joint study between now and summer 
2002 aimed at delivering an initial assessment of their respective capability 
requirements in a 2020 tlmeframe and kfentlfying the types of systems and 
their related technology base that might appropriately be developed jointly, 

Have decided to launch, in co-operation with industry, a focused research and 
technology programme (the so called European Technology Aoqulsltlon 
Programme, ETAP) to lay the foundations for futun, combat air systems 
covering key fields within this sector. 

Are asking their National Armament Directors to give priority to continued 
support for technology programmes already underway in order to ensure the 
achievement of their objectives and ensure the rapid slgnatunt of the 
necessary inter-governmental arrangements for ETAP whose management 
could be assigned in whole or part to OCCAR in due time, 

)ntend to allocate appropriate government funding for these activities, 

Encourage European Industry 
- to make a sultabk financial contribution to this effort 

11-L-0559/0SD/1534 5 
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.. to propose innovative solutions and initiatives to support this activity, 
including suggestions for possible regrouping8 and/or co-operation to make 
the most of existing capabilities in the industries of each country. 

P.0S/0S 
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TO: 

FROM: 

CJCS 
VCJCS 
Gen. Holland 
Gen. Franks 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 

FYI. 

Attach. l(i3)'(ITT 
9/1 9/0 ll__Jpaper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:49 PM 
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Subject: on possible operations in Af'e)iap~tan 

urgent 
~ 

r. UVJ 

Froml~b)(6) I . S-?D~ 

...... --------------'~ 3'.,-l-1..~f. 
For: Dr ZbigniewBnam1ki,CSIS t'fi~~ 1.1) fu 
Date: 19111 September 2001 

l. A land invasion of Afghanistan would be an error of catastrophic proportions. The 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. Foreigners among the Taliban are particularly 
rese111e<l. Having sai<l llaal, au assaull un Kabul an<l Kandahar l:a11 i11 ilially be ~sfut. 
But in the medium term it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in Pakistan. The T alibani.2.ation of a nuclear country does not bear thinking about. In 
addition, Hindu Kush passes will be cove~ in snow before the US can mobilise a 

sufficient invasion force. making operations even budcr. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing wilh rogue slates; surgical strikes by bombers and guided 
missiles al targets selected on the basis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastrncture to speak of: no railways, no 
electricity grid, no information or telephone links. The Taliban issue orders on the back of_ 
cigarette packs. '!Io doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

·i..bodyguai&may have dispersed already. In 1987 I spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocketing. In a terrain in whi~h every rock and every irrigation canal 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is ineffective. 

3. To track down and capture or kill terrorists I would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to a iiuenilla is another guerrilla. The British liquidated a Communist insurgency in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disrupting mujabeddin supply lines in 
Afghanistan in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only when the U.S. 
delivered Stingers in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using commandos means, 
however, the loss of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties. The groups should be accompanied anti-Taliban Afghans loyal to the Northern 
Alliance government of President Rabbani. 

4. It is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The non-Taliban Afohans should be drawn into the anti•tenorist alliance. 
They had been warning against th; Taliban for years. On the other hand, youcan.oot fully 
trust the Pakistanis. The ClA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Pakistan's Inter 
Services Intelligence. which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US money and weapons channelled to the ISI went to support Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti-American of Afghan leaders, who refused lo meet 
with the 'Great Satan' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can establish a 
Pa.sbtun-bascd. (many officers in the Pakistani anny and ISI are Pashtuns}, pliable 
government in Kabul, to give themselves strategic depth against India WhenHekmatyar 
failed to capture Kabul, they created another puppet, the Taliban. The U.S ., under 

11-L-0559/0SD/1537 
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influence of business circle (Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
to build a pipeline from Turkmenistan across Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean) initially turned a blind eye. Today, the puppet is Pulling its own strings. Pakistani 
society and army arc riven -Mtb fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and een. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5, Rabbanj's Northern Alliance has hcen weakened hy the loss of J\hmed Shah Masud, his 
minister of defence, in a suicide arrack hy two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don't believe in conspiracy theory but l believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the assassination ofMassud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive America of a v~luable ally. 
Nevertheless. the Northern Alliance proved capable of instant retaliation against a Taliban 
arms dump on the ourskirts of Kahul. The Northern Alliance controls au enclave in North 
Eastern Afghanistan with landings and access lo the Tajik border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They have a representative at the O.N.; the Amba~sador 
in London. WaliMassud (brother of Ahmad Shah Massus) is animponant figure; contacts 
are also possible in Warsaw. There arc pockets in Northern and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance consim of importam 
commanders all over the country: 

Thr new political head of the Alliance, Dr AbdulfaJa, is a moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. I have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch wirh him via a satellite phone, Ismael Khan, former army officer, 
governor of Herat, who spent two years in a Taliban prison in Kandahar but is now back 
inside rhe country rallying re!listance against them. My hook 'Dust of the Saints - a 
Journey to Herat in Time of War· describe!l his heroic deeds during resistance against the 
Soviets. He can also be reached inside Afghanistan by satellite pho~. 

Hajil{adir, former governor of.Jellalabad, aPashtun, which is important because his role 
neutralises the Taliban ethnic card. 1 !ipent a months with him in Nangrahar in 1986. 

The former Communist general D01tum seems to maintain following among the 1101them 
Uzbeks. The Haza,a minoiity, Shias, also resent the T11liban for the murder of their 
former leader. 

6. Jf the Northern Alliance were backed with money, food, medicines and weapons it can 
build an anti-Talihan colilition which could establish control over Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile, each oa,;is, valley, clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders bad submitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just a!i easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turned. 

7. While assistance to the Northern .Alliance can be delivered through countries which have 
their own reasons to want the downfall of the Taliban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and 1nm, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air brid.gc from. WJ)S in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast could ferry supplies directly to Alliance
controlled enclave$ inside Afghanistan. l believe !luch a scenario wa~ comidered in 1980s 
in support of the mujahedin. 

2 
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Conclusions: 

l. An effective strike against the Taliban can best be dealt in co-operation with the military 
structures of the Northern Alliance 

2 . The U.S. should not risk losing the world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the Taliban yoke 

3. The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is to support lhe moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking do""TI the te1Torists and toppling the Taliban, Afghanistan should he given 
massive humanitarian and development aid. Normal state structures can only be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic infrastructure. Only when 
control is re-established, Soviet mines are cleared, ag1iculture funclions again, will the 
refugeesrctum from Iran and Pakistan and does the region have any chance of permanent 
stabilisation. , 

(b}(6) 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Vice President Richard B. Cheney 
Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable George Tenet 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 
V 

FYI. 

Attach. ~ 
9/19/0 l 1__11aper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:55 PM 
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Subject: ODpastlblcoperatioruinA.f&Jlaniatan 

urgent 
__:;-1 

r.vv 1 

FromJ(b)(5) I . ~~I)~ 
1 __ ------------~ 3~~1l.r 

For: Dr ZbignlcwBnai6skitCS1S ~o\ut< \,1) fu 
Date: 19'1' September 2001 

1. A land invasion of AfghaniNn would be an mt)! of catastrophic proportions. 'Dit 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. ForeiiJlm among lhe Tali~ are particul4!lY 
rt!ientcd. Having said that, an assault on Kabul and l(~t CM initially be successfol. 
Bur in the medium term it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in PakistM. The Telibani2ttion of a nuclear country doei. not bear thinJong about. In 
addition, Hindu J(ush puses will be: coven,d in snow before the US can mobilise a 

- · - sufficient invasion force, makingoperariOMevenb&rder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing with rogue states: surgical strim by bombers and guided 
missiles at targets selected on the bws of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastructure to speak of: no railways,no 
electricity grid, no infonnation or teJepholle links. The Taliban jssue orders on the bock of 
cigarette packs. 'Ila doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

-hi$ bodyguar.dsniay have dispersed already. ln 1987 1 spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocuting. ln a terrain in which every rock and every irrigation can.al 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is ineffective. 

>. To traclc down and capture or ldll tezrorists f would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to aiiucmlltt ii, another guerrilla The British liquidated a Communistinsucg'llcy in 
Malaya thi s way. Soviets were pretty successful in disruptina muj.aheddfo supply lines in 
Afghaniswi in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only wh~ the U.S. 
dehvc.rcdStingcrs in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using col"MWldos means, 
however. the lo~s of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties, The groups should be accompanied anti-Taliban Afgharu; loyal to the Northern 
Allwice covemnu:nt of Presidentbbbani. 

4. Tt is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The MD-Talibaa Afgbaus should be drawn into the uti-terrorist alliance. 
They had been warning ,aaainst the Taliban for years, On the other hand, you cannot fully 
crust th!! Pakistanis. The CIA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Palcisw, 's lnter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US monty and weapons channelled to the ISI went to suppo11 Gulbud<fin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti~Americ:an of Afehan leaders, who refused to meet 
with the 'Great Saran' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can ettablisll J 
Pashtun-based (many officers in the Pakistani army and ISi are Pashtuns), pliable 
govcrnmeat in Kabul, to givethenuelvtS strategic depth against India. Whenlickmatyat 
failed LO capture Kabul, they created another poppet, the Taliban. The U.S. , und« 
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influence of business circle(Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
to build a pipeline from Turicmenis1an across Afgbanist!n and Pakistan to the l.ndian 
Ocean) initially turned a blind eye. Today, the puppet is pulling its own strings. Pakistan; 
society and army arc riven with fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and gen. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5. Rabbani's Northern Alliance has heen wcaketled by the Joss of Ahmed Shah Masud. his 
minister or &fence, in a suicide auack by two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the auack on America. I don' t believe in conspiracy theory but I believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, thc~sinarion ofMu,ud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to depri ve Amerita of a valuable ally. 
Nevertheless, theNorthcmA1liaru:eproved capable of instant retaliation against a Talib111 
IUTJIS dump on the outskirts of Kabul. The No1thern Alliance comrols an ~clave in North 
Eastern Afghanistan with landing~ and access to the Taji.k border. Contacts with the 
outside world go viaDuslanbe. They haven representative at thet.J.N.; the Ambassador 
in London, Wali Massud (brother of Ahmad Shah Mas.us) b an important figure; contacts 
are also possihle in Warsaw. There arc poclcets in North.em and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The allianco coasi.m of important 
commanders all over the country: 

The new political head of the Alliance, Dr AbdQlltb, is a moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. l have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch with him via a satellite phone. ls1111~I J(h111, former arm}' officer, 
governor ofHerat, who spent two years in a Talibin prison in K!ndahar but is now back 
inside the country rallying resistance againS't them. My book 'Do.n of the Saints - a 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describes his heroic deeds during resistance against the 
Soviets. He can also be reached inside Afghanistan by satellite phone. 

Haji l{adlr. former governor of.lellalabad, aPashtun, which is imponantbc<;awc his role 
neutralises the TAliban c:thnic card, I spent a months with him irt Nang,ahar int 986. 

The former Communist general Dostum seems to maintain following among the northern 
Uzheks. The Hazara minority, Shias, also resent the Taliban for tht murder of their 
former leader. 

6. lf the Northern Alliance were hacked with money, food, rnedicixles and weapons it can 
huild an l!Tlti· TAlihAn coalition which could establish control ovc:r Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile, each oasis, valley, clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders had ~ubmitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just as easily deselt them if their luck is seen to have turned. 

7. While assistance to the Northern Alliance can ~ delivered through countries which have 
their OWi\ reasons to want the downfall or the Ta.liban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and Iran, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air bridge from ·ships in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast "°uld ferry supplies directly t.o Alliance
controlled enclaves inside Afghanistan. I believe such a scenario was con5idc~ in 1980s 
in support of the mujahedin. 
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Conclusions: 

I. An effettivt strike against the Ta.lib&ll can best he dealt in co-operation with the military 
strnctures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing th( world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the 'f aliban yoke 

3, The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is to support the moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down the terrorists and toppling the Taliban, Afgbani,tan should be given 
massive humanittrian and development aid. Normal state structures can on)y be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic ,nfrastruttute.Onlywhcn 
control is re•established, Soviet mines on cleared, agriculture functions again, will the 
rcfogecs return from lran and. Pakistan and does the region have any cha.nee of pcnnanenl 
stabilisation. 

'I 

(b )(6) 
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December 19, 2001 2:20 PM 

TO: Ian Brzezinski 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1 {1... 

SUBJECT: Letter from Ivanov 
< 

Here is a formal letter Ivanov gave me. I don't have 7 idea what it says. 

Please get it into the process, and see that it is hfi~ct properly. If it requires a 

response, let's take care of it. / 
,, 

Thanks. 1.1 

Attach / 
12/17/0l lvanov hr to SecDef (in Russi// 

00~.. / 
l:?)901-6 1 

.. I 
/ 

/ 

/ 
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MocKBa, 17 )leKa6pH 200 I r. 

YBaiKaeM1>IH rocnO)lHH MHHHCTJ)! 

Bec1>Ma npH3HaTeneH 3 8 Barny BbICOKYJO oueHKY BKna.na MHHHCTepcrBa 
06opoH1>1 PoccnucKou <l>e.uepaunH R .ueno colJ)y itHH1IecTsa R 6op1>6e npOTHB 
MeiK.lJYHapo,nHoro Teppopn3Ma. 

TioMep>KHBalO Baiue MHeHHe O TOM, lffO cerO)].IDI Heo6XO)lHMO IIOBhIUiaTh 
yposeHh B3aHMO)le:UCTBIDI HaUIHX CTpaH B 3TOH o6nacTH, TaK KaK onaCHOCTh 
yrp03, CB.s13aHHrul C .ueneJibHOCTI,10 TeppopHCTHt:IeCKHX opraHH33.UHH, B 
6JIH)Kaihuee BpeMH He TOJibKO coxpaHHTC'1, HO H HMeeT BCe D0Cb1JIKH K 
B03pacTaHH10. 

B u.enoM Ml,J cornaCHhI c BaIIIHM npe)lJJOiKettneM no 
11MH0unaTHBe EBpo

ATJifillTHt1ec1<0:n 6e3onacHocTH11
• BMecre c TeM, orpooH11eHHbIH o6'beM 

nonyqeHHOH HHq>opM31.lHH ue no3som1eT nposecTH yrny6neuuhlii aHaJIH3 BaUiux 
rrpe.ll,.T10)KeHH:ii. B 3TOH CBH3H xoTenoc& 61:,1 nonyqnTh or Bae 6onee .neTaJibHOe 
pa3'M(CHeuue npe.ll)laraeMblX Mep c aMepHKaHCKHM BH,AeHHeM nyre:u H 

MexaHH3M0B peanH33.UHH 
11
l1HHI..J,HaTHBbl

11
• 

Ha MOH B3rIDI.n, H.lleH, H3JJO)KeHH1>1e B "MHHI..J,HaTHBe", s uenoM HJIH B PH.lle 
nyHIITOB MOryr CTaTh 0.AHHM H3 BOnpOCOB ATUI o6CyiKJieHIDI B paMKax 
nnauupyeMoro eosoro 4>opMara oTHoUieHn:n: MeiK,ZJ;)' Poccueu u HA TO. 

Ha.ne10c1,, l!TO COTJ)Y.llHHl!eCTBO Me)K,lzy MHHHCTepCTBaMH o6opOHbl 
Pocc0ucKo:u <l>e.!lepaQHH H Coe,llHHeHu1>1x lliTaTOB AMepHKH cTaHeT BecoMhIM 
BKJia,AOM B )].eJIO pa.3BHTH.sl KOHCTJ))'KTHBHbIX napTuepCKHX OTHomeHHH Me)KJl.y 
HaUIHMH rocy ,llapCTBaMH u o6ecneqeHIDI eBpo-aTJiaHTHqecKOH 6eJonaCHOCTH. 

MHuucTp 06opoH1:,1 PoccHRcKoH <l>e.llepau00 

Ero TipeBocxo.nuren:&cTBy 

f OCTIO.llHHY ):{oHaJih.llY Pru,~~~9/0SD/1545 
MliHMcmv 06oooe1,1 Coe.nHHeHHI:dX IIlTaToB AM:eonKH 

CJ1BaHOB 



December .28, 2001 3:04 PM 

TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative 

Let's get that Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative fed in through NATO. Here is a 

copy of the letter Ivanov gave us. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/17/0lMoD Ivanov ltr to SecDef 

DHR:dh 
p22&01-l4 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by---------

U15140 02 
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Moscow 17 Decembe r 2001 

Dear Mr . Secretary! 

I am most grateful fo r your posi t i ve evaluation of t he 
contribution of the Russian Ministry of Defense regardi ng cooperation 
in t he fight against int ernat ional terrorism . 

I support your assessment that today we must increase the l evel 
of cooperation between our countries i n this area s ince t he danger of 
threats assoc i ated with activities of terrorist organizations not onl y 
will remain in the nea r term but wi ll in all likelihood i nc rease . 

Ove ra l l , we agree with your proposal on the ·~o-Atlantic 
Secur ity Init iat i ve ." At t he same t ime, t he limited vol ume of 

• informa t ion we have received does not permit us to conduct a thorough 
ana l ysis of your proposal . In t his regard, we would l ike t o receive 
f r om you a more detailed explanat ion of the proposed measures with the 
American vision of the ways and means fo r achievi ng this ' Ini t iative .' 

In my view, the ideas laid out in the ' Initiative,' eit her in 
totO or as separate points , could be one of the topics di scussed in the 
framework of the planned new fo rmat fo r relations between Russia and 
NATO . ,, · .. 

I hope that ' cooperation between the Russian Mi nist ry of Defense 
and t he Unit ed States Department of Defense becomes a significant 
contribution in the development of a constructive partne rship between 
our governments and in guaranteeing Euro-At lant ic security . 

Respectfully, 

Ministe r of Defense, Russian Federation 

(signed) S. Ivanov 

(Addressed to) 

His Excellency 
Mr . Donald Rumsfe l d 
Secretary of Defense 
United States of America 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 9, 2001 3:3S PM 

TO: The Honorable Condoleeza Rice 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld J.) ,l. 
SUBJECT: Communications 

Attached is a copy of a memorandum from you to General Shelton. 

I think any communication from the National Security Council to the Pentagon 
should come through my office, and not directly to the Chainnan. This has 
historically been the practice. It is exceedingly difficult to manage the Pentagon 
without that clear understanding and procedure. 

I have not researched this, so I'm not in a position to propose a document that 
would establish the relationship between DoD and the NSC in detail, and I will try 
to do that so we can see what models have been used. If you have any 
suggestions, let me know. In the meantime, I'd appreciate it if things came 
through my office rather than locations elsewhere in the Department, so I can keep 
track of what's taking place. 

Attachment 

DR:dh 

uo2e20 101 
11-L-0559/0SD/1548 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 5, 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL HENRY H. SHELTON, USA 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

SUBJECT: Request Nomination for NSC Vacancy -- Defense 
Policy and Arms Control 

60009 

TheNational Security Council staff has a Director-level vacancy 
in our office of Defense Policy and Arms Control. 

We are seeking a Brigadier General (0-7) who will lead the 
inter agency effort to refine U.S. nuclear deterrence strategy 
and support interagency efforts to define the nuclear force 
structure supporting that strategy. The selected officer will 
lead the interagency effort to define andrevise, as necessary, 
the nuclear stockpile stewardship program, lead interagency 
efforts to define the Administration's nuclear arms control 
policy and coordinate the interagency implementation process. 
Additionally, the officer will coordinate interagency efforts on 
other critical arms control efforts such as the CFE treaty, 
CTBT, INF and lead the interagency effort on NATO nuclear policy 
issues. 

Given the nature of this portfolio, we are particularly 
interested in filling this position in a timely manner and 
anticipate your support. This nonreimbursable Outside DoD 
Detail will be for two years with the option to extend an 
additional year. Points of contact for this request are Dean 
Haas (202) 456-9302 or Marsha Dimel (202) 456-9306. 

Condoleez Rice 
Assistant-to the President 

for National Security Affairs 

11-L-0559/0SD/1549 



Chairman 
of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

9 February 2000 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 

Mr. Secretary -

For your information, I received the attached 
from Condoleezza Rice today and we are working it. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1550 



· · March 18, 2001 5:53 PM 
~-. '.'.". C'J 
• • I _,• ,.,/ 

TO: 

FROM: 

Paul Wolfowitz 

Donald Rumsfel~7· ~ 
SUBJECT: ''CJCS Progress and Cha11enges" Report 

Take a look at this "CJCS Progress and Challenges" report from the Chairman, : 
and let's discuss it. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031801-30 

U05675 /01 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON,D.C.20318-9999 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: CJCS Progress and Challenges 

CK-1132-01 
16 March 2001 

As you requested on 13 March, enclosed is a summary of progress and 

challenges. 

c:;, #.-., 11:::iZ // 
HENRvl'.i. sHELTO-f'-,,.._ __ _ 

Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

11-L-0559/0SD/1552 



CI CS PROGRESS AND CHALLENGES 

(As of: 16 March 2001) 

1. PROGRESS 

a. Maintain a Quality Force 

ACCOMPLISHED 

Narrowed the pay gap 
Reformed pay tables 
Restored retirement benefit 
Improved Military Health Care 
Met quantity and quality manning goals 

b. Improve the Readiness of the force 

ACCOMPLISHED 

Missions in Bosnia, Kosovo, Iraq, 
West Africa, East Timor, CONUS 

Identified readiness funding shortfall 
Improved Alliance Cohesion 
Improved AC/ RC Integration 
ImprovedJ oint Readiness Reporting 
Improved allocation of LD / HD resources 
Established Deployment Standard 

METRIC 

NDAA 00 (across the board raise) 
NDAA 00 (targeted by pay grade) 
NOAA 00 (50% at 20 years) 
NOAA 01 (active and retired} 
Exceeded goals in each category (-IJSAF) 

METRIC 

Mission accomplished; no casualties 

NDAA 00 ($112B increase) 
Defense Capabilities Initiative (DCI) 
"Chairman's 1 O" RC Flag Officers to CINCs 
RevisedJoint Monthly Readiness Review 
Revised Global Military Force Policy (GMFP) 
Joint Deployment Process Improvement 

c. Recapitalize and Modernize the Force 

ACCOMPLISHED METRIC 

Increased Modernization/Procurement Achieved in NDAA 01 
Budget to $60B 

d. Transition the Force to Deal with Future Threats: 

ACCOMPLISHED 

Assessed potential Asymmetric Threats 
Published Joint Vision 
Published Unified Command Plan 

-Established J FCOM 
-Established JTF-CN D 
-Established JTF-CNA 

Improved J ROC Process 

METRIC 

Joint Strategy Review 99 
JV 2020 and "Next Step" Aim Points 
Annex A of UCP-99 

Integration ofJ FCOM andJoint 
Experi me ntati on 
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. . 
2. CHALLENGES 

a. For the Quality Force 

( 1) Improve Work and Family Housing Infrastructure 

(2) Establish a Predictable Deployment Pace 

(3) Ensure Technologically Superior Equipment 

(4) Sustain pay, retirement, and health care improvements 

b. For Readiness 

(1) Address the strategy to forces imbalance 

(2) Address the Low Demand/High Density resources issue 

(3) Improve the inventory of preferred munitions 

(4) Continue to improve force protection measures 

(5) Address the widening US-Allies technology gap 

c. For Modernization 

Increase the pace of recapitalization and modernization 

d. For Future Transition 

(1) Continue to improve joint capabilities (The FutureJ oint Force) 

(2) Improve Joint Operational Architectures 

(3) Implement Joint Operational Concepts 

(4) Evolve the Unified Command Plan to account for Homeland Security. 
Space, and Information Dominance 

(5) Revise the Goldwater-Nichols Act to improve joint structures, joint 6fficer 
management, and joint professional military education 

-2-
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BLBSE IIBLB 
April 16, 2001 2:51 PM 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfelry~ 

SUE! JECT: Standing Joint Forces 

Would you please take a look at this April 13 memo from the Chairman and havt 
Andy Marshall and Steve Cambone look at. Let me know what you think we 
ought to do with it, how you think it ought to fit in. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/13/01 CJCS memo to SecDef re: Strategic Objectives, Comparative Military 

Advantages and Risk 

DHR:dh 
041601-43 

CLOSE IIBLB 
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CLOSE I IOLD 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 203194999 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Washington. D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary. 

13 April 2001 

Again. thanks for the opportunity to share my views on defense strategy with 
you. You asked me to elaborate on three specific areas: Strategic Objectives, 1 

Comparative Military Advantages, and Risk. 

1. Strategic Objectives. Andy Marshall's paper identifies four goals of defense 
strategy -- Deter, Reassure, Dissuade, and Win War. As the outline of a defense 
strategy, these goals are well stated. However, absent a National Security Strategy 
(usually an interagency effort led by NSC) that lays out national interests, it is nOl 
possible to derive military objectives and in turn military capabilities necessary to 
achieve these goals. Moreover, even if the strategy review determines which f 
capabilities are necessary. we need something to help us measure how much o each 
capability should be developed and how it should be applied. Attached at the 1 

enclosure is a document provided for Mr. Marshall that represents some thoughts on 
prioritizing national security interests and related military objectives. It may be useful 
as a template for establishing a linkage between ends and means. 

2. Comparative Military Advantaaes. The Marshall paper summarizes its 
defense strategy as "select, develop, and sustain a portfolio of key military advantages 
to hedge against and dissuade future threats." I am enthusiastic about any pro~osal 
that seeks to leverage technological advantages to improve our ability to fight. 
However, the paper seems to suggest that the United States will specialize in types of 
conflict where we enjoy the greatest advantage. That is a flawed concept. It is the 
American "Way of War" to remain on the strategic defensive. Therefore, it is unlikely 
that we will have the luxury of selecting-to the extent sug,gestea in the paper-ftt,e 
precise terms of future conflict, In fact, how we prepare for future conflict will sllape 
the way others challenge us. The strategy should require Wlalfighting dominant from 
low to high end. There are many historical examples why this is necessaiw.: 

Demobilization after World War II led to complacency about readiness 
requirements for which the US military paid the price in Korea 

Reliance on a strategy of massive retaliation and escalation control 
during the 1950s deprived the US of options below that threshold I 

CLOSE I IOLD 
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US firepower and technology superiority in Vietnam were unconte ... ed, 
but the NVA adopted tactics to effectively neutralize that superiorit: . 

US high technology systems were integrated in the invasion of Par ama, 
but firepower was insufficient to accomplish the mission of capturir g 
Noriega and establishing a new government. 

Conflict in urban and close terrain will always limit firepower solutions, and any 
technology has the potential to be defeated, I will continue to press for a strateg~ that 
provides you and the President the greatest possible number of options for dealijng 
with challenges to national security now and into the future. : 

3. Risk. In looking to the future, the Marshall Paper presents a very valid 
assessment of long-term risk. However, I am concerned about some of the potential 
risks that may arise during transformation. These include: 

Precipitous force reductions could undermine deterrence . i 
Disengagement from overseas commitments could undermine alli, nce 
cohesion or support for U.S. interests in the region 
The perception of US. emphasis on high-end capabilities could create 
alliance tensions related to burden sharing and shared risk, while, lin 
reality, exacerbating alliance interoperability challenges 
A perception of changing roles and missions could undermine the I 
morale of the current force 

Each of these risks is manageable provided that they are addressed before the 
strategy is implemented. Today's military became stretched-thin over time, and) it will 
take time to recover and refocus. In its final form, the strategy must account for,

1

our 
potential vulnerabilities during this transition. 

I hope this answers your questions. It's clear that the deeper we all dig lnto 
strategy, the more we rediscover the old truth that "the devil is in the details." 4et us 
know how we can continue to help. 

Enclosure (a/s) 

CF: Mr. Marshall 

Sincerely, 

v/L 
--1/;;,i-

HENRY H. SHEL TON 
Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

2 
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Ele,e: lleltl 

PRIORITIES OF NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS AND MILITARY OBJECTIVES 

The following paragraphs provide a listing of U.S. national security interests and rela tted 
military objectives in priority. Interests are in plain type within each category while 
related objectives are in italics. Each objective also has been assigned a prionty 
indicated in the parentheses at the end of the objective. 

SECURITY OF THE UNITED STATES 

Survival Interests (S) . This category of security interest relates directly to phy~i • 1 
protection of the U.S. population within the borders of the United States and Its 
territories: protection of U.S. territory from foreign attack by whatever means; d 
protection of the institutions and values of the United States. Failure w d 
fundamentally, and perhaps irreparably, change the U.S. way of life, e.g., form of 
government, political stability. legal structures, civil liberties, economic structure, ~d 
social cohesion. Essentially, survival interests are those for which only very limilte:l 
discretion exists about their priority and implementation. : 

• Protection of the territoria I integrity and sovereignty of the United States fro11 
external threats. (lllis interest relates directly to the protection of the u .. s. 
population within the United States and its territories and affects both the phvsfl:al 
security of the population and its perceptions of being secure. .Further, defense of 
the territory, waters and borders remains the foundation of sovereignty now and/for 
the foreseeable future. Failure to secure this interest would undermine the trust 
and confidence of the U.S. population in its Government. as well as that of allies 
and friends worldwide.) 

o Inviolate U.S. borders from hostile foreign intrusion(SJ 

:::i Protection and control of the territorial waters of the United States against 
foreign threats(SJ 

o Protection of the United Statesfrom the full spectrum of potential air andmisslle 
attack, including nuclear(S) I 

o Secure public and private cntical infrastructure, including information, from 
foreign attack(SJ 

• Protection of U.S. citizens at home. (This interest relates directly to the protection of 
the U.S. population within the Umted States and its terntories andaff ects both the 
physical security of the population and its perceptions of being secure. It goes to 
the heart of sovereignty of a nation. Failureto secure thisinterestwould undennine 
the trust and confidence of the population in Government.} 

o Reduction or elimination of foreign sponsored or supported terrorism dirf;Cted 
against the United States and its citizens and property (SJ 

:::i Prevention, defense, response and recovery in cooperation with lead ctvU 
agencies from auacks on U.S. population and faclllties, including with weapons 
ofmassdestructwn/ejfect(S} 

Ele.1c I lel~ 
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Vital Interests (V). This category of interest relates directly to maintaining U.S. 
independence from external political and military forces and influence; continued 
economic growth and prosperity; and social and religious freedom. Failure would 
significantly raise the costs and risks of maintaining U.S. security: weaken U.S. ability to 
make and fulfill security commitments to others: and create undue economic 
dependencies. Prolonged fa ilure to protect vital interests could have direct and indi ect 
impacts on the U.S. way of life, as we know it today. As opposed to survival intereats, 
national leaders have considerable discretion in allocation of resources to protect these 
interests. I 

• Protection of U.S. citizens abroad from hostile attack. (This interest rel~ to 
maintaining U.S. independence from external political and military threats o/.1d 
sustaining U.S. economic growth, of which signifli'ant portions are being cr,~1 

overseas. Failure to secure U.S. citizens overseas would undermine corifidec ojf 
the U.S. people in their government. compromise US. commitment to allies 

friends, and weaken the ability of the United States to influence intematioflBl 

• 

matters toitsadvantage.) i 

a Suppression or defeat of campaigns of terrorism and violence directedagai(tst 
U.S. citizens overseas(V) , 

a Suppression or defeat of terrorism directed against U.S. citizens and proPEtrty 
overseas (I) 

A science and technology and industrial base capable of developing, producipg, 
and integrating leading edge technologies essential to military innovation. pjms 
interestrelat.es to maintaining an independence from external political andmutt:pry 
forces and influence and continued economic growth and prosperity. It afftd:s 
military supremacy in the hemisphere, military superiority elsewhere, an~. the 
ability to sustain US. commitment to allies and friends. It affects the abil" to 
develop and produce advanced military systems and sustain them d 
operations.) ' 

Cl Robust military research and development programs to enhance ex1s1tno 
capabilities, maintain technological superiority, and hedge against techrwlog~al 
breakthroughs byopponents(V) : 

a Independence from undue reliance on foreign sources of critical technology~ 
components, including those supporting military systems (e.g., munitions) (VJ i 

a A capability to respond to surge requirements for advancedm.i.itnry syst~ms 
and components (V) 

o Preventing adversaries or potential adversaries from acquiring militaJ[ily· 
relevant technologies and related innovations, and the means to exploit th~for 
operationaladvantage(V(nuclear/biJJlogical)/I) ; 

Important Interests (I). This category relates to maintaining an international security 
environment in which U.S. political, military and economic values can survive $.nd 
prosper. Failure would have direct and indirect impacts on U.S. ability to operate and 
function to advantage in international milieu, but would not affect U.S. survival. 

I 

• Protection of the United States from international criminal activity. (1his in~est 
focuses on theconnectivity of criminal activities with U.S. supremacy in the We m 
Hemisphere, stability of our neighbors, and the potential for massive · al 

2 
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immigration into the United States if instability occurs. Further. it relates to 
continued U.S. access to oil and gas resources in the hemisphere. PreventiDr1 of 
illegal technology and weapons exports affects the U.S. ability to maintain mUitw y 
superiority worldwide against the possible array of potential enemies.) 

o Reduction in theillegal.jlDw of drugs into the United States (I) 

J Prevention of illegal immigration into the United States(I) 

D Prevention of the theft and/or illegal exportation of weapons and technology to 
adversaries (V (nuclear/biological.}/1 [other)) 

GLOBAL INTERESTS 

Vital Interests 

• U.S. status as the world's dominant military power. ('Th.is interest focuses on 
maintaining a global security environment in which U.S. policy ts predomim t 
Decisions within this U.S. dominated environment are consequently gene~ ly 
conducive to advancing U.S. political, military and economic interests by the sr. 
weight of U.S. influence and impact. Achieving this interest may reduce orelimir. 
the need for direct a p plication of U.S. power, because indirect power an din.fl 
achieve U.S. ends. Failure may result in frequent challenges and the ne 
establish de JactJJ U.S. power at high cost and risk) 

a Superiority in military power, especially as it relates to global reach, power 
projection, and technology innovation (VJ 

u Leadership of key regional alliance systems in which the United States i.s a 
member. Remain the preferred security partner, especially for new mL1Jrf<:et 
democracies. (VJ 

: E=:!::~:;p:,:~~:n::u:~na ::::::~::t~~:/ :::o:::::·=~~ 
greater responsibilities and capabilities for resolution of potential or ac 
regional conflict situations (l) 

Prevention of conflicts worldwide that may involve the threat or use of weapois ,of 
mass destruction. (This interestfocuses on the uncertainty regarding the short d 
long·term effects of use of WMD on the physical and psychological se ty 
environment. U.S. security in a highly proliferated security environment u1d 
become tenuous over the long term Prevention, at a minimum containment is 
critical to international activities and operations in the global environment.) 

a Prevention of the spread of weapons ofmnss destruction, to include nuc~lar, 
chemical, biological, and radiological weapons, including among frte dly 
nations. Specyical.ly, cooperation with Russia and China to stop the jlDu of 
WMD technology to other nations. (VJ 

a Sustained confidence in thee.ffectweness of arms control agreements(VJ 

a Increased warning of impending conflict between WMD armed powers(V) 

• Avoidance of cataclysmic confrontations between major regional powers and o.U1er 
states in the region, including Russia, China, India, Pakistan, Israel, Egypt. r.ran, 
Iraq, NATO Europe, Korea, andJ a pan. (This interest could al.so be merely 

3 
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Important, depending on the states involved, relationships with the United st:dtes 
and its allies, and degree of sophistication of military capability. !tis vital where 
such conflicts may require exercise of treaty obligations to protect allies. Total war 
between mqJor regional powers could fundamentally charge the balance of power 
in many regions, often to the detriment of U.S. political. military and economic 
interests. This interest is preventive at its heart.) 

a Prevention of hostilities between major powers and potential adversaries (VJ i 
I 

o If conflict occurs, limited escalationwil.hin the immediate nations or region(V) 

• Freedom of navigation on the high seas. (The preponderance of U.S. commodi s 
transits to and from overseas markets via sea Loss of freedom of navigation 
have significant implications for the economy, driving costs higher. As the Un 
States transitions to a services-based economy, such effects may have le ser 
consequences. Further, U.S. military responses often require sea movene to· 
accommodate the tonnages of U.S. forces. It would also affect other nations' 
perceptions of the U.S. ability to protect its own, and by implication their, i-ts 
in the inviolability of accepted international norms and standards tor transit ofrwn-
sovereign portions of the earth) I 

• Free access to space for national and international. peaceful purposes. (Space 
has become critical to the US. economy and military capabilities. Our seroices
based economy relies on space communications, data transfer, positioning, and 
sensing for immediate responsiveness to changing markets and demands. Military 
capabilities have become highly dependent on militaryand ci.vilian space systems 
for command and control Current and proposed futuredoetrine relies heavll)I on 
assured access to space. It would alsoaffect other nations'perceptions of the U.S. 
ability to protect its own, and by implication their, fnterests in theinviolabUity of 
accepted international norms and standards for transit of non-sovereign portions of 
the earth.) 

• Freedom of international air space. (Loss of access to international ai.s 
would have implications for U.S. economic and military capabilities, but 
primarilya.Ifect other nations'perceptionsof the U.S. ability to protect its ow/1, 
by implication their, interests in the inviolability of accepted international no 
and standards for tr an sit of non-sovereign portion sot the earth.) 

Important Interests 

Protection of U.S. investments overseas. (This interest relates to protection of U.S. 
citizens and facilities overseas, but also acknowledges the growing multiriatiortal 
nature of the U.S. and global economies. Given the interconnectivity of intematwnal 
economics and U.S. well being, this interest has a high priority.) 

• Sustained U.S. position of global influence. (This interest seeksw shape I the 
global political, military and economic environments in order to create conditions 
conducive to U.S. and global security. It promotes other nations adheng to 
peaceful resolution of conflicts in all domains.) 

o Global leadership and moral suasion to influence the behavior andadaptnJ.i.on 
of militaries of other nations to democratic rule(I} 

o Advancing the rule of law and agreed norms of international behaviorrelat.ed to 
the use of force and human rights (I} 
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Advancing the spread of democracy and free market economies as the basis for 
international stability and prosperity, to include to second and third tier nations. 
(Based on the assumption that free market democracies are less prone to war on 
each other, this interest seeks to establish some formofdemocraticgovemme11.t·;n 
most states and encourage free market economies as the surest way tosusta e·d 
growth By doing so, these nations create the conditions tor internal stability d 
security and confidence in external relations with competitors who abide by simtlar 
rules and norms. This does not eliminate competition and conflict, but develoµ; a 
system within which it can be managed) 

o Reform of militaries to conform with democratic principlesm 

• Prevention of intra-state conflict with the potential for spillover that would affect 
major regional powers. (This interest relates to maintaining a global security 
environment based on the rule of law, but, where intra-state corylict erupts, 
contains it within the borders of that nation In some regions. intra-state conflict 
will affect several nations because of the natural dispersion of ethnic, tribal and 
religious groups across borders created over the past two centuries. The U.S. 
concern is limited primarily to circumstances where such conflict could entangle 
major powers and produce tension or conflict among these competing powers. 
Because of the flagrant disregard for hum.an rights and U.S. values inherent in 
genoade, defusing or limiting these conflicts is in our security interest.) 

J Resolution of intrastate conflict before it erupts into overt warfarem 

o Containment of intra state conflict within borders of theoriginating stateW I 
CJ Prevention of ethnic, political, religious, or cultural based conflict that c~ld 

result in policies of genocide/mass murder being enacted(I) V-

Other Interests (0). This category relates to maintaining an international security 
environment in which other U.S. values, to include social. religious, cultural, 
environmental and humanitarian values, are promoted and accepted. Failure will have 
little direct short or long-term effect on other U.S. goals and objectives, but cou Id affect a 
cooperative political and economic environment important to US. prosperity and 
security . 

• Protection of the global environment and natural (non-commodity) resources, 
particularly those that effect the well being of the United States and other nations 
on a regional or global scale. (This interest focuses primarily on the impact+ of 
environmental degradation on access of nations to critical resources, Like fy:sh 
water. While wars over natural resources have not been fought recently, s.-.ce 
World War fl and despite dire, butwifulfdled. predictions over the past40 years. 
the potential for conflict exists in several regions, especially the Middle East) 

a Prevention of conflict over environmental or resource issues (I) 
1 

Avoidance of costs and disruptive potential from crises associated with failed or 
troubled states. {11tis interest focuses on preventing conditions that could re1we 
even limited U.S. military or economic assistance to failed states and their 
populations. Addressing the root causes is more likely to provide long temt 
solutions and limit the need for use of military forces.) 

•I Military assistance in resolving the conditions that lead states to jail(O) 
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CJ Support for peacekeeping and humanitarian rel ief efforts re lated to failed! or 
troubled states, where such support will help resolve the issues thatledl to 
instability(O) · 

Support for human itarian relief efforts in response to natura l and man-mm 
disasters. (This interest addresses relieving human suffering and is related to .!S. 
values, rather than directly to security interests. The security aspect resides fn 
promoting greater international acceptance of standards of behavior within d 
between nations.) ! 

i 

REGIONAL. 

This section has prioritized regional interests: however, the aggregation by region and te 
range of objectives makes the prioritization imperfect. In many cases, the region has e 
higher category as a result of one or two issues, rather than the entire region possess. g 
the priority. 1 

Vital Interests 

• Protection of the Western Hem isphere from externa l threats. (The United States 
has not had an external threat to its territorial integrity for over a hundred~e · . 
The Monroe Doctrine has remained the consistent governing policy and stra~ gy 
toward the hemisphere. TIie United States has established coo· · e 
mechanisms for regional security and worked within those mechanhms I to 
guarantee an Americas free of foreign intervention For the foreseeable future, (his 
interest will remain unabridged) 

o No undue military presence of external powers in the hemisphere (VJ 

o No hostile military presence of external powers in the hemisphere (VJ 

o Assured access to the energy resources of the hemisphere (VJ I 
a Regional security environment such that the presence of external powers is seen 

as unwelcome (I) 

a Assured access to and use of the Panama Canal(I) 

• Stable, peaceful neighboring states in Ca nada and Mexico. (Like t he Wes(em 
Hemisphere, but more acutely, securityof Mexico and Canada is inextricably linked 
to U.S. security. Instability orcorifltct could have multiple consequences forlll.S. 
military interests. Illegal immigration. uncontrolled migration, refugee chal.lenf!teS, 
terrorism criminal act ivities, cross borderconjlict or sanctuary, or divisions ampng 
ethnic groups within the United States could all result from tensions with our 
neighbors. In each case, U.S. short and long term security could be jeopardized.}, 

o Special military relationships with Canada and Mexico (VJ 

o Enhancedmechnnisms for hemisphericmllitary cooperation(VJ 

o Resolution of internal coriflicts in Mexico (VJ 

A peaceful, prosperous, internally stable Russia, governed by the rule of law, *1at 
accepts international norms and standards of behavior. (Russia has th~ize, 
power, tradition, nationalistic tendencies and legitimate concerns for its future role 
in the global community of nations that could develop into serious opposition to the 
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United States. It is the only nation that has the means to threaten U.S.sLU1JivaL! It 
is contiguous with other vital U.S. interests in Europe and East Asia It shares a 
long difficult border with China, the onlyother potential global challenger to U.S. 
interests. It is beset with long term security challenges to its territorial intei 'ity 
throughout its periphery. Its paranoia and intense nationalism could bee me 
focused on the United States and its allies as the cause of its demise and the 
catalystfor its resurgence.) 

CJ Russia as a recognized military power, but without expansionist globe or 
imperial aspirations, especially as Russia emerges from its present weakE led 
state(V} 

Cl Peaceful resolution of border conflicts and territorial disputes(V} 

o Peaceful resolution of potential conflicts in the near abroad e.g., ethnic, relto ,us 
and economic strains (VJ 

o Russia as a reliable partner in strategic and regional arms control(V} 

• A peaceful, prosperous, internally stable China, governed by the rule of law, that 
accepts international norms and standards of behavior. (Thls interest relatE to 
the nexus of major power interests in northeast Asia (China, Russia, United Stt es, 

Japan, Koreas) and the potential for competition and conflict in east and south lSt 
Asia China's emergence and desire to become a recognized global power viU 
certainly spawn the potential forconjlicting views of securityin the region C :na 
has the potential to threaten U.S. security directly with its nuclear capability, t t it 
remainslimit.ed. Latent regional ani.mosiiies and fears continue, particul ly 
between_/apan and other nations of the region. Taiwan remains a signifl mt 
security issue for China and for the U.S. commitment to Taiwanese security.} 

:::i China as a recognized military power, but without hegemonic or global 
aspirations and constrained to military activities within its borders nd 
territorial waters (VJ 

o Cooperative Chinese-US. approaches to regional security and stability(V} 

Cl Peaceful. resolution of the Taiwan (VJ and maritime territories issues (I) 

• Regional stability and cooperation in Europe. (This interest relates to maintaining 
a secure, stable region, which has been the locus of two world wars over the t 
one hundred years aru1. of potential conflict for 44 of the past 55 years (since 1 H q). 
NATO has been the central alliance of the West for over SO years and, giver, tne 
Euro-centric nature of the U.S. populace, it will remain a pillar of U.S. sec: ify 
interest. Uncertainty regarding the future course of Russia and the evolution Q. tne 
former nations of the Warsaw Pact from Soviet domination to free nu: ket 
democracies or some alternative could generate instability and the potentia for 
conflict, either directly or indirectly ouer the next 20 years.} 

o Absence of a single dominant power in the Eurasian landmass, espec 11.ly 
Russia or Germany(V) 

O Peaceful resolution and prevention of potential interstate conflict(V} 

Cl NATOas the principalsecurity organization in Europe(V} 

Cl Greater European militarytntegratiDn and cooperation(l) 

0 Enhanced European capability and willingness to respond to commonmiliJ.ary 
missions (I) 
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CJ Containment of intrastate conflict on the periphery ofNATO Europe, preventipVJ 
whereverpossible(I) : 

Important Interests 
I 

• Protection of the Western Hemisphere from internal destabi lizing events. (!fits 
interest focuses on maintaining a state of non-hostilities between nations of ~ 
hemisphere in order to sustain political and social progress and economicgro;. 
Advocacy forthts interest supports a cooperative region of ltke-minded nations, ho 
generally support U.S. policies. As well. the roll back of nuclear programs In~· .h 
America established a non-nuclear region, which supports U.S. non- d 
counterproliferatwn policies important to global stability. Instability would pt'< te 
illegal immigration into the United States, support for narco-trq[ficking d 
insurgency, and tendencies towarda.u.tJwrt.t.aria.n rule.) 

I 
0 Sustainmentofthenon-nuclear posture ofthe region(V) i 

o Peaceful resolution of interstate conflicts(I) 

CJ Peaceful resolution of internal conflictm 

a Decreasednarco-trqfficking and non-state threats to legitimate government(I)I 

Regional stability and balance of power in East and Southeast Asia. Preven4ng 
the emergence of China,Japan, or a united Korea as regional hegemons. (771'5 
interestts vital In many respects and could be placed in either category. ho~ite:.· 
not all aspects of the region arevit.aL Those that are vital are relatedp~ to 
China and_/apan. China has been addressed in the vital category. The num'*qjf 
existing long term and potentialconjlict.s in the region is signifu:ant. including Korea., 
Taiwan, Indonesia, and the maritime territories. As weU. trade with East Asta 
exceeds that with Europe. It is a region of change. as China tries to transform tb a 
free market economy, the Koreas situation evolves, although unpredictably,_/apan 
reasserts its power in the region, Indonesia adapts todemocratic governmen~' 
the //tigers" re-assess and re-build from the financial turmoil of the mid-1 s. 
Russia remains an unknown in the situation. now unable to control its dis t 
republics and assert its former power, it could change dramatically ouer the next 
15-20 years. Both changing Russian military approaches to use of nuc;air 
weapons in lieu of conventional force and China 3' view of their utility, given <ii 
decided even unrecoverable, inferiority In conventional capability, cou!r'a.ffect\~ 
potential for nuclear conflict in thereginn should interstate war occur. The weq of 
bilateral alliances in the regionties the United States topotentialjlashpoint.s,btif is 
also a source of U.S. power andtnfluence. However, theregiDn lacks thestreri(Jth 
of cooperative regional security approaches.) 

1 
a Peaceful resolution and prevention of interstateconjUct (V) 

o A stable balance of power in which the United Statesplays acriticalrole(V) / 

o Sustained bilateral securityrelationships with Japan and Korea(VJ 

o Peaceful resolution of the two Koreas issue (VJ 

O Avoidance ofconjlictwith China,especially over Taiwan and marltlmetemM.rial 
~~(VJ I 

a Sustained bi- and multilateral security relationships with regional partn~rs. 
especially Australia, New Zealand, Philippines. and Thailand(I) I 
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0 Peaceful resolution of intemalconflict. especially with regard to Indonesia (I) 

Regional stability and prevention of war in South and Central Asia. {This interest 
has a vital aspect related to the potential for nuclear conflict between India and 
Pakistan, but is otherwise primarily important. Nuclear conflict would change many 
nations' perceptions of the need to own their own nuclear weapons andchaJle e· 
U.S. non-and cotmterproliferation policies. The current and projectedvol of 
this region stems from unresolved territorial disputes, fragmented ethnic 
religious groups among the populations and the potential that several co s 
have large natural resources that could generate hard cash in an econo,ic y 
challenged region. Again Russia remains a d[ftcuU unknown. Its reassertio qJ 
ilefluence and power in the near abroad of Central Asia and/or the Caucasus, ¥ 
over of continuedintra-stnt.e conflict into Russia or repression of large Rus~ 
ethnic populations could ignite conflict) : 

I 

:J Recognition of India as a regional power and establishment of cooperative 
regional security relationships(V) 1 

0 Peaceful resolution and prevention of interstate coriflict. especially resolution of 
the territorial dispute over Kashmir and anycoriflict.s with China(V) 

a Sqfe, secure control of nuclear weapons by India and Pakistan(V) I 
' 0 Non-proliferation of WMD technologies and systems beyond current powers {VJ 

J Containment of radical Islamic movements within and outside of the region~ 

a Assured access to oil and gas resources (I) 

0 Peaceful resolution of internal conflict. especially in the Caucasus/Trans 
Caucasus region(IJ ! 

IJ Suppression and elimination of state sponsored or abetted terrorism originating 
from within the region(V(nuclear/biDlogicalJ/IJ 

I 
Regional stability and prevention of war in Southwest Asia. (This interest has vit.al 
aspects, particularly in the security of Israel. a long time partner of the United 
States. The oil and gas resources of the region make it very important to the United 
States, which is not dependent on oil and gas from this region, but whose allies and 
friends are. An ideological conflict centered on radical Muslim fundamenta.ismi 
could result in demalof access to resources and provide the impetus Ion.var it th~ 
region This potential exists in the difficu/ttransitwns facing many authoritarian 
and/or theocrutic regimes.) 

o Assured U.S. and allied access to oil and gas resources (VJ 

a Israel as a secure, stable nation (V) 

O A stable Middle East peace (V) 

o Suppression and elimination of state sponsored or abetted terrorism originating 
from within the region(V(nuclear/biDlogical)/I} 

o Containment of radical Islamic movements within and outs1deof the region(l} 

0 Preventing the emergence of a dominant regional power, especially Iraq and 
Iran (l) I 

0 United States as the dominant external power in the region (I) 

J Assured access to and use of the Suez canal (I) 
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Other Interests 

• Peace and regional stability in sub-Saharan Africa. (This interest has little prio ty. 
given the lack of political or economic uifluen.ce of African nations within he 
developed world. While evidence exists that an economic renaissance in Af · a 
could emerge over the next 20 years, it will still have mtnnr implicatiDns for the 
United States. The greatest challenge resides in handling conflict. which 
transgresses U.S. values and offends moral sensibilities.) 

o Containment ofinter and intrastate co,ifl.ict (0) 
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TO: General Hugh Shelton 

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld l ~ 
SUBJECT: March 30 Memo 

April 9, 2001 12:50 PM 

: .. : ·• i __ .:-. ~-- ,.: Th}.: 
- ... ; · ·: ( .. ;-: CEFE! iSE. 

I was looking over your March 30 memo commenting on Andy Marshall's work. 

Could you please have your staff try to address the areas that you think need 1 

additional emphasis? For example, under "b" at the bottom of your first page, it!' 
says that the strategic objectives, the ends, are not sufficiently defined to allow US 

to derive ways and means. Could you come up with some specific examples of i 
that and your own suggestions? 

The same thing with respect to item "c." 

With respect to "e," I think it would be helpful if you listed some examples. 

With respect to "f," I quite agree with you that the likelihood of surprise is 
understated. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

DHR:uh 
04090 1-20 

SE8Rll 
c~~ ,p/,,J~~~) 

X00ltl2 /01 
SECOEFcottmol-.1.~--------
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RDMLQuinn 

Donald Rumsfeld '>l\ 
Standing Joint Forces 

April 16, 2001 2:40 PI\1 

I want to set up a meeting with General Shelton, General Myers, Paul Wolfowitt, 
Steve Cambone, and Andy Marshall to discuss this memo from General Shelton 
on standing joint forces. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/13/01 CJCS memo to SecDef re: Future Joint Force 

DHR:dh 
041601-42 

11-L-0559/0SD/1569 U07624· .. ·/01 



CHAIRMAN OF TH EJ OINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D,C, 20318-9999 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

13 April 2001 

Really enjoyed our brief discussion on the Future Joint Force earlier this 
week. I'd like to follow up with a few thoughts on implementation. 

Goldwater-Nichols drove jointness to the 4-star headquarters level. As yo~ 
know, today, the 4-starCINC Headquarters are Joint Headquarters, but the 
Component Headquarters beneath them-some 4-star and some 3-star-are 
Service pure. Essentially, the next logical step would be to drive jointness to the 3-
star headquarters level. As we discussed, there are some very good reasons to do 
so: 

• Enhance ability to train as we will fight 
• Harvest manpower "savings" from redundant headquarters 
• Provide platform for Joint Experimentation 
• Adapt organizations in support of transformation 

For many practical reasons, implementation should occur in phases. The 
goals of each phase of implementation would look like this: 

Phase I. Establish Joint War-fighting as the core competency of the US 
Armed Forces in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). This provides the mark on 
the wall for the development of future capabilities and sets the stage forstructurcl 
changes. 

Phase II. Define and adopt a Joint Operational Concept for the Future Joint 
Force (CINCJFCOM through CJCS to SECDEF for approval). This establishes the 
parameters of joint war-fighting requirements, organizational constructs, training, aind 
education. 

Phase 111. Revise Title 10 to provide budgetary authority to the Chairman for 
implementation of these initiatives. 
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Phase IV. Activate a single standing Joint Task Force (JTF) Headquarters 1.s 
test bed for the standing JTF concept. Use an existing 3-star Service headquarte~s 
augmented by other Services. Mandate zero growth. Assign research, 
development, acquisition and fielding responsibilities for the standing JTF 
headquarters to JFCOM. Modify Joint Doctrine to incorporate the standing JTF a1 j 
operational concept. Establish DOD policies that drive Service acquisition prograrnrs 
through directed compatibility with JTF capabilities, 

Phase V. After period of time and upon review of lessons learned, establis 
three additional standing JTFs. At end state, four standing JTFs would be organi, 3d 
as follows: 

. JTF East (CONUS Based) 
• JTF West (CONUS Based) 
. JTF Atlantic (Forward Deployed) 
• JTF Pacific (Forward Deployed) 

Each Service could have proponency for one standing JTF. 

What I have described above are the major muscle movements of an 
implementation plan. However, this is a very complex issue. Achieving a goal of 
improving readiness through standing JTFs will be relatively simple. Achieving a 
goal of adapting and flattening organizational structures through standing JTFs wi I 
be more difficult and contentious. In order to ensure that at the end of this proces 
the Armed Forces are both more ready and more efficient, I recommend that you 
direct a study-on a very aggressive timeline-to examine the issue and produce 1 
detailed implementation plan. 

There is a lot of potential here. Look forward to working with you to realize t. 

Mi, 1 ~ ,, Sincerely, 
~ u..,e. .. 14+- L "C.lle1-.e. ~ v I~ 
~ 1L;.. ~ "tl.- ,,ct.,.,+~ . ~l 
:t'\ ~\\ ,I.,..._ ~ ~-··«~...i HENRY H. SHEL TON 
eJdl tLc., ~i.Q...t A.•'-·;,· Chairman 
I,>~~ ~- ,_ of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
~w· C,_,~..u..•~•4,,.~ 
AJL· 
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TO: Rudy de Leon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfelcl~ 

SUBJECT: Joint Transformation 

April 16, 2001 3:00 Pr 

Please take a look at these two memos for me on Joint Transformation. 

Then tell me what you think I ought to do to push forward on a standing joint tafk 
force. 

Thanks. 

Anoch. 1 

03/27/01 CJCS memo to SecDef re: JFCOM Joint Transformation and undated pap r, 
"Is JFCOM doing anything?" 

DHR:dh 
041601-45 

(\ 
0 

3 

-

---

11-L-0559/0SD/1572 U07 6 51~:_/01 
• 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: JFCOM Joint Transformation 

1. Summary. While it is easy to be critical of what Joint Forces Command 
(JFCOM) has done to date, it is important to acknowledge how far they have 
come in a short period. In 1999, JFCOM was activated and given its charter fo1 
joint experimentation. Although we have made significant progress, a great dee 
of work remains. Recent efforts laid a solid foundation for joint transformation, 
but we have moved about as fast and as far as we can. Authority and capacity 
for requirements and forces, including joint forces, remain primarily vested in th 
Services. Further and faster progress may require greater exercise of SecDef 
authority and could require additional legislation. 

2. Background. Atlantic Command (ACOM) was selected to convert to JFCO~ 
because it was best positioned to accept the mission. ACOM already had 
responsibility for joint training and exercise of joint forces. It had access to forces 
through existing Service components. JFCOM was established as the 
centerpiece of joint experimentation and, consequently, joint transformation. 
While the situation is not ideal, JFCOM remains our best available vehicle for 
joint experimentation and transformation. ACOM had a multitude of missions 
when it was converted to JFCOM. Through the Unified Command Plan (UCP) 
process we have shed some missions and continue efforts, though with limited 
success as the easy fixes are done. 

3. Current Status. We currently guide Service efforts to achieve joint capability, 
judiciously using Sec Def authority where necessary. It is slower and more 
arduous than anticipated. Most success is achieved through formal processes to 
force Service decisions into joint fora. While Services retain decision authority, 
the risk of taking suboptimal decisions to the SecDef level is always there. The 
current process is: 

a. Establish broad guidance in JV 2020. (CJCS) 

b. Narrow Service focus with Rapid Decisive Operations (RDO) concept. 
(JFCOM) 
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c. Focus Service Title 1 O decisions on support of "Aim Points" as spelled 
out in "Next Step." (JFCOM, Joint Staff) (Need to brief you on this!) 

d. Test Service contributions to Joint Task Force (JTF) Capabilities in 
Millennium Challenge Exercises. (JFCOM) 

e. Provide joint input to Service priorities through enhanced Joint 
Requirements Oversight Committee. (VCJCS) 

f. Gain independent funding for joint requirements through "Next Step." 
(CJCS proposal to SecDef) 

4. Challenges Remain in the Areas of Focus .. Authority and Resources 

a. Focus. JFCOM should be more focused as our force provider, integra1t~r 
and experimenter, but there are a number of parochial and bureaucratic 
obstacles to overcome. We should divest CINCJFCOM of his Supreme Allied 
Commander, Atlantic (SACLANT) role to allow the command to focus on its 
primary roles without distraction. I remain committed to relieving JFCOM of 
functions collateral to joint readiness through the UCP process. There are . 
multiple 4-star headquarters in the continental United States, and any number of 
ways to realign their functions. I would welcome the opportunity to talk to you 
about this issue as your reviews proceed. 

b. Authority. Title 1 O authority of the Services to organize, train and equiJ 
is contrary to the requirement for a single decision authority on issues of organM 
zation, training and equipping the Joint Task Force Headquarters. Service 
programs (by law) move to optimal solutions for Service roles and missions. 
Desert 1 (Iran Rescue attempt) illustrated how this can be to the detriment of 
requirements for joint integration and C41. Service authority currently trumps th~t 
of JFCOM, necessitating an indirect approach. Unfortunately, the Goldwater
Nichols solution only addressed the operational failure of Special Operations 
forces. Similarly, JFCOM relies heavily on Service cooperation for both experi
mentation and training. Service participation and contribution currently require . 
Service consent or SecDef directive. Establishment of a Joint Training Center i~ 
a great idea; however, the two possibilities for implementation are both difficult. \ 
Establishment of a separate facility would require a great deal of funding and 
would impose additional training requirements on heavily tasked tactical forces I 
Joint control and integration of current Service facilities would be extremely 
contentious. 

c. Resources. Determining priorities for joint requirements and funding i~ 
an appropriate role for JFCOM. Funds for training, organizing and equipping ate 
currently part of individual Service budgets. Joint requirements require validati~n 
and assignment of proponent responsibility to the appropriate Service. Servic~s 
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understandably prioritize funding based on contribution to the Service mission. 
There are no "independent" funds available to pursue systems for Joint 
Operational Architecture. I am proposing the establishment of separate funding 
authority for exclusively joint systems. This proposal (Next Step), recently 
briefed to your transformation panel, is one I hope will be included in your 
ongoing review. 

5. JFCOM is our best hope for leveraging jointness to US advantage in future 
military operations. Progress has been slow but steady; we have gone about as 
far as we can without addressing issues of focus, authority and resources. We 
need to press on with joint experimentation, transformation and identification of 
issues. The easy steps have been taken. Fundamental questions of 
responsibility, authority and resources for joint transformation remain. I look 
forward to discussing this challenge further with you. 

Attachment 

~"-
-: 6'..,~ 
HENRY H. SHELTON 

Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Your 13 March 2001 Paper on Joint Forces Command 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 ~ •• _l •· ; ' 
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24 April .!O l .. -' · · 1 • ··' •• 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Force Sizing 

1. I've read Pete Aldridge's "Thoughts on Force Sizing" and appreciate the 
opportunity to respond. Overall, I find that the paper has both disappointing 
and encouraging aspects. 

2. I find the paper's opening premise disappointing. Pete says: 

... we would all like to see the forces sized for two, nearly 
simultaneous major regional conflicts. However, a fully-funded 
Defense budget to accomplish this task is probably not affordable 
[emphasis mine]. 

3. This suggests that the search is for a force based more on what's 
affordable than on what's needed. There must be a balance, but the force
sizing criterion selected should articulate first and foremost how it will 
unfailingly meet the nation's security needs. 

4. On the other hand, Pete's proposal is encouraging in that it acknowledges 
the need for trained and ready forces to respond to contingencies in more than 
one place at a time. Essentially, it proposes that the U.S. military should 
maintain standing forces sufficient to finish one fight on our terms-rapidly and 
decisively-and to deter or "establish control" of another fight. The decisive 
phase of the second fight would be accomplished by coalition, reserve, or 
swing forces. Pete characterizes this as "acceptable" risk. I'm not so sure. 

5. I am uncomfortable with a strategy that purports to "establish control" (hold 
for some unspecified period of time) as the objective of a major conflict. If 
there is anything we know about warfare, we know that it is unpredictable, 
often chaotic, and always costs more lives the longer it is protracted. To 
knowingly adopt a strategy that will intentionally protract conflict seems beyond 
"acceptable" risk. If the nation anticipates having to fight in more than one 
place at a time, it should have the forces required to finish each fight rapidly, 
decisively, and overwhelmingly. 
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6. Pete's proposal has implications for daily, peacetime operations as well. 
The CINCs and Services have made a pretty compelling case to you that they 
are stretched thin. From their perspective, the choice is either "less strategy" 
or "more forces." Pete's proposal for a "minimum level force" casts the choice 
in a slightly different light. If commitments are reduced and the active force is 
sized to a "minimum level," the nation will lose some degree of flexibility. 
Militarily. at least, it will have fewer options. On the other hand, if 
commitments remain the same and the force is sized to a "minimum level," 
military readiness will rapidly erode. 

7. Finally, there is a human dimension to consider in this and other force 
sizing discussions, "Tiered Readiness" proposals of the sort embedded in the 
Transitional Task Force Model often ignore the way the military grows leaders. 
Like a football team, the armed forces must be more than one-deep at the 
skilled positions, and its bench must be robust. The next war will not be 
Operation Desert Storm. It will not be Operation Allied Force. Leaders will be 
lost in every phase of operations. Proposals on unit readiness and force sizing 
that are too proscriptive, too narrow. and truly minimal may limit our ability to 
build a "bench" of leaders with the necessary war-fighting skills to replace them. 

8. I appreciate the difficulty of identifying a force-sizing criterion, but simply 
diluting the current two MTW paradigm may not be the best answer. The 
concept of Joint Response Forces is on the right track, but each fielded force 
should be organized, trained, and equipped to finish its fight rapidly and 
decisively. I still think there are efficiencies and opportunities available in a 
Joint solution to this problem. Some of the ideas outlined in my letter to you 
on Standing Joint Task Forces may apply, 

9. I suppose we should know we're getting closer to a solution because the 
questions are getting harder. Look forward to continuing to work it. 

- Lf W::>t//.¥111111-C. ---
HENRY H. SHELTON 

Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Reference: 
Your 16 April note, "Force Sizing" 
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April 16, 2001 1 :42 PM 

TO: Gen. Shelton 

FROM: Donald Rwnsfeld 'yt1-
SUBJECT: Force Sizing 

Attached is a note that Pete Aldridge wrote on force sizing. Do you have any 
thoughts on it? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/10/01 Aldridge memo to SecDef> re: "Thoughts on Force Sizing'· 

DHR:dh 
041601-)7 
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IITHE AEROSPACE 
CORPORATION 

E. C. Aldridge, Jr. 
Ch/sf Executive Officer 

Date: 4/ 1 0 /-0-1 

TO: The Hon. Donald H. Rumafeld 
Secretary Of Defense 
U.S. Department Of Defense 

Fax: (703) 697-8339 
Phone: (703) 692-7 100 

FROM: Mr . E. C. "Pete" Aldrldge, Jr. 
Chief Executive Officer 
The Aerospace Corporation 

Fax: (703) 812-9332 
Phone: ( 7 0 3) 812-0606 CC: 

No. of Pages:3..__ __ _ each (including Cover Sheet) 

P. 1 

TELEFAXCOVERSHEET 

---------------~----------------------------------------------------------

Corporate Offices: 2350 East El Segundo Blvd., El Segundo, CA 90245,4691/Mail: P.O. Box 92957, Los Angeles, CA 90009-
2957/Phone: (310) 336-S872 /Fax: (310) 336,5703 Washington Corporate Office: 1000 Wilson Blvd., Ste. 2600, Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone: (703) t12-0808 / Fax: (703) 812-9332 
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April 10, 2001 

To: Secretary of Defense 

Cc: Deputy Secretary of Defense 

From: Pete Aldridge 

Subject: Thoughts on Force Sizing 

P.2 

As you well know, we are struggling to find the logic and rationale for how we size the 
conventional (non-nuclear) force structure. The strategy development exercise and the 
Transformation Task Force have given us some foundation for a methodology to do 
this. 

As a minimum risk force I think we would all like to see the forces sized for two, nearly 
simultaneous major regional conflicts. However. a fully funded Defense budget to 
accomplish this task is probably not affordable, So, how should the force be sized for 
"acceptable'' risk'? 

The minimum!eye!force should be sized to be able to defeat an adversary decisively 
and quickly in at least one major regional conflict. We need to decide the size and 
technology characteristics of the adversary (land forces, air forces, sea forces and 
terrain) that we must plan against in the region. We can then, using the three-phase 
Transformation Task Force approach, design the rapid response force, the follow-on 4· 
day response force, and the size of the remaining forces arriving in 30 days, to achieve 
the desired outcome. 

This force should be able to contribute to deterrence of .Qlli potential adversary. But, 
how do we deter others? 

My suggestion is that we build additional forces using the first two phases of combat in 
the Transitional Task Force model (Setting Conditions, deployed within 24 hours, and 
Establish Control, within 4 days) to deter a second potential adversary simultaneously. 
Additional forces beyond these would be added to the second region later, on an "as 
available" basis--pulling forces out of training, mobilization of guard and reserves, 
addition of allied and coalition forces, or "swinging'' forces from the first regional conflict. 
While this would be a higher risk region than the first, the second adversary could never 
be sure that some portion, if not all, of the forces would not be diverted to the second 
region. 
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Therefore the size of the conventional forces would be based on the following criteria: 

--Two fully ready "Setting Conditions" force packages for24-hour 
deployment 
--Two "Establish Control" force packages for 4-day deployment 
--One "Decisive Resolution" force package for30-day deployment 
--Additional forces for training, post-alert recovery, and pre-alert 
preparation, to support the force packages above. 

The Air Force Air Expeditionary Forces (AEF) concept employs a similar approach. 
From a total of 10 AEF units, they have 2 AEF units on alert and ready to deploy, 2 
more preparing to go on alert, 4 in training, and 2 recovering from alert. This really 
helps their personnel tempo problems in peacetime since people know when they will 
be on alert and deployable and when they will be at home, 

I am sure there will be more debate on th is topic, but this may help focus the discussion. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Dan Dell'Orto 

Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

Designation of Acting Chairman 

April 28, 2001 4:41 PM 

I am ready to sign these papers from General Shelton if you are comfortable with 
them, 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
CJCS memo to SecDef re: "Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff and Dual Absences" 

DHR:dh 
042801 -21 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

DATE ___ ?' __ f_,~------
MEMORANDUM FROM THE SENIOR MILITARY ASSISTANT 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Dual 
Absences 

1. Title 10, United States Code, section 154, paragraphs d and e (Enclosure A), state 
the Vice Chairman will function as Acting Chairman in the absence or disability of the 
Chairman or when there is a vacancy in the office. Paragraph e further states the 
President will designate a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to become Acting 
Chairman if both the Chairman and Vice Chairman are absent or disabled or there is 
a vacancy in both offices. 

a. To ensure designation of an Acting Chairman in a timely manner, recommend 
the President appoint the JCS member to become Acting Chairman in advance on a 
rotating quarterly basis. If the Service Chief specified in this schedule were absent or 
disabled, responsibilities would fall to the next JCS member in the rotation. Finally, if 
no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is available, Acting Chairman responsibilities 
would be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the Assistant Commandant of the 
Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment to the position. 

b. These procedures have been in place for many years and serve to ensure 
continued military leadership and advice in all reasonably foreseeable circumstances. 

2. Guidance with regard to dual absences of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff and the Vice 
Service Chiefs and Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps is also enclosed. 

3. Request your signature at Enclosure B forwarding the proposed memorandum to 
the President on designating the Acting Chairman and at Enclosure C promulgating 
guidance on dual absences. 

Enclosures 

HENRY H. SHELTON 
Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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CH. 5-JOINT CHIEFS OFSTAfF §154 

(C) Changes in tedmology that caD be applied eff'ectiTely 
to warfare~ 
(2) The Chairman shall include in each such report rec

ommendations for such changes in policies, directives, regulations, 
and legislation as may be necessarv to acliieve the changes in the 
assignment of fwlctions. recommended by the Chairman 
(Mded P J.. -...c&1. I 20l. Oct. ~ 1986. 100 Stat. lOCt'l.) 

t 164. Vice Chairman 
(a) APPOINTMENT.-{1) There is a Vice Chairman of the Joint 

Chiek ,l( $t.a1E.tappointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent· or tne Senate, from the of6cer1 of the regular compo
nents of the armed forces. 

(2) The Chainnan and Vice Chairman may not be members of 
the same armed force. However, the President mav waive the re
striction in the p~ sentence for a limited period of time in 
order u poride for the orderly transition of officers appointed to 
sene m the positions of Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

(3) The Vice chairman serves at the pleasure of the President 
for a term of two ~ and ~_y be reappointed in the same man
ner for two additional terms. However, in time of war there is no 
limit on the number of reappointments. 

(b) REQUJREMENT .FOR APPOJNTMENT.--{1) The President ma)' 
appoint an officer as Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff' 
Only if the ofticer-

(A) has the joint specialty under section 661 of this title; 
and -

(B) ha~ ~mpleted a full tour of duty in a joint duty assign
ment (u defined in section 664(0 of this title) as a general or 
~officer. 
(2) The President may waive para_graph (1) in the case of an 

officer if the President determines sucfi. action is necessar,y in the 
national interest. 

(c) DlmES.-The Vice Chairman performs the dutiea pre
scribed for him aa a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and such 
other duties as may be ~scribed by the Chairman with the ap
proval of the Secretuy of Defense. 

(d) FuNCTJON AS AcTJNo CHAJRMAN.-When there is a vacancy 
in the office of Chairman or in the absence or disability of the 
Chairman the Vice Chairman acts as Chairman and performs the 
duties of the Chairms.n until a successor is appointed or the ab
sence or disabilitv ceases. 

(e) SUCCESSION AFrER CHJJRMAN ANDvICE CJWRMAN.-When 
there is a Tacm:&cy in the offices of both Chairman and Vac:e Chair
man or in the atisence or disabilitv of both the Chairman and the 
Vice Chairman, or when there ii a vacanq in one such office and 
in the absence or disability of the officer holding the other, the 
President shall designate a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
act as and perform lheduties of the Chairman until a successor to 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman is appointed or the absence or dis
ability of the Chairman or vice Chairman ceases. 

(0 GR.ADE AND RANK.-The Vice Chairman, while so serving, 
holds the grade of general or, in the case of 8D officer of the Navy, 
admiral and outranks all other officers of the anned forces acept 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Title 10, United States Code, section 154, paragraphs d and e, state the Vice Chairman 
will function as Acting Chairman in the absence or disability of the Chairman or when there is a 
vacancy in the office. Paragraph e further states the President will designate a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to become Acting Chairman if both the Chairman and Vice Chairman are 
absent or disabled or there is a vacancy in both offices. 

To ensure designation of an Acting Chairman in a timely manner, I recommend you 
appoint the JCS member to become Acting Chairman in advance on a rotating quarterly basis. If 
the Service Chief specified in this schedule were absent or disabled, responsibilities would fall to 
the next JCS member in the rotation, Finally, if no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is 
available, Acting Chairman responsibilities would be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the 
Assistant Commandant of the Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment to the 
position. 

These procedures have been in place for many years and serve to ensure continued 
military leadership and advice in all reasonably foreseeable circumstances. 

I recommend you approve these procedures by signing the attached memorandum. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

11-L-0559/0SD/1586 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Designation of Acting Chairman of theJoint Chiefs of Staff 

Pursuant to the Constitution and laws of the United States of America, I hereby 
designate the following officers to act as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
in the circumstances described in section 154 (e) of title 10, United States 
Code, during the period indicated in CY 2001 and in succeeding calendar 
years: 

Period of Designation: 
1 January to 31 March 
1 April to 30June 
1 July to 30 September 

Designated Officer: 
Chief of Naval Operations 

1 October to 3 1 December 

Chief of Staff, US Army 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Chief of Staff, US Air Force 

If the member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified in this schedule were absent 
or disabled, responsibilities would fall to the next member in the rotation. In 
the event no member of theJoint Chiefs of Staff is available, Acting Chairman 
responsibilities will be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the Assistant 
Commandant of the Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment 
to the position. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
CHIEF OF STAFF, US ARMY 

Subject: Dual Absence 

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
CHIEF OF STAFF, US AIR FORCE 
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS 

If you intend to be absent from the Washington area, your Vice/Assistant should remain. If 
both you and your Vice/ Assistant intend to be absent, please notify the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense through the OSD Executive Secretary. 

In the event of a dual absence, the Chairman and Vice Chairman should limit their travel so 
at least one remains in CONUS, could return within 4 hours, and has access to secure 
communications. The Service Chiefs/Commandant and their Vice Chiefs/ Assistant 
Commandant should coordinate their travel so that at least one remains in CONUS and has 
access to secure communications. 

copy to: 
Secretaries of the Military Departments 
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March 15, 2001 3:46 PM 

TO: RDML Quinn 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Order of Succession 

Have Dell' Orto take a look at that order of succession in the Pentagon for me. 

DHR:dh 
031501-26 
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March 15, 2001 12:13 PM 

SUBJECT: Order of Succession 

I want to review the order of succession for the Pentagon and be told to what 
extent it is statutory and to what extent we can propose changes to it. 

DHR:dh 
031501-12 

11-L-0559/0SD/1590 



TO: Steve Cambone 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel6')~ 

DATE: May 21, 2001 

SUBJECT: Summary of US-Russia Military Cooperation Contact Plans 

This came directly from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to me. It should be 
staffed out in Policy. Please see that that is done and then someone get back to me with 
their thoughts. 

Thank you. 

DHR/azn 
052101.45 
Attach, 
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- THE JOINT STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 

~ ... :_ .,·,•.·· .. :: 

May 15 2001, 1830 
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Chairman of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff 

SUBJECT: Summary of US-Russia Military Cooperation Contact Plans 

• The United States and the Russian Federation conduct a variety of 
military-military activities. CJ CS and his counterpart annually 
sign a Program of Contacts. A number of lower level contacts not 
contained in the signed plan are also executed. 
• The majority of military contacts focus on interoperability in 

Peacekeeping Operations; Search and Rescue, and Disaster 
Relief. They also include'contacts between medical and military 
legal personnel. 200 1 summary attached (TAB A). 

• Development of the 2002 Plan is one of the topics of this weeks 
US-RussiaJ oint Staff-General Staff Talks. A first draft was 
developed in a colonel level meeting in February. There is 
agreement that contacts will continue to focus on peacekeeping, 
search and rescue, strategic force exchanges and other exercises. 
It will continue airborne officer exchanges, academic cooperation, 
and multinational conferences and working groups hosted by the 
US Pacific Command. New proposals include a combating 
terrorism exercise and more unit to unit operational exchanges. 

• Attached (TABB) is the current list of possible events that are 
being considered for the 2002 plan. At theJ oint Staff Talks, we 
will adjust based on mutual agreement, and continue to refine the 
draft over the next 6 months. The objective is to sign the plan by 
December, 200 1. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: As stated 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared By: LTC Harris-Smith and LCDR Haynes, J-5/RUE._ __ ___, 
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2001 Military-to-Military Cooperation with Russia 

The summary below lists 70 military-military cooperation events, 34 on the Annual 
Plan of Contacts, and 36 not on the plan but proposed by either the US or Russia. 
Events not on the CJCS-Russian CHOO-signed Contact Plan are called "out.of. 
cycles:' 

2001 Summary of Execution: 
• 34 events on the Contact Plan 

• To date, Russians have participated in 3 of 7 events on the Contact Plan. 
• 36 Out-of-Cycle events (marked with *) 

• To date, Russians have participated in 6 of 11 Out-of-Cycle events. 

JANUARY 

31-11 US-Russian Theater Missile Defense Exercise 

FEBRUARY 

• 0-6-level exercise to develop interoperable theater missile defense 
procedures. Russians participated. 

6-8 Pacific Rim Air Force Director of Operations Conference* 
• 0-6-level conference of Pacific rim countries' military air operations 

officers. Russians did not participate. 

12-16 Pacific Area Special Operations Conference* 
• 0-6-level conference of Pacific Rim countiies' special operations 

officers. Russians participated. 

25-2 Pacific Multilateral Planning Augmentation Staff Planning Workshop* 
Workshop for 20 nations' military planners to plan and execute 
coalition operations in response to Small-Scale Contingencies such as 
disaster relief ops. Russians did not participate. 

27-1 Multilateral Pacific Submariners' Conference* 
• Participants develop submarine safety procedures such as Search-and

Rescue for missing submarines. Russians did not participate. 
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MARCH 

5-9 

15-17 

20-22 

25-30 

US Pacific Command International ,Military Operations and Law 
Conference* 
• Annual symposium for operators, planners, and lawyers to discuss legal 

issues. Russians participated. 

US European Command Chaplain meeting with other European 
Nation's' military chaplains* 
• First counterpart meeting. Russians participated. 

Exercises at sea between two Russians destroyers and US Seventh Fleet 
ships* 
• Requested by Russia. Two ·Russian destroyers were returning from a 

naval show in India. Russians did not participate. 

9th Annual Conference of European Armies 
• 4-star level European CHOD conference. Russians did not participate. 

Russian officers to observe Exercise NORTHERN EDGE 
• Annual large-scale US exercise in Northern Pacific using US Pacific 

Command and Coast Guard ships and other US forces. Russians did 
not participate. 

26-28 Asia Pacific Conference: 2001 Pacific Symposium on Regional 
Cooperation* 

APRIL 

• Symposium for 0-6/7-level commanders from Pacifica area countries. 
Russians did participate. 

1-5 Visit of Russian Naval Infantry Commander to Commander, Marine 
Forces Atlantic 
• Counterpart visit. Russians did not participate. 

2-6 Pacific Rim Air Doctrine Symposium* 

2 
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• 0-6-level conference on air doctrine. Russians did not participate. 

2-6 Visit by First Deputy Chief of the General Staff to speak at the Joint 
Staff Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia Division Policy and Strategy 
Conference 
• Invitation to address conference. Russians did not participate. (Joint 

Staff withdrew invitation.) 

21-28 Pacific Advanced Injury Management, Diagnosis and Treatment 
Medical Symposiums* 
• Medical symposium for Pacific nations' military doctors. Russians 

participated. 

23-27 Visit by US Pacific Command military lawyers to Moscow 

MAY 

• 0-6n-Jevel. Annual syml?osium for operators, planners, and lawyers to 
dis·cuss legal issues. Russians participated. 

6-11 Asia-Pacific Military Medical Conference* 
• Conference on military aspects of humanitarian deployments and 

military medicine. Russians participated. 

15-18 Annual Joint Staff Talks between Russian General Staff and US Joint 
Staff 
• Annual 3-star-lead delegation to discuss US-Russian military issues. 

Russians participated. 

Planned Events Remaining in 2001 

21-26 Visit by US European Command Chaplain to Russian Counterpart* 
• First counterpart visit. 

22-24 0-6 level US Pacific Command Working Group 
• Visit by a Russian Army general officer-led delegation of the Russian 

Far East Military District. 
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JUNE 

1-18 

12-18 

17-28 

Russians to participate in Exercise BALTOPS 
• NATO Partnership for Peace U.S. invitational maritime ship exercise 

with Baltic nations in the Baltic Sea. 

Visit by Commander, US Pacific Command to Moscow and 
Vladivostok to see Commander, Russian Far East Military District 

Russians to participate in US Central Command's REGIONAL 
COOPERATION 2001 * 
• A multi-national, In-the-Spirit of Partnership for Peace, computer 

assisted command post exercise. . ~ 

18-29 Russia to participate in DESERT RESCUE IX 
• US Navy Rotary Wing Combat Search and Rescue Exercise which 

includes personnel from UK and Italy. 

TBD Visit by Russian Commander, Pacific Fleet to Commander, US 
Submarine Forces Pacific 

TBD European Multinational Peacekeeping Lessons Learned Conference 
• US European Command-sponsored event for European nations. 

TBD Visit by Commander, 8th Air Force to Commander, Strategic Air 
Army of Supreme High Command 

TBD Visit by Commander, US Atlantic Fleet and Commander, US 
Submarine Forces Atlantic to Commander, Northern Fleet 

JULY 

2-5 USN ship visit to Vladivostok* 

9-13 Visit by Chief of Staff, US Army to Commander, Russian Ground 
Forces 

4 
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Xl-14 Pacific Air Power Week Symposium* 
• Series of four multinational symposiums for mid-level officers from air 

forces in US Pacific Command's area. 

11-14 Russians to Observe US Pacific Command's COOPERATIVE COPE 
THUNDER Exercise* 
• Large scale multilateral exercise. · 

16-9 Symposium on East Asia Security? 
• Annual multinational symposium on regional security issues for foreign 

security experts. 

24-27 USN ship visit to Petropavlosk* 

TBD . US Naval Criminal Investigation Service-Russian Federal Security 

AUGUST 

Service Exchange* "'; 
• Emphasizes cooperative actions and exchange on law enforcement and 

force protection matters needed for ship visits. 

7-9 USN ship visit to Vladivostok* 

17 Multinational Pacific Conference: Roles of Non-Government 
Organizations in Asia-Pacific Security* 

SEPTEMBER 

1 Russians observe Mission Readiness Exercise required by US forces 
before Kosovo Force rotation* 
• First one-placed on 2002 Contact Plan. 

9-13 Pacific Armies Chiefs' Conference* 
• 3·star~level conference of Pacific countries' a1my chiefs. 

10-14 Trilateral Arctic Search and Rescue Exercise 
• Maritime search and rescue exercise involving US-Canada-Russia. 

10-14 Pacific Armies Management Seminar* 

5 
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Provides a non-political forum for discussion of common military 
management problems with Asia-Pacific counterparts. 

10-14 Pacific Airlift Rally* 
• Exercise between air forces in Pacific. 

16-21 Visit by President, National Defense University-led delegation to 
Military -Academy of the General Staff 

17-21 Annual Incidents at Sea Review and Navy staff talks between US Navy 
and Russian Main Navy Staff 

24-13-Dec Multinational Pacific Conference: Senior Executive Course* 

TBD Visit by Russian Main Military Laywers to US Army Judge Advocate 
General Staff .,· 

TBD 0-6-Ievel US European Command Working Group* 
• 0-6-level working group with counterparts in Moscow and Lenigrad 

Military Districts. 

TBD Visit by Commander, US Pacific Fleet to Commander, Pacific Fleet 

TBD Russians to participate in COOPERATION FROM THE SEA. 
• Cornerstone of USN-Russian fleet interaction in the Pacific. Naval and 

amphibious Force Exercise based on Humanitarian and Disaster Relief 
Scenario. 

TBD Airborne Infantry Squad Exchange* 
• Week.long exchange of mid-grade officers. 

TBD US-Russian airborne training jump near Volgograd followed by a 
Russian-led Battle Staff Ride around the site of the Battle of 
Stalingrad* 

TBD Pacific Area Senior Officer Logistics Seminar* 
• Annual seminar attended by senior logisticians from 23 member nations 

and up to 11 observer nations. 

TBD Visit by Commander, Russian Navy to US Chief of Naval Operations 

6 
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TBD Visit by Russian naval officers to Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

TBD Visit by Commanding, US Army Command and General Staff College 
to Russian Combined Infantry Academy 

TBD Visit by 0-6-led Russian delegation to Navy Diving and Salvage 
Training Center, Panama City, Florida for Navy dive briefings 
• Requested by Russians in aftermath of Kursk mishap. 

TBD US/Russian Submarine Rescue Program Discussions 

TBD Visit by Commander, US Strategic Command to Strategic Rocket 
Forces, Strategic Navy Forces and Long Range Aviation 

TBD Visit by a test-pilot delegation from Edwards AFB to Russian 
Government Combat Training Center of the Ministry of Defense* 

TBD Visit by Commander, XVIII AB Corps to Russian Airborne Forces 
Commander 

OCTOBER 

5-9 Russian Medical Presentation at American Surgeons of the US 
Meeting* 
• Allows Russian military personnel to present their perspectives and 

treatment philosophies with US military medical personnel. 

6-8 2001 US Pacific Command AOR Chiefs of Defense Conference* 
• Increases high-level dialogue and foster regional military-military 

cooperation. 

7-12 Visit by the Commander, US Joint Forces Command to Moscow and 
Leningrad Military Districts 

DECEMBER 

2-9 Pacific Medical Planning Team Conference* 
Planning conference for 2002 medical events. 

7 
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5-7 Pacific Senior Communicators Meeting* 
• High-level conference attended by 25 nations. Topics include setting up 

an Asia-Pacific LAN for militaries particularly for Humanitarian 
Assistance and Disaster Relief. 

TBD Marine Forces Pacific Officer Exchange* 
• Mid-level staff officer contact between Marine Forces Pacific 

Command and Russian Far East Military District Naval Infantry. 

TBD Visit by Commander, Strategic 37th Air Army of Supreme High 
Command to Commander, 8th Air Force 

TBD Visit of Chief of Military Academy of the General Staff to National 
Defense University 

• .., 

TBD Army Forces Service School Exchange 
• Meeting of experts to explore potential Armor, Infantry and Artillery 

Service School exchanges. 

TBD Officer Exchange Program including Army, Navy, Air Force and 
airborne officers 
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PROGRAM OF CONTACTS 
BETWEEN 

THE ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND 
THE ARMED FORCES OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

FOR 2002 

Based on the Memorandum of Understanding and Cooperation on 
Defense and Military Relations Between the Department of Defense of the United 
States of America and the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation signed on 
September 8, 1993, and the J oint Declaration of the Department of Defense of the 
United States of America and the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation on 
military cooperation in areas of mutual interest of May 13 1997, the participants 
undertake to make their best efforts to conduct the following military contacts, which 
are under the auspices of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Armed 
Forces of the United States of America and the Chief of the General Staff of the Armed 
Forces of the Russian Federation, in 2002. 

Reciprocal visits by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Chief of the General Staff of the 
Armed Forces of the Rtissian Federation will be'tonducted by mutual agreement. 

VISITS BY RUSSIAN MILITARY DELEGATIONS TO THE US 

1. Visit by RF Chief of Defense to US Pacific Command's Chiefs of Defense 
Conference. 

2. Annual visit between Commander, RF Strategic Rocket Forces and 
Commander, US Strategic Command. 

3. Annual visit between Commanders of Moscow and Leningrad Military 
Districts and Commander, RF Northern Fleet and Commander, US Joint 
Forces Command. 

4. Annual visit between Commander, RF Far East Military District and 
Commander, US Pacific Command. 

5. Annual visit between Commander, RF Ground Forces and Chief of Staff, US 
Army. 

6. Annual visit between Commander, RF Pacific Fleet and Commander, US 
Pacific Fleet. 

7. Annual visit between Commander, RF Northern F~eet and Commander, US 
Atlantic Fleet. 

8. Annual visit between Commander, RF Airborne Forces and Commander, 
US XV111 Airborne Corps. 
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9. Annual US Strategic Command-sponsored visit between Commander, RF 
Pacific Fleet and US Submarine Forces Group Commander, Bangor. 

10. Biannual visit between Military Academy of the General Staff and US 
National Defense University. 

11. Visit by Chief of RF Ground Forces Engineers to US Chief of Engineers. 

12. Annual visit between Commander, RF Combined Infantry Academy and 
Commander, US Army Command and General Staff College. 

13. Multinational Peacekeeping Lessons Learned Conference, conducted under 
the auspices of US European Command. 

14. Annual Conference of European Armies hosted by US Army Europe 

15. Annual visit between representatives of Russian Federation Government 
Flight Test Center of the Ministry of Defense and representatives of the US 
Air Force Test Facility. 

16. Annual Navy Staff Tai ks between' RF Navy and US Navy. 

17. Annual Incidents at Sea Review between the RF Navy and the US Navy. 

18. Port visit by RF Pacific Fleet ship to non-CONUS US Navy Pacific port. 

19. US Joint Forces Command-sponsored visit by Russian naval officers to 
Submarine Base, Groton, CT to discuss establishment of expert group on 
mutual submarine operations issues. 

20. Visit by a delegation of RF Combating Terrorism experts to US Joint Forces 
Command. 

2 1. US Atlantic Fleet-sponsored visit by RF Navy representatives to US Mine 
Warfare Command to observe training on sea-based mining/demining ops. 

22. Visit by RF Far East Military District Infantry Squad to US Army Alaska. 

23. Visit by RF representatives to US Army Forces Pacific-hosted Conference of 
Pacific Annies. 

24. Visit by RF representatives to US Air Forces Pacific-hosted Conference of 
Pacific Air Chiefs. 
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VISITS BY US MILITARY DELEGATIONS TO THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

1. Visit by RF representatives to US Air Forces Pacific-hosted Conference of 
Pacific Air Chiefs. 

2. Annual Joint Staff Talks between RF General Staff and US Joint Staff. 

3. Annual visit between Commander, RF Strategic Air Army and Commander, 
US Strategic Command and Commander, US 8th Air Force. 

4. Visit of Cornrnander, US Space Command'to Commander, RF Space Forces. 

5. Annual visit between Commander, RF Pacific Fleet and Commander, US 
Strategic Command and Commander, US Submarine Forces Group 
Commander, Bangor. 

6. Annual visit between Commander, RF Navy and Chief of Naval Operations, 
US Navy. 

7. Annual visit b .. etween Command«;,r. RF Naval Infantry and Commander, US 
Marine Forces Atlantic. 

8. Visit of Commander, US Second Fleet with corresponding Commander, RF 
Northern Fleet ICW US Atlantic Fleet ship visit. 

9. Visit of Commander, RF Naval Infantry to Commander, US Marine Forces 
Atlantic. 

10. Bi-annual visit between Military Academy of the General Staff and US 
National Defense University. 

11. Visit by US Naval Academy to RF Naval Academy Senior Staff. 

12. Visit by US Pacific Command delegation to RF Far East Military District for 
Small Group Meeting. 

13. Visit by US European Command delegation to Moscow or Leningrad 
Military District Commands for Small Group Meeting. 

14. Visit by US Southern European Task Force to Volgograd for Battle Staff 
Ride of the Battle of Stalingrad. (Possibly combined with a US-RF airborne 
operation.) 

15. Annual visit of US Pacific Command-led multi-CINC and Services' lawyers 
to the RF Legal Service Department of the Armed Forces. 

16. Annual visit between RF Main Military Procuracy and US Anny Judge 
Advocate General Staff. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1603 



17. Port visits by US Pacific Fleet ships to RF Pacific Fleet ports Vladivostok 
and Petropavlosk. 

, ,' 
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MAJOR COMBINED EXERCISES AND EXCHANGES* 

1. Port visit by US Atlantic Fleet ship to RF Atlantic port. 

2. Combined US-RF operations and training programs within KFOR/SFOR 
context. 

3. RF Participation in KFOR Mission Readiness Exercise. 

4. Annual Theater Missile Defense Exercise (TMDX). 

5. RF to participate in US Pacific Command's COOPERATION FROM THE 
S EA. 

6. RF to participate in US Central Command's REGIONAL COOPERATION 02. 

7. RF officers to observe US Pacific Command's NORTHERN EDGE. 

8. RF officers to observe the US Pac.ific Command-sponsored annual 
multilateral COOPERATIVE COPE THUNDER exercise. 

9. RF officers to observe appropriate annual TEAM CHALLENGE Exercises. 

10. US Navy-RF Navy arranged program of PASSEXs to be held in the Pacific 
Ocean. 

11. Annual Trilateral Russia-United Kingdom-United States (RU KUS) Exercise. 

12. Trilateral US-Canada-RF Arctic Search and Rescue Exercise (ARCTIC 
SAREX). 

13. US to participate in multinational Russia-South Korea-Japan Maritime 
Pacific Search and Rescue Exercise. 

14. Caspian Sea Search and Rescue Exercise. 

15. RF Navy to participate in or observe US submarine rescue exercises. 

16. Special Operations forces Combating Terrorism exercise. 

17. Physical Security Assessment of a RF Ministry of Defense facility. 

18. Joint Combined Exchange Training. US Pacific Command (Special 
Operations division) and US European Command (Special Operations 
division). Training program by mutual agreement. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1605 



19. Strategic bomber exchanges at respective national air shows. 

20. Army Forces Service School Exchange. 

2 1. Exchange between RF Military Educational Physical Fitness and US Army 
Physical Fitness Command. 

22 . Exchange between RF Military Educational Physical Fitness and US Army 
Physical Fitness Command. 

23. RF Navy officers onboard US Joint Forces 'Command ships to observe naval 
exercises. 

* Each exercise will occur in stages and in accordance with its specific 
planning process, as agreed upon by the participants or as developed by 
exercise organizers. Each exercise also includes planning conferences, 
which are regarded as integral-elements of the exercise, the particulars of 
which will be specified in the exercise program and are conditional on 
availability of funding. 
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NOTES 

1. Changes and additions to this Program of Contacts may be made as 
required, following agreement by the two sides. 

2. Working and protocol ship visits and exchanges between the US Navy and 
the Navy of the Russian Federation during 2001 will be conducted by 
separate agreements. 

3 . In keeping with the provisions of the Memorandum on Mutual 
Understanding and Cooperation on Defense and Military Relations between 
the Department of Defense of the United States of America and the Ministry 
of Defense of the Russian Federation, as well as the Joint Declaration of the 
Department of Defense of the United States of America and the Ministry of 
Defense ·of the Russian Federation about military cooperation in areas of 
mutual interest, both sides will strive to search for new areas of cooperation 
and to broaden and deepen their mutual relations. 

4. This program of military contacts will be forwarded to the Secretary of 
• ,$ 

Defense of the United States of Amertca and the Minister of Defense of the 
Russian Federation for inclusion in an overall annual plan of defense and 
military contacts between the Department of Defense of the United States of 
America and the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation. 

Signed in two originals, in the English and Russian languages, both being 
equally authentic. 

Henry H. Shelton 
General 

Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 

of the Armed Forces of the 
United States of America-

Anatoliy V. Kvashnin 
General of the Army 

Chief of the General Staff 
of the Armed Forces of the 

Russian Federation 
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May 29, 2001 1:32 PM 

TO: Steve Cambone 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Prioritization 

This is the project that General Shelton and the Policy shop are working together. 
It certainly is going to end up being part of the QDR, and we are going to have to 
know what guidance we want to give it-for example, reducing counter drug 
activities by X percent. 

Attach. 
5/21/01 CJCS memo to SecDef re: Strategic Prioritization w/attachments 

DHR:dh 
052901-23 
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INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: General Shelton, CJCS <i.J~ // ~4---
SUBJECT: Strategic Prioritization 

• On 4 May O I, I briefed you and DepSecDef on a methodology for strategic 
prioritization of peacetime military activities worldwide, based on a criteria of 
military value. 

• You concurred with the preliminary proposal and directed me to finish 
methodology review and development which will be completed by 30 May. I 
will be prepared to brief you at that time on any changes to the methodology if 
you desire. 

• Using this methodology, CINCs will conduct assessments of their areas of 
responsibility (AORs) and will brief these results at the J-5 Joint Worldwide 
Planners Conference (JWPC) on 27 Jun O l. 

• Following review by the Joint Staff and my approval, I will brief you on the 
results by about 13 July 01. This briefing will provide an assessment of 
peacetime military activities in each country based on the military value 
criteria. 

• The attached calendar outlines the key events in this project. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

copy to: 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Prepared By: General Henry H. Shelton, 697-9121 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

Assessment Methodology 

111111 
• Identify Priority Countries in Each 

Region 

• Assessment of Military Value, by 
country 

)(KO 

Military Value: 

Warfighting effectiveness 

Operational access 
Coalition capability 

NOTES: CRITERIA EXECUTION RATIONALE 
A-TREATIES(BILATERAL/MULTILATERAL) 
B- PDDs/NSDDs 
C-CONGRESSIONALDIRECTION 

WARFIGHTING EFFECTIVENESS 
OPERATIONAL ACCESS 
COALITION CAPABILITY 
GREEN -All THREE OF ABOVE 
YEllOW - SOME OF ABOVE 
RED- NONE OF ABOVE 

D-NATI ONALGU I DANCE{NSS,CPG,DPG, etc.) 
E - CINC's PROGRAM 

E 

UNCLASSIFIEI 
5/21/01 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 

INFO MEMO Zc"'I l'"I iCM-1208-01 :J .;L·., - ) 
4 June 2001 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: General Henry H. Shelton, CJCS -,Jz;.....,~,_,4,,."..,,.._. __ _ 
SUBJECT: Reply to 17 May SecDef questions on what we are training the Nigerians 

to do 

f.; :~. (' ,, 
,.:, . ·.·! 

• Operation FOCUS RELIEF (OFR) was undertaken as the US response to the 
crisis experienced by the UN Assistance Mission to Sierra Leone 
(UNAMSIL) in May 2000. The primary purpose of OFR is to provide 
trained and equipped West African battalions to UNAMSIL. Additionally, 
OFR contributes to the long-term goal of assisting African nations in 
developing the capacity to provide trained and equipped forces for African 
peacekeeping missions. 

• Specifically, OFR is designed to train and equip 7 battalions (5 x Nigerian I 
x Ghanaian and l x Senegalese) from Economic Community of West African 
States to conduct day offensive and defensive operations and night defensive 
operations up to the company level. The training is focused on military tasks 
and does not include specific training on democracy, but does provide a 3-
hour class to soldiers (4 hours for leaders) on Human Rights and the Law of 
Land Warfare. The Human Rights and Law of Land Warfare classroom 
training is reinforced during situational field training exercises. Training on 
the use and maintenance of provided equipment is included. 

• The training is a lo-week program commencing with individual soldier skills 
and building through squad and platoon skills to achieve company level 
proficiency by the end of week 8. Week 9 is designed as a capstone exercise, 
with the remaining week set aside for remedial training in areas identified 
during the capstone exercise. 

• The training is divided into five general subject groupings and broken out in 
the Tab. They are: General Tasks (15 days), Leader Tasks (25 days), 
Individual Tasks (5 days), Special Tasks (IO - 15 days depending on task), 
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and Collective Tasks (30 days). Each area represents several military tasks 
that have to be mastered to meet the training objective for the specific area. 

• The program also includes specific instruction on the use and maintenance of 
provided equipment. This includes training on individual weapons, machine 
guns, mortars, light anti-tank weapons, US 2-Yl ton trucks, Toyota 4 x 4s and 
Motorola radios. 

• Phase I of OFR (2 x Nigerian battalions) began in October 2000 and ended in 
December 2000. Phase IT began on 29 May 200 I ( I x Ghanaian and I x 
Senegalese battalions). Phase 111 (3 x Nigerian battalions) is tentatively 
scheduled to begin on or about 8 October 200 1. 

COORDINATION: None. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared By: General Henry H. Shelton,._ ___ ...., 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROGRAM OF INSTRUCTION FOR OPERATION FOCUS RELIEF 

The following subjects are covered during the Program of Instruction. 

1. General Task Training: 
a. Human Rights and Law of Land Warfare 
b. Basic Rifle Marksmanship 
c. Voice Communications 
d. Use Challenge and Password 
e. Practice Noise, Light, and Litter Discipline 
f. Select and Construct Fighting Positions 
g. Clear a Field of Fire 
h. Camouflage Self and Equipment 
1. Camouflage Fighting Position 
j. Hand and Arm Signals 
k. Individual Movement Techniques 
1. React to Flares 
m. React to Direct Fire 
n. React to Indirect Fire 
o. Individual Movement Techniques as a Buddy Team 
p. Move Tactically as a Fire Team Member 
q. Cross Danger Areas 
r. Report lnfonnation using the Key Word "SALUTE" 
s. Process Enemy Prisoner of War and Captured Equipment 
t. Perform Tactical Road March 

2. Leaders Task Training (Platoon through Battalion): 
a. Human Rights and Law of Land Warfare 
b. Troop Leading Procedures 
c. Combat Orders 
d. M01tars Employment 
e. Map Reading/Land Navigation 
f. General Purpose Machine Gun 
g. Intelligence Preparation of the Battlefield (Focusing on Counter-insurgency 

Operations) 
h. Perform Combat Service Support Operations (Company/Battalion Staff level) 

3. Individual Skill Training: 
a. Basic First Aid 
b. Employ Hand Grenades 
c. Employ General Purpose Machine Gun 
d. Employ the M72A2 Light Anti-Tank Weapon (LAW) 
e. Employ the Ml 8Al Anti-Personnel (AP) Claymore Mine 
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4. Special Skills Training: 
a. Mortar Training 
b. General Purpose Machine Gun Use and Employment 
c. Combat Lifesaver 
d. Engineer (Basic Demolitions/Barriers and Obstacles) 

5. Collective Skill Training (Situational Training Lanes and Field Training Exercise): 
a. Occupy Assembly Area 
b. Defend Sector 
c. Prepare for Combat 
d. Employ Fire Support 
e. Cross Danger Area 
f. Perform Link-up Operations 
g. React to Contact 
h. Attack 
i. Perform Ambush 
j. Overwatch and Support by Fire 
k. Disengage 
1. Defend 
m. Move Tactically 
n. Clear Wood Line 
o. Reconnoiter Area 
p. Sustain Operations 
q. Consolidate and Reorganize 
r. Move in an Urban Environment 
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.. 

TO: 

FROM: 

General Shelton 

Donald Rumsfeld :; 

SUBJECT: Nigeria 

May 17, 2001 6:56 AM 

Please have someone tel1 me what we are training the Nigerians to do-what kind 
of lesson programs are there? Are we teaching them how to use equipment, or are 
we teaching them democracy and things like that? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
051701-5 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY --·,, . ,,-- .... 

CHAIRMAN OF THEJ OINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ~: ·. · ·· , 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 203194999 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, Ac~ bf 

Z'."·"' , ••. , ,., .... , ...... C'*J 
"' - . ,; ; '· . . .) . : . :: .) ' 

CM-1226-01 
19 June 2001 

SUBJECT: Classified Material Destruction Capability of Sensitive Reconnaissance 
Operations Platfonns (U) 

• (FOUO) Background. Commander Naval Security Group is conducting the 
Damage Assessment for the 01 Apr EP-3E emergency landing in PRC. 
Informal feedback from this group indicates that the scope of the classified 
material compromise might have been mitigated by more detailed guidance, 
improved system design and provision of "easy to destroy" material. Naval 
Security Group's report and recommendations will be completed by 12 July. 

• (FOU0)-1Jsing the Naval Security Group's report and recommendations, the 
Joint Staff will coordinate with the CINCs and Services to develop 
recommendations for modification/enhancement of emergency destruction 
procedures on sensitive reconnaissance platforms. These modifications will 
be forwarded to you on 1 August with my recommendation for 
implementation. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Reference: 
I SecDef memorandum, 11 June 200 I, "SRO" 

~ 
Prepared By: Lieutenant General G.S. Newbold, Director for Operations, L__J 

FOR OF;~~~~ ONL't 111 72 Io t 



TO: General Hugh Shelton 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 
Steve Cambone 
Rich Haver 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld\)\ 
I 

SUBJECT: SRO 

June 11, 2001 1:09 PM 

I would like to have the appropriate person take a look at the capability we have to 
destroy anything that is classified on all SRO subs, ships and aircraft. 

My impression was that what we had on the·EP-3 wasn't good enough. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
061101-20 

ZZ :6 HV £ l Nllf IOOZ 

11-L-0559/0SD/1618 



t 

• 

TO: Gen. Pace 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ·~ 

SUBJECT: Metrics 

November 8, 2001 9:26 AM 

We need to develop some metrics as to how we are going to measure our progress. 

Why don't you get that Joint Staff thinking about that and get back to me in 48 

hours? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
110801-13 

Please respond by ________ _ 
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THE JOINTSTAFF 

Strategic Plans and Policy Directorate (J5) 
Strategy Division 

Washington, D. C. 20318-5126 

15 November 2001 

MEMORANDUM TBRU: Strate&i(Planning Cell 
DDsa1»" 

~,sf" DJ-5 

r~lll\v 
FOR: VCJCS 

SUBJECT: Refined Measures of Effectiveness for Operation 
Enduring Freedom 

1. On 10 November, you briefed the Secretary of Defense on draft 
Strategic Measures of Effectiveness for Operation Enduring 
Freedom (TAB 1 ). The Secretary approved the Strategic Measures 
of Effectiveness, but requested more refinement stating specifically; 
"Okay, take one level down and focus on Afghanistan". CENTCOM 
has provided their measures of effectiveness which are updated 
and briefed daily to the CINC (TAB 2). 

2. The Strategic Measures of Effectiveness (TAB 1) will be included 
as an annex in the National Military Strategic Plan for the Global 
War on Terrorism (currently being developed), and serve as a 
foundation for CINCs to develop their specific campaign measures 
of effectiveness. CENTCOM's measures of effectiveness (TAB 2) 
provide the information requested by the Secretary. 
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3. We will continue to refine the Strategic Measures of Effectiveness 
for inclusion in the National Military Strategic Plan for the Global 
War on Terrorism. 

IL 
(//,~ be:e:a?i 

CHRIS BAGGOTI 
Colonel, USA 
Chief, J-5 Strategy Division 

Attachments: 
1."51 Strategic Measures of Effectiveness 
2. ~ CENTCOM Campaign Assessment 
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October 26, 2001 7:35 AM 

~ 2~~1!1e) a:.,0/ 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Gen. Myers 

Donald Rumsfel<1 \\. 

E~e Order ~,.-~ 
/I 

/ 
/' 

/ .. 
·' 

Please give me a copy of the Executive Order of the rules of eng~~ment for 
/ 

Taliban military and C3, and what targets are included. // 

{~;/ 
Thanks. ( I:~ l \& I 

DIIR:dh 
102601-3 

, . , . , . , . , . , . , . , • , • , • , • . • . • . • . , . , . , . , . , . , . , . , . , . , • , • , • , • . • . • . • . , . , . , . , . ••I 

Please respond hy ___ \"""'o .... ]_1/_:1 ____ _ 

I 

I 

U12024 
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I snowflake 

J uly 31, 2001 7:49 AM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld? 

SUBJECT: National Defense University 

Please have somebody take a good, hard look at National Defense University. 

I am cold there are a lot of peoplP secooded over there who shouldn · t be. Indeed, I 
am told there is a person namedf b)(5) k ho is a really serious P-----
. . b 6 (b}(6) 

(b}(6) pparently has something co do with!(b}(6) llnd I think we want to rry 
to c 1sconnect from him. 

However, I am equally interested in the whole situation. P lease get me a briefing 
on what NDU is doing, how people get there, who is paying for it and how that 
whole thing works so we can get our arms around it. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
073101·9 

U126 59 /02 
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THE JOINT STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 

INFO:MEMO 
,n~r i' ~G 2 ·• ,:..\, #';=., u AM !O: 2£1 

DJSM-0612-01 
17 August 2001 

FOR: SENIOR MILITARY ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Vice Admiral S. A. Fry, USN, o,yrJ-.-vJ 1i.J 
SUBJECT: OSD Question Regarding VTC 

• To respond to the SecDefs question regarding the cause and remedy of technical 
difficulty discovered during a VTC 11 August 2001. 

• NMCC communication technician inspected the NMCC Secure Video 
Teleconference System (SVTS) equipment and determined that it is in proper 
working order. The White House System Manger determined the "static or rush" 
noise was from the power source, air conditioner and SVTS equipment in the 
remote van at POTUS's ranch in Crawford, Texas. The System Manager reported 
that new equipment is being sent to that location. 

COORDINATION: None. 

l(b)(6) 
Prepared By: LtGen G. S. Newbold, USMC, Director, J-3 .... ___ _. 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 203184999 
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INFO MEMO 
m-47-01 
29 October 2001 

FOR: SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: General Richard B . Myers, CJcftt,U /D fr1 
SUBJECT: Circumstances of Arrival of Lt Gen Wald Into Saudi Arabia 

• In response to your question (TAB), the following information is provided. After 
the 11 September attacks, Commander in Chief, US Central Command 
(USCINCCENT), determined that Commander, US Air Force Central Command 
(COMUSCENTAF), needed to relocate to the area of responsibility. US Central 
Command (USCENTCOM) requested approval to deploy General Wald and his 
staff on 12 September. General Wald deployed on 17 September with a 50-man 
team to Prince Sultan Air Base (PSAB). They deployed with a verbal 
authorization from USCINCCENT with the understanding that appropriate 
clearances would precede his landing in country. Unfortunately, proper and 
complete coordination with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia was not accomplished. 
The Saudi Arabian Government approved the aircraft clearance into Saudi Arabia, 
however, they were unaware of duty passengers arriving on the plane. 

• The Saudi military found out about USCENT AF personnel upon their arrival. 
During an office call between the Deputy Minister of Defense (DEPMINDEF) 
Khalid bin Sultan and General Wald, the USCENTAF contingent's arrival was 
tacitly allowed. In another office call between the DEPMINDEF and the United 
States Defense Representative (USDR), MG Johnson, DEPMINDEF expressed 
strong displeasure that the USCENT AF component had arrived at PSAB without 
consultation, and reminded the USDR that PSAB is a Saudi base and that Saudi 
Arabia must be consulted before any new deployments. 

• General Wald apologized to his counterpart, Khalid bin Sultan, on the same day he 
arrived in country. 

• USCENTCOM has procedures in place to ensure this does not reoccur. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared By: Maj Gen Michael Dunn, ADJ-5 .... __ _ 
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TO: Gen. Myers 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Saudi Arabia 

October 15, 2001 11:16 AM 

Did you ever figure out why Wald apparently arrived without getting Sultan's 

clearance to go in and add capability? It may not be true, but that is what Sultan 

told me. 

We want to make sure we do things in a gracious way with everybody, but 

particularly with the Saudis. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
101 501-27 

-'7' 

•J) 

11-L-0559/QiD/1627 
:x, 
::% 



March 30, 2001 5:38 PM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Andy Marshall 

Donald RumsfeldVf\.-

SUBJECT: Memo from General Jones, CMC 

I just finished reading General Jones's memo, which I understand he gave a cop: 
of to you. 

I thought he had some very good comments. The weaknesses he cited have som 
validity. l am particularly concerned about the adverse signal to the other 
continents of the world and how we phrase that. 

Why don't you go through that and see if we can fix the paper to take into accou I t 
General Jones' s suggestions. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
033001-38 
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27 March 200 I 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

T look forward to participating in the development of a strategy that will help to sustain! the 
global influence of our nation for the next generation of Americans. Thank you forihe ': 
opportunity to comment on the current effort. 

As I mentioned in our conversation last Friday, I believe that we are at a point in time where 
the development of our strategy must be accompanied by a vigorous educational campaign 
designed to illustrate the vital relationship of such a strategy to the principal pillars which anchor 
our modem day society. These pillars, in addition to our investment in national security, include 
economic power, political and diplomatic influence, cultural impact, and technological ; 
dominance. Each will be interdependent in formulating the overall national strategy for the new 
century. 

I am concerned that, increasingly, "defense'' is seen as an independent entity, and that the 
relationship between this particular pillar and the others is not well understood in the mainstream 
of contemporary America. By contrast, the majority of our 2o•h-century leaders, as a result of 
their personal experiences through incredibly difficult times, retained for the rest of their likes an 
intuitive understanding of the strong link between our nation's foundational pillars. It is not clear 
to me that the importance of these interdependencies is intuitively, or even intellectually, widely 
accepted or recognized today. If this is true, the implications should concern us all. 

A fundamental question we, as Americans, should ask concerns our national expectati cins for 
the next century. Simply put, do we want to continue to be the most influential nation on Earth, 
and are we willing to do what is required to maintain our current status? The answers to these 
questions lie, in part, in our collective ability as a nation to extrapolate the vital lessons of fue 
past century. Such lessons will be of great use to us as we develop our national security strategy 
for the 21st century. This will be essential if we are to achieve the objectives set for us by our 
fellow citizens, not the least of which is for the nation to forever remain as influential as it was at 
the close of the last century. 

Perhaps a good point of departure is to answer the basic question before us: "What must our 
strategy achieve?" If it is intended to maintain our position of global influence, then it must be 
broad in scope and must address the need to synchronize all of the elements of our national 
power. In such a strategy, the ability to fight and win the nation's future conflicts will be vital, 
though perhaps not a singular capability, as "power" in the new century will not be define~ by 
military force alone. In the past 50 years, we have employed our military power in a majorl 
theater context only three times. It follows, therefore, that while we must always be prepared for 
the worst (albeit least likely) scenario, we must also acknowledge the hundreds of other ways our 
military forces have been employed to further the nation's peacetime objectives of influencing 
events around the globe through power projection. Our ability to exert such influence continues 
to shape the world as we know it and will likely continue to do so in the years ahead. ; 

With this discussion as a preface, please allow me to briefly summarize my earlier comments 
relative to the draft "Strategic Review" I was provided last Thursday: 
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Maior Strengths 

P Good assessment of the future security environment. 
};:, Recognition of the importance of technology as au essential future core competency of 

America's armed forces. 
), Recognition of the "superpower" status we enjoy ... and want to preserve. 
), Strong treatment of "anti-access" issues. 
) Emphasizes the importance of Asia to our future. 
), Develops good foundation for the articulation of the importance of both air and sea 

power to our future. 1 

~ Develops interesting new terms that will be important as we go along. 
) Raises valid implications for force sizing issues which, though challenging, must be 

addressed. 
).,, Removes the Two MTW label. 

Maior Weaknesses 

};:> Unclear purpose: Ts this a national security strategy, a national military strategy, a 
DoD transformation strategy, or a combination of each? 

>-' Dismissive of other hemispheres; big signal to the rest of the world not included 
under our "superpower" umbrella. 

)"" No direct mention of ground forces. 
~ Competency or capability based without emphasizing "sufficiency" or the needl for a 

superpower to be able to retain the ability do several "big things" simultaneously. 
};:, Undervalues the importance of engagement and forward presence (including , 

Operations Other Than War) as an important component of our national strategy 
(particularly important if we want to deter/prevent future conflicts). "Virtual 
presence" equates to actual absence. Absence creates vacuums, and what fills them 
may not be in our interest. 

>-' Risk assessment not addressed in depth. 
};:, Recommend no mention of specific platforms in the strategy itself. 
» "Just enough force,'' as a concept, will be difficult to explain. 
» Insufficiently highlights the requirement to increase strategic sea and airlift 

capabilities. 
» Insufficient treatment of information warfare, cyber attack, non-state actors, etc. 

Mr. Secretary, this represents a quick look assessment only. I look forward to providing 
more detailed observations and suggested inputs in the near future for your consideration. I am 
sending a courtesy copy of this letter to Mr. Wolfowitz and Mr. Marshall for their infonnation. 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon, Room 3E880 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

2 
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May 14, 2001 8:51 AM 

TO: Marc Thiessen 

cc: Steve Herbits ~ ~) 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Marine Corps Input 

Here is some material from General Jones that lists all of the actions the United 
States has been involved in over the years. It is interesting because there is a way 
to aggregate those numbers that could show the number of types of things we have 
been doing as opposed to two major regional conflict, as an argument to support 
some sort of a different way to size forces. 

Please take a look at this material 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
4/13/0 I CMC ltr to SecDef w/attachments 

DHR:dh 
051401-16 
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13 April 2001 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

I greatly appreciated yesterday's opportunity to further discuss with you the Marine Corps' 
contributions to the Department of Defense and national security. Following our dialogue, I 
noted three questions you had regarding the brief that merit amplification. In response to these 
questions, which pertained to numbers of Marine Corps pilots, numbers of personnel 
underpinning our Global Posture, and the numbers of crises involving naval forces since World 
War II, the following information is provided. 

a. Numbers of Pi lots. Based on 3 l March 200 l manpower data, the total number of on-hand 
Marine Aviation Officers, which includes all fixed- and rotary-wing pilots and naval flight 
officers, is 3,486 with the following breakdown: 1,066 fixed-wing pilots, 2,058 rotary-wing 
pilots, and 362 naval flight officers. We are currently meeting our aviation squadron and joint 
staffing manning requirements. From a manpower perspective, our Aviation Combat Element is 
and will remain combat-ready for the foreseeable future. 

b. Global Posture. As of 9 April 200 I, a total of 32,381 Marines from our active and reserve 
components were forward postured. This total includes 8,83 l personnel forward deployed; 
9,165 personnel deployed away from home station for training; 10,786 forward based with III 
Marine Expeditionary Force; and 3,599 Marines forward stationed with our Marine Corps 
Security Force Companies, Marine Support Battalion Companies, Marine Forces Europe and 
Marine Forces Korea headquarters, and our overseas bases and stations (Marine Corps Air 
Station lwakuni, Marine Corps Air Station Futenma, and Marine Corps Base Camp Butler). Of 
note, the Global Posture slide from the brief (Tab A) depicts a representative sampling of units 
and basing locations that fall within these categories to give a flavor for where Marines are 
located around the globe today. To further clarify this data, I have enclosed a set of tables that 
accurately reflects our total force posture-to include units and detachments by category and 
location as of 9 April. 

c. Number of Crisis Responses by Naval Forces. Our data on crisis response was drawn 
primarily from a 1998 RAND Corporation Study entitled "The Aircraft Carrier Industrial Base." 
Appendix B of this study, "Crisis Response Data, 1950-1 996," provides a comprehensive table 
that identifies 268 US, crisis responses during the subject period. Of these, 224 represented 
some form of naval response. Of note, this fairly comprehensive list excludes major conflicts, 
events within the United States, humanitarian operations, purely disaster-relief operations, 
environmental operations, alerts, intelligence operations, law enforcement operations, routine 
training, and continued presence after an initial response. A copy of this Appendix has been 
provided as Tab B. By comparing this data with an internal document entitled "Marine Corps 
Operations Since 1776," we have determined that the number of Department of Defense crisis 
responses from 1946-200 I is approximately 300, based on the above criteria. A copy of this 
internal document is provided as Tab C. T believe that our brief conveyed a very conservative 
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estimate of post-World War II naval crisis responses. The true number is greater than the 
approximately 160 cited, and is probably much closer to the 240-260 range. 

I hope that the information provided herein provides the added level of detail and 
clarification you are seeking, T appreciate the opportunity to engage with you on these issues and 
look forward to continuing this dialogue. 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 

1000 Defense Pentagon, Room 3E880 
Washington, DC 203 0 I - 1000 

2 
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Honolulu, HI 
- MARFORPAC 

Camp Pendleton, CA 
-IMEF 
.13th MEU 
.15th MEU 

Camp Leieune, NC 
-IIMEF 
-241hMEU 
-261hMEU 

Global Posture 
USMC Engaged 

Guantanamo Bay, Cuba 
- 2d PJt, ist Fast Co 
- Det 23rd Marinesi 

Mediterranean Sea 
- 22d MEU(~OC)/CPR2 
- USS Nassau(LHA4) 
- USS Nashville (LPD 13) 
- LSS Portland (LSD 37) 

Manama, Bahrain 
- 4th Pit. 1st Fast Co 
- 6th Pit, 2d Fast Co 
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Iwakuni, JA 
_ _, -VMAQ-2 

Okinawa,JA 
-III MEF 
- 3pt MEU(SOC) 

South Pacific 
-VMFA-323 

Pacific Ocean 
-1 I tb MEU (SOC)/CPR7 
- USS Boxer (LHD 4) 
- USS Cleveland (l,PD 7) 
- USS Haroers Ferry (LSD 49) 



EXERCISE/OPERATION 

FORWARD PRESENCE 
FORWARD PRESENCE 
CARRIER INTEGRATION 
CARRIER INTEGRATION 

DEPLOYED FORCES 
UNIT 

220 MEU(SOC) (NOV 00 • MAY 01) 
11TH MEU (SOC) (MAR 01 • SEP 01) 
VMFA-312 (NOWOO •MAY01) 
VMFA-323 (MAR 01 • AUG 01) 
1/5 (31 ST MEU GCE) (JAN 01 • JUL 01) 
213 (DEC 00 • JUN 01) 

REMARKS 

2,071 USS NASSAU ARG 
2. 109 USS BOXER ARG 
388 USS HARRY S. TRUMAN 
196 USS CONSTELLATIOt, 
963 OKINAWA 
316 443 FUJI 014 

4111/01 

UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
UDP 
FAST 
FAST 
FAST 
FAST 
FAST 
FAST 
FAST 

318 (DEC 00 • JUN 01) 
3/7 (FEB 01 • JUL 01) 

10 824 KITP 01-2/GAIT/15 MIA RECOVERY OP! 
156 702JWC014 

BTRY C, 1/12(0EC 00 • JUN 01) 
BTRY S, 5/10(DECOO•JUN01) 
BTRY F 2/11 (JAN 01 • JUL 01) 
BTRY 13/11 (FEB 00 • AUG 01) 
VMFA(AW)-533 (JAN 01 • JUL 01) 
VMFA(AW)-242 (MAR 01 • SEP 01) 
HMH-361 (JAN 01 • JUL 01) 
HMLA-267 (JAN 01 •JUL 01) 
COC,3D AAV BN (JAN01•JUL01) 
CO A, 30 I-AR BN (JAN 01 • JUN 01) 
3D PL T, 1 ST FAST (OCT 00 • APR 01) 
4TH PLT, 1 STFAST(DECOO•MAY01) 
6TH PLT, 20 FAST (MAR 01 • APR 01) 
3D PL T, 2D FAST (JAN 01 • JUL 01) 
2D PLT. 1 ST FAST (DEC 00• APR01) 
CMFA, PROV RFL PL T (FEB 01 • JUN 01) 
2D Pl T, 2D FAST (MAR 01 - APR 01 

·33) 98CFUJf01 •3 
132 OKINAWA 
144 OKINAWA 
249 IWAKUNI 
152 IWAKUNI 
153 68 KITP 01-2/GAIT/48 BALIKAT Al 
128 62 KITP 01-2/GAIT/46 BALIKAT Al 
185 OKINAWA 
162 OKINAWA 
47 NAPLES, ITALY 
47 MANAMA, BAHRAlt 
48 MANAMA, BAHR.Alt 
48 YOKOSUKA, JAP~ 
48 GUANTAN.AMOBAY,CUB, 
51 GUANTAN.AMOBAY,CUB, 
45 PU~ET SOUND, WA 

.JTFSWA:'· ::, ": >"} .· ;<.oeT;tMEF(ONGOING)- .. ·, . ·' ,< .: 1 i .iCENTCOM. 
CJTF, KUWAIT . : DET, I MEF (ONGOING) 6 
Jso· · , ' DET, 1 MEF (1.JAN 01 ~ 15 JUN 01) 1 
SOUTHERNWATCH- , :- · ·. ·VMAQ..8(~ DEC00::·3-APR01)· .. ·.· --: · ·: .. ·. <<190, 

.Hu.SMT.Moo··· .. ···o· .JI_BH,\OU/ ·T .. I:.·.·-. .;_::\ . ,_· ... · l M~F(l--c>cT00•7-llfAA~f?·. ::_ .. ', . _··, .:-/'.~r. :_: .• 117:.·_:·········. 
tSTFS$G'{22~J.AN;.;,1jilAY.}ln):-<·--: >. · ·· 

Cl SUPPORT · · 1 MEF (1 JAN• 1 JUN 01) ·. .2 · 
F/A-18 DEP OSW VMFA-225 (7 MAR - 7 JUN 01) 250 
ACRI (ADVON)< ·. . . MAACENT(FWD)_OET KENYA 16 
ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITY ·· CB1RF(1 ".10 APJ.101) : . · .. 3 .. 
USGET AUGMENTS MFP (23 FEB 00 • TBD) 8 PACOM 
SUPPORT TO OPLAN 5027 VMAQ-2 (22.MAR •1 JUL01) 227 
MIA RECOVERY OPS DET, 318 (4 A~R - 5_ MAY 01) . 15 
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9 ACTIVE/I RESERVE 
2 ACTIVE 
3 ACTIVE 
3 ACTIVE/I RESERVE 



DEPLOYMENT FOR TRAINING 
4/11/01 
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UNIT 

FORWARD BASED 
DEPLOYED FROM 
FORWARD BASED NET TOTAL 

FORWARD STATIONED 
PERS 

MISAWA, JAPAN 
ROTA, SPAIN 
MENWITH HILL, UK 
GTMO, CUBA 
DET, MFP HQ ELEME:Nr 

TOTAL$ 
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Appendix B 

CRISIS-RESPONSE DATA, 1950-1996 

In Chapter Two, we offered some information on crisis response by aircraft 
carriers. Here, we elaborate on that information and place it in the context of 
U.S. military crisis response in general. Any such compilation is necessarily 
subjective. Thus, for the data to be meaningful, the criteria for inclusion of 
events as "ctises" and sources from which the data were drawn must be fully 
understood. Much work on military operations in other than major conflicts 
has already been done and is ongoing, so we considered it prudent to use data 
from such studies. They are 

The Use of Naval Forces in the Post- War Era: U.S. Navy and U.S. Marine 
Corps Crisis Response Activity, 1946-1990, Adam B. Siegel, Alexandria, Va.: 
Center for Naval Analyses, CRM-90-246, February 199 I. 

• Answering the 9-l -1 Call: U.S. Military and Naval Crisis Response Activity, 
1977-91. Thomas P.M. Barnett. Linda D. Lancaster, Alexandria, Va.: Center 
for Naval Analyses, ADB173802. August 1992. 

Preparing the U.S. Air Force for Military Operations Other Than War, Alan 
Vick, David T. Orletsky, Abram N. Shulsky, John Stillion, Santa Monica, 
Calif.: RAND, MR-842-AF, 1997. 

Additional data on U.S. Army (USA) operations were obtained from the Army 
Center for Military History. 

The four separate databases from these sources were combined into the single 
database in Table B. I. We excluded the following operations: 

The three major military conflicts during the period June 1950- September 
1996 (Korean War, Vietnam War, 1991 Gulf War). However, pre- and post
war events related to the conflicts were included. 

Events that took place within the United States. 

103 
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104 The U.S. Aircraft Carrier Industrial Base 

• Purely humanitarian or disaster-relief operations. However, some opera
tions considered to be p1imarily humanitarian but that also had a broader 
geopolitical rationale were included (e.g., Operation Provide Comfort). 

Alerts or other actions not involving force movements. 

• Intelligence operations. 

Routine operations in support of U.S. diplomacy. 

Law enforcement and countemarcotics operations. 

Routine training and assistance to allies, airlift operations, and exercises. 

A few other points will be of help in interpreting the results: 

Only the starting date of the ciises in the table has been noted, not the du
ration. In some cases, the duration is clear and easily defined; in others, it is 
difficult to determine. 

Some actions that begin as a response to a crisis eventually become long
standing, routine operations. For example, deployments to the Indian 
Ocean/Persian Gulf were initially in response to the Iranian revolution and 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979; since then, this area has remained a 
regular theater of U.S. operations. NATO combat air patrols over Bosnia
Herzegovina (Operation Deny Flight) are another example. In such cases, 
the initial response to the original crisis is counted in the database; the 
continuing presence of U.S. forces is not reflected. Conversely, some short 
and easily identified missions relating to the same situation could be com
bined into one larger operation-a selectivity that obviously affects both the 
fi nal total of ciisis responses and individual-service participation. 
However, every meaningful instance of service participation has been in
cluded in order to present as unbiased a picture as possible. 

• Finally, it must be noted that U.S. Maiine Corps forces and actions ai·e 
counted and included in Navy forces and actions. This is not intended to 
diminish Marine Corps pa1ticipation in such actions, which is continually
and sometimes inordinately-high. Rather, it is merely a reflection of the 
fact that Marine Corps activity is not relevant to this study, but that of naval 
forces as a whole and aircraft carriers in particular is. 
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Crisis-Response Data. 1950-1996 105 

Table B.I 

Chronologica l List of U.S. Military Crisis Responses, 1950-1996 

If So, No. U.S. 
Date USN of CVS USAF Army 

No. OQeration/Event/Location Bel{Ull Involved? Used involved? Involved? 

I. Korean War: Formosa Straits Jun 50 y,. 1 N N 
2. Korean War; Secmity in Europe Jul 50 y., 2 y y 

3. Lebanon Aug 50 y., 2 N N 
4. Security of Yugoslavia Mar 51 y,- 2 N N 
5. China-Tai wan Conflict Feb 53 Y/' I N N 
6. Dien Bien Phu Mar 54 Y-' 2 y N 
7. Honduras-Guatemala May 54 y, N N 
8. People's Republic of China 

(PRC) Shootdown Jul 54 y . 2 N N 
9. Vietnam Evacuations Aug 54 y. 0 N N 

IO. Honduran Elections Oct 5 4 y, 0 N N 
II . Accord on Trieste Oct 5 4 y 0 N y 

12. Tachen Islands Feb 55 Y, 6 y N 
13. Red Sea Patrols Feb 56 y 0 N N 
14. Jordan Mar 56 Y· 2 N N 
15. Pre-Suez Aug 56 Y-, 2 N N 
16. Suez War Oct 5 6 y. 3 y N 
17. Port Lyautey Nov 56 y , 0 N N 
18. Post-Suez Nov 56 y,. a N N 
19. Cuban Civil War Dec 5 6 y. I N N 
20. Red Sea Patrols Feb 57 Y .. 0 N N 
21. Jordan Unrest Apr 57 Y- 2 N N 
22. Haiti Jun 57 y, 0 N N 
23. PRC-Republic ofChina(ROC) 

Tension Jul 57 y .. 3 N N 
24. Syria Aug 57 Y' 4 y N 
25. Indonesia Dec 5 7 y ... 2 N N 
26. Venezuelan Revolution Jan 58 y - 0 N N 
27. Laos Mar 58 N 0 y N 
28. Venezuela May 58 Y' 0 N y 

ii9. Lebanon May 58 y, 3 y N 
@: Le6anof!) Jul 58 y, 3 y y 

31. Jordan-Iraq Jul 58 y ..- 0 N N 
32. Quemoy Aug 58 Y·· 6 y y 
33. Panama Apr 59 y / 0 N N 
34. Berlin Crisis May 59 Y"' 2 y y 
35. Laos Jul 59 y ,- I y y 
36. PRC-ROC Jul 59 y , 2 N N 
37. Panama Aug 59 y .. 0 N N 
38. Congo Jul 60 y, I y y 

39. Guatemala Nov 60 Y· 2 N N 
40. Laos Jan 61 Y' 3 y y 
41. SS Santa Ma ria Jan 61 Y' 0 N N 
42. Gulf of Guinea-Congo Feb 61 y..- 0 N N 
43. Laos Mar 61 Y ' 3 y N 
44. SS Western Union Mar 61 y ~ 0 N N 
45. Bay of Pigs Apr 61 y., 2 y N 
46. Dominican Republic May 61 Y" 3 y y 

ti-
I J 
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106 The lJ .S. Aircraft Carrit'r Indus!rlal Base 

Table B.l-continued 

If so, :-lo. U.S. 
Datt' USN of CVS USAF Army 

:-Jo. <>11erali(m/Evenl/Location Btirnn Involved? Used Involved? lnvolvecf! 

47. Zanzibar Jun 61 y. 0 N N 
4&. Kuwair Jul 61 y 0 N N 

.-49. BcrlinC risis Jul 61 y 3 y y 
50. Taiwan Aug 61 N 0 y N 
5 I. Dominican Republic Nov 61 y I N N 
52. Thailand Nov 61 N 0 y N 
53. South Vicmam Dec 61 y 0 y y 
.54. Dominican Republic Jan 62 y . .- 0 N N 
55. Guatt'mala Riots Mar 62 y,.- 1 y N 
56. South Vietnam Apr 62 Y·· 0 N N 
57. Laos/Thailand May 62 YI y y 
5&. Guantanamo Jul 62 Yr 0 N N 
59. Haiti Civil Disorder Aug 62 y I N N 
60. Yemen Sep 62 Y- 0 N N 

q}"."'"·CubliiiliJmJ~_c;_rj~ Sep 62 Y·· 8 y y 
6 . Sino-Indian War Nov 62 y I y N 
63. ss Anzoatequi Feb 63 y. 0 N N 
64. Laos Apr 63 Y· 1 N N 
65. Haitian lJ nrt'st Apr 63 y N N 
66. Haiti Civil Wal' Aug 63 y-· N N 
67. Vietnam Civil Disorder Aug 63 y, 2 N N 
6&. PRC-ROC Sep 63 y., 1 N N 
69. Dominican Republic Sep 63 y,, 0 N N 
70. lndonesia-:V1alaysia Oct 6 3 y, I N N 
7 I. Zanzibar Jan 64 y ' 0 N N 
72. Tanganyika Jan 64 y' 0 N N 
73. Caribbean Surveillance .Tan 64 Y' 0 N N 
74. Panama .Tan 64 Y-" 0 y y 
75. Venezuela Jan 64 y·' 0 N N 
io. Cyprus Jan 64 y/ y N 
77. Pern Mar 64 N 0 y N 
7&. Brnzil Mar 64 y .... N N 
79. Laos Apr 64 Y' 2 y N 
80. Guantanamo MayM Y• 0 N N 
8 I. Panama MayM y.- 0 N N 
82. Dominican Republic Jul 64 y, 0 N N 
83. GulfofTonkin Aug 64 y, 1 N N 
84. Haiti Aug 64 y-· 0 N N 
85. Comm Noncombatam 

Evacuation Order (NEO) Aug 64 N 0 y N 
86. CongoNEO Nov 64 N 0 y N 
87. Panama Jan 65 y- 0 N N 
8&. Tanzania Jan 65 Y" 0 N N 
89. Venezuela-Colombia Jan 65 Y' 0 N N 
90. 8Jj~.sJ1 ()~.i~-~ Apr 65 y; 0 N N 

[J:1:-···1'lomlri1.QnB~bllc Apr 65 yr 2 y y 
9i. Yemen Jul 65 Y• 0 N N 
93: Ethiopia Hostage Rt'scut' Jul 65 N 0 y N 
94. Cyprus Aug 65 y· I y N 
95. lndo-Pakistanl War Sep 65 y, 0 y N 
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11-L-0559/0SD/1641 



Crisis-Response Darn. 1950-1996 107 

Table B.1-continued 

If So. :-Jo. us. 
Da1e t:S'J of CVS USAr Anny 

f\o. Oi2era1ion/E vcn1/l .oea1ion B e g U 11 lnvolvcdi Used Involved'? Involved? 
9(j Indonesia Oct 6 5 y,;- 0 N N 
97 Greek Coup Apr 67 y - 1 N N 
98 Six-Day War Jun 67 y .• 2 y y 
99. Congo Jul 67 'J 0 y f\ 

JOO. Des1royer Eilat Sinking Oct 6 7 Y- 2 N :,.J 

JOI. Cyprus Nov 67 y. I N N 
102. USS Pueblo Jan 68 y. 3 y N 
103. EC-121 Shoordown Apr 69 v·· 4 y y 
104. Cura4rao Clvll L: nre~I May 69 

y .,, 
0 N :,.J 

105. Lebanon-Libya Operations 
(Ops) Oct 69 y ' 2 N f\ 

106. Trinidad Apr 70 Y' 0 y N 
107. Jordan J \I II 70 Y' I y f\ 
108. Jordan Sep 70 y,· 3 y y 

109. Haiti Succession Apr 71 Y" 0 N ;'\I 

llO. Indo-Paklstanl War Dec 71 Y' 1 N N 
Ill. Bahama Lines Dec 71 y/' 0 N N 
112. Taiwan /\irDef.:nse Nov 72 N 0 y N 
113. Lebanon May n y / 2 N N 
114. '.\1iddle East War Oct 73 y .• - 3 y y 
115. ~1 icldle East force Oct 73 y ,/ 0 N 'J 
116. Oil Embargo-Indian Ocean 

Ops Oct 73 y,,.. I N 'J 
117 • Cyprus Jul 74 Y' 2 y y 

• 118. Cyprus Unr.:sl fan 75 y I N ;'\I 

119. E1hiopia Feb 75 y 0 N 'J 
120. Eagle Pull, Cambodia reh 75 y I y y 
121. Vietnam Nuclear Transporl Mar 75 'J 0 y ;'\I 

122. rrequ.:nr Wind. Vietnam !\pr 75 y ..- 4 y ;'\I 

123. SSMayaguez May 75 y· 2 y 'J 
124. Lebanon Aug 75 y 1 N 'J 
125. Pollsarlo Rebels fan 76 y ' 0 N ;'\I 

126. I .cbanon NEO Jun 76 K 0 y ;'\I 

127. Tunisia Jul 76 Y-- 0 N ;'\I 

128. Kenya-Uganda Jul 76 y , I N f\ 
129. Kmean Tr.:.: Incident Aug 76 y.,- I y y 

130. Uganda reh 77 y,, I N f\ 
131. Ogaden War 1:-'eb 78 y .; I y f\ 
132. Zaire May 78 N 0 y N 
133. Sea ofOkhotsk Jun 78 y..- 0 N f\ 
134. Afghanisrnn Jul 78 Y' I N f\ 
135. :-:icaragua Sep 78 y.- 0 y N 
136. Israel-Lebanon Sep 78 N 0 y N 
137. Iranian Revolmion Dec 78 y ..- I y f\ 
138. Saudi Arabia Mar 79 'J 0 y N 
139. China-Vi.:1nam Feb 79 Y" I N :,.J 

140. Yemen Mar 79 y; I y N 
l~I. Nicaraguan Revolmion Jul 79 y· 0 y N 
142. Sovie! Troops in Cuba Oct 7 9 y,, I y :,.J 

143. Afghan/Iran Hostages Oct 7 9 Y" 2 y y 

"I: • r 
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Table B. I-continued 

If So, No. U.S. 
Date USN Of CVS USAF Army 

No. O~eration/Event/Location Begun lnvolved7 Used Involved? Involved? 
144. Park-Chung Hee Oct 7 9 Y" I y y 
145. Bolivia Nov 79 N 0 y N 
146. Zimbabwe Dec 79 N 0 y N 
147. Iran Hostage Rescue Apr 80 y~ I y y 
148. Korea May 80 y , I y y 
149. Thailand Jun 80 N 0 y N 
150. Iran-Iraq War Sep 80 y , 2 y N 
15 1. Poland Dec 80 Y·· 0 y N 
152. Saudi Arabia Jan 81 N 0 y N 
153. El Salvador Jan 81 N 0 y N 
154. Morocco Jan 81 y -- 0 N N 
155. Liberia Apt 81 y ,. 0 N y 
156. Syria May 81 Y' 2 N N 
157. Sadat visits Sudan May 81 N 0 y N 
158. GambiaNEO Jul 81 N 0 y N 
159. Libya Aug 81 y ,, 2 N N 
160. Sadat-Sudan Oct 8 I y ., y N 
161. Central America Oct 8 I y /' 2 N N 
162. Korea Dec 81 N 0 y N 
163. El Salvador Mar 82 N 0 y N 
164. Falklands May 82 N 0 y N 
165. Israeli Invasion J un 82 Y ' I y N 
166. Somalia Jul 82 N 0 y N 
167 . Lebanon Peacekeeping Force Aug 82 y ,... 2 N N 

• 168. Palestinian Massacre Sep 82 y - 2 N N 
169. Libya-Sudan Feb 83 Y ' I y N 
170. Thailand-Burma Apr 83 N 0 y N 
171. Honduras Jun 83 Y' I y y 
172. Libya-Chad Aug 83 Y ' I y N 
173. Marine Barracks Bomb Aug 83 y , 2 y y 
174. Korea Airlines 007 Sep 83 y/ 0 y N 
175. Iran-Iraq Oct 8 3 Y" I N N 
176. Korea-Burma Oct 8 3 v~ I y N 
177. Grenada Oct 8 3 Y" 1 y y 
178. Syria Dec 83 y ., 

I y N 
179. El Salvador Jan 84 N 0 y N 
180. Central America Mar 84 Y' I y y 
181. Egypt/Libya/Sudan Mar 84 y ,. 0 y N 
182. El Salvador Mar 84 N 0 y N 
183. Persian Gulf Apr 84 Y' I y N 
184. Saudi Arabia Jun 84 N 0 y N 
185. Red Sea Mines Aug 84 Y ' 0 y N 
186. Sudan-Chad Aug 84 N 0 y N 
187 Beirut Embassy Sep 84 Y ' 0 N N 
188. El Salvador Oct 8 4 N 0 y N 
189. Colombian Embassy Nov 84 N 0 y N 
190. Saudi Hijacking Nov 84 Y' I N N 
191. Cuba Nov 84 Y' I y N 
192. U.S. Personnel in Lebanon Mar 85 y /' I N N 
193. TWA 847 Hijacking Jun 85 Y' 1 N N 

32, 
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Table B. I-continued 

If So.No. U.S. 
Date US!\ Of CVS USAF Army 

l\o. Opcration/E vent/1.ocat ion lkgun Involved: Used Involved? Involved·) 

194. Persian Gulf Sep 85 y.,.· 0 N N 
195. 55 Achille Lauro Oct 8 5 y., N N 
I% Egypt Air Hija(king Nov 85 y ..... J N N 
197. Persian Gulf bcor1 Jan 86 Y"' 0 N N 
198. Yemen Civil Wm Jan 86 Y~ 0 N N 
199. OVL-ro:-J Op.~ rch 86 y' 3 N N 
200. Lebanon Hostages Mar 86 y· 0 N N 
201. LibyaStrike /\ pr 86 Y·· 2 y N 
202. Pakistan Hijacking Sep 86 y. I N N 
203. Kmca Sep 86 N 0 y N 
204. l'ersian Gulf Ops Jan 87 Y' 2 y y 
205. Hostages in Lebanon Feb 87 y-- I N N 
206. Haiti Jan 88 y, 0 N N 
207. Honduras Mar 88 N 0 y y 
208. Panama /\pr 88 y, 0 y y 
209. Pakistan /\pr 88 N 0 y N 
210. Summc1 Olympics Sep 88 y,. 2 y y 
211. 1::!,urrna Unrest Sep 88 y, 0 N N 
212. Maldives Coup Nov 88 y, I N N 
213. Lebanon Ci vii War Feb 89 y ,· I N y 
214. l'anama Elections May 89 Y"' 1 y y 
215. Pakistan-/\ fghan May 89 N 0 y N 
216. China Civil L:nrest Jun 89 y ,, I N N 
217. Hostage.~ in Lebanon /\ug 89 y, 2 N N 
218. Philippines Nov 89 y .. · 1 y N 
219. Panama Dec 89 Y- 0 y y 
2.20. LiberiaNEO May 90 y 0 N N 
221. haqi Pr.:ssur.: on Kuwait Jul 90 Y· 0 y N 
222. Operation Descn Shield /\ug 90 Y' 6 y y 
223. Trinidad Coup /\ug 90 y _, 0 N N 
224. Somalia Evacuation Jan 91 y. 0 y N 
m. Israel Jan 91 N 0 N y 

226. Sudan NEO Jan 91 N 0 y N 
227. Postwar Iraq Sanctions Feb 91 Y' 1 N N 
228. Provide Comfori /\pr 91 y;' y y 
229. Haiti Sep 91 Y-·· I y y 
230. ZaJre S.:p 91 N 0 y N 
231. Sierra I .con.: !\fay 92 N 0 y N 
232. lrnq-Kuwait /\ug 92 Y·· y y 
233. Southern Watch /\ug 92 y y y 
234. Combat. Search and R.:scu.: 

(CSAR) in Bosnia-Italian l'ilot S.:p 92 y; 0 N N 
235. Liberia Evacua1ion Oct 9 2 y/ 1 y N 
236. Tajikistan NEO Oct 9 2 N 0 y N 
237. Sharp Guard Jul 92 Y' 0 N N 
.V8. Somalia-UN Supp~rt Sep 92 y/ 0 y N 

r:]_39:·.: ~~~st!ir_ii!:f~~Somalii) Nov 92 Y' I y y 
240. Iraq Strikes ·- -· .. --- • Jan 9.~ y-· 0 y N 
241. Haitian Maritime lmercept Jan 9) Y·' 0 N N 
242. Deny Plight Apr 93 y ,, 1 V N 

c.!" . ., 

• 
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Table B.1-continued 

If So. :-Jo. U.S. 
Date USN of CVS L:SAI' Army 

Ko. Operation/E vem/1.ocation Be~n Involved'? u.~cd Involved·? Involved·? 

243. Iraq Strikes Jun 93 y .· y '.\I 
244, Macedonia Jul 9.~ ]\; 0 :,.J y 

245. Somalia-Withdrawal Feb 94 y· 0 N '.'J 
246. Rwancla-U.S. Citi1..:n Evacuation Apr 94 Y-· 0 y ]\; 

247, Haiti Embargo May 94 y., 0 N N 
248. YemenNEO May 94 y-· 0 y '.\I 
249. lrnq-Kuwair Jun 94 y. y y 

250. R wancla Intervention Jun 94 '.'J 0 y y 
251. North Korea T cnsions Jun 94 y· y y 

252. Haitian Intervention Sep 94 y 2 y y 

253. Bosnia Strikes·· Sep 94 Y. y '.\I .._. 
254. Sornalia-U.S. Liaison Office 

Evacuarion Sep 94 y.,- 0 y ]\; 

255. Somalia-f-inal Evacuation Jan 95 Y.- 0 y '.\I 
256. Cuhan Shootclown Feb 95 y '.\I ]\; 

257. Bosnia-:'\ A TO Support May 95 y.· y '.\I 
258. CSAR in Bosni,1 Jun 9:i Y· 0 y N 
259. Bosnia Strikes Aug 9:i v· I y N 
260. Iraqi Defecrors to Jordan Aug 95 y,.- 1 I\ ]\; 

~~~~~~~~!~~~~~~ Dec 9:i y· I y y 

Dec 95 y ,.. 0 I\ ]\; 

263. China-Tai wan Feb% y, 2 N N 
264. LiberiaNEO /\pr % y ,· 0 y ]\; 

265. Central African Republic May% y ,, 0 y ]\; 

266. Haiti-UN Security Jul 9(, Y' 0 N y 

267. lraq-Kuidish Conflict Sep 96 y J' 2 y N 
268. Burundi NEO Sep 96 N 0 y ]\; 

CSAR "'Comba1 Search and Rescue; NEO = :'\oncornbarant Evacuation Order: Ops "' Operation~; 
PRC zc People's Republic of China: ROC ... Rcpuhlic of Chi1m. 
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1t I 1H I , 

Mar 1776/<Jf Jdew Providence, 
3ahama Islands 
now Nassau) 

?2Sep 76/MA :::anso Harbor, 
~ova Scotia 

22~ov76/MA :ansoHarbor, 
Nova Scotia 

i7 in 78/0T ~ew Providence, 
Bahama Islands 
:now Nassau) 

22 Apr 1778/0T Whitehaven, 
England 

12 Mayl800/0T Puerta Plata, 

t ~ Santo Fomingo 

.. 

16 Feb04/0T Tripoli 

26 Apr05/0T Derna, Tripoli 

Jan18ll/PK New Orleans, 
Louisiana 

l2Decl3/0T ~ukuhiva, 
:\i1arquesas Island 

12 Mar24/PK Boston, MA 

4 -

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

I E 
Raid txpedition 

Raid rlarines from the 
'rovidence 

Raid rlarines from the 
'rovideoce 

Raid :ontinental Marines 

Raid 

Raid ~aptaio Daniel Carmick's 
tfarines 

Deny Access to ~ight Marines led by NaV) 
American Property Jeutenant Stephen 

>ecatur 

Raid ,ieutenant Presley 
)'Bannon's Marines 

Police Support \. detachment of Marines 
rom New Orleans 

Guard Captured ,ieutenant John M. 
Property }amble 

Police Support ~es from Boston 
..JavyYard 

1 
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:RJ 1 
)RITISH FORT CAPTURED 
\n expedition captured British fort and 
dzed a number of cannon and other 
nilitary stores for the Continental Armv. 
3RITISH FISHING VESSEI.S 
BURNED 
vlarinesfrom the Providence commanded 
>Y John Paul Jones, burned British fishing 
,essels at Canso and Madame Island. 
BRITISH FISHING VESSEL BC..:Rl\'ED 
3ritish vessel aground in the harbor was 
>Uflled. 
SECOND RAID OF BRITISH 
rERRITORY 
:::ontinental Marines conducted a second 
*aid of British held territory. 
RAID AND ATfEMPI'ED 
KIDNAPPING 
Marines participated in a raid led by John 
?aul Jones. Next the Americans landed at 
he nearby St. Mary's Isle in an attempt to 
:apture an English nobleman. The 
intended victim was not at home. 
SHORE BATTERY CAPTURED 
:aptured a shore battery which was 
protecting a French privateer, The vessel 
3lso was captured . 
AMERICAN VESSEi, 
PHILADEl,PHIA BURNED 
Eight Marines were among the 70 
volunteers led by '.'Javy Lt. Decatur into 
Tripoli harbor to burn the grounded 
American vessel Philadelphia. 
FORTRESS OF DERNA CAPTURED 
Supported by American war vessels, 
stormed and captured the fortress of Derna 
This was the climax of a 600-mile march 
from the banks of the Nile. 
NEGRO INSC..:RGEl\'TS IN NEW 
ORLEANS 
I wcba~ainst "NeitO i n s u r g e n t s . " 
GC..:ARDING CAPTURED PROPERTY 
Lt. Gambles was left in charge of three 
prizes and a temporary base. In spite of 
mutiny and the hostility of the natives, he 
was able to hold out for almost six months 
before he sailed from the island in one of 
the vessels entrusted to his care. 
RIOT AT :.\ilASSACHUSETTS STATE 
PRISON 
Subdued a riot at the Massachusetts State 
Prison. 



4 .. I\' 1, ] l 'I 
~2 Nov 24/0T 

12 Feb25/HU 

1831/PK 

1831 
SUMMER)/PK 

:.-an 1831/ Jan 
1832/0T 

l Jan 32/0T 

5 Feb32/0T 

4 Mar 33/PK 

31 Oct33/PK 

19Jul 35/HU 

17 Dec35/PK 

Uan 39/0T 

l2Ju140/0T 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

, \ 
1ajardo, Puerto 
tico 

;!.Thomas, 
llrgin Islands 

Washington. DC 

Jirginia 

:.'alkland Islands 

?ortLouis, East 
r<'alkland, 
Falkland Islands 

::}uallah Battoo, 
Sumatra 

W a shin gt on. DC 

Buenos Aires, 
Argentina 

~ew York City 

Lima, Peru 

Muckie, Sumatra 

Fiji Islands 

v11 :I I E 
Diplomacy 

Vire-fighting Marines and seamen from 
uss Grampus 

Police Support Headquarters Battalion 

P'olice Suppo11 Marines from USS Warrer 
and USS Natchez 

I-IBO Marines from the sloop-of 
war Lexington 

ltIBO Marine Guard of the 
Lexington 

Raid Marines under Lieutenant 
AlvinEdson 

Police Support Marines from the Eighth 
land Eye Barracks 

Property Protection 

!Tire-fighting Marines from the 
Brooklyn barracks 

l>roperty Protection ~randy~ine'.s Marine 
Guard 

Property Destruction Landing Party from 
warships John Adams and 
Colombia 

Retaliation Party of Marines 

2 
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I J F TI 
APOLOGY DK\1ANDED 
Sailors and Marines landed to demand an 
apology for insults to an American Naval 
officer. 
FIRE ON ST. THOMAS 
Helped fight a fire on St, Thomas, Virgin 
Islands. 
MOB IN WASHINGTON DC 
Performed riot duty when it was feared that 
a mob might attack some public buildings. 
REVOLT IN VIRGINIA 
Following Nat Turner's revolt in which 55 
whites were killed, put down the revolt. 
RF.I.EASE OF AMERICAN WHALERS 
AND CREWS 
Secured the release of three American 
whalers and their crews. 
A\.1ERICANS EVACUATED AND 
PROPERTY RESTORED 
Assisted in evacuating American nationals 
and re.storing their property which had 
been seized by the governor of the islands. 
PIRATE VII.LAGE DESTROYED 
Assisted in the destruction of a fortified 
pirate village. 
ARSON IN WASHINGTON DC 
Helped to quell the flames and guard the 
funds when the U.S. Treasury was set afire:. 
AMERICAN INTERESTS 
PROTECTED DURING RIOTS 
Marines and sailors landed to protect 
American interests during riots. 
FIRE IN NEW YORK 
Aided fire fighting and protected property 
during a major fire in New York City. 
AMERICAN CONSUi.ATE 
PROTECTED DURING 
REVOI.UTION 
Went a.shore to protect American 
Consulate during a revolution. 
DESTRUCTION OF MUCKIE 
After the bombardment of both Quallah 
Battoo and Muckie. a landing party was 
sent ashore to level the town. 
NATIVE VII.I.AGE BURNED 
Natives attacked a survey pai1y sent asbort~ 
by the Wilkes' Exploring Expedition. A 
paity of Marines and sailors burned a 
native village in retaliation, 



11 1 I I] 

6Jul 40/0T 

25Feb41/0T 

6Apr41/0T 

29 Nov43/PK 

1Dec43/PK 

Dec43/PK 

8Dec43/PK 

14 Dec43/PK 

8May46/0T 

l8May46/0T 

1 Aug46/0T 

-

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

t.<)(' ... 11 IN 

Fiji Islands 

Upolu Island, 
Samoa 

Drummond 
Island, 
(Tabiteuea. 
Gilberl Islands) 

Sinoe, West 
Africa (now 
Greenville, 
Liberia) 

Blue Barra, West 
Africa 

SetraKroo, West 
Africa 

Caval, Wesl 
Africa 

Little Berribee 

Poinl Isabel 

Barita, Mexi<.:o 

Alvarado, Mexicl 

IMI~ :1 'l IFORCE -
IRelaliation 

IRetalialion 

IRelaliation 

Diplomacy 

Diplomacy 

Diplomacy 

Diplomacy 

Relaliation 

Properly Proleclion Marines from the Gulf 

Expedition 

Landing 

Squadron 

3 
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l)ESCRIPflON OF ACTION 
TWO NATIVE VILLAGES 
DESTROYED 
tro avenge the murder of a member of the 
l'w'ilkes Expedition, two native villages 
lwere destroyed. 
THREE NATIVE VILLAGES 
!DESTROYED 
rrhree villages on the island were destroyed 
ho avenge the murder of an American 
seaman. 
rrwo VJU.AGES BURNED 
A member of the Wilkes Expedition failed 
to return from the Island. Two clays later a 
second group of sailors and Marines drove 
off a band of natives, burned two villages. 
bm found no trace of the missing 
American. 
MARINES STAND GUARD DURING 
SETTI.EMENT OF DISPUTE 
Stood guard while Commodore Matthew 
C. Perry settled a dispute between a white 
man and a native. 
\1EETING BETWEEN NATIVE 
LEADERS AND NA VAL OFFICERS 
Assisted at a meeting between native 
~~ and n~"~ ~~ 
MARINES STAND GUARD DURING 
CONFERENCE 
Guarded Perry during a conference with 
native dignitaries. 
MARINES STAND GUARD DURING 
CONFERENCE 
Guarded Perry throughout a conference 
with the native "King" Ben Crack-0. 
NATIVE RULER CAPTURED AND 
VII.I.AGE BURNED 
Ben Crack-0 attacked Perry, was thrown t< 
the ground, and shot by a Marine sergeant 
when he tried to escape. The native ruler 
was carried from the meeting place a 
prisoner, and the village was burned. 
SUPPi. Y BASE PROTECTED 
Landed to protect General Zachary Taylor' 
supply base. 
EXPEDITION ON THE RIO GRANDE 
Sailed up the Rio Grande to find that the 
place had already been occupied by U.S. 
Anny. 
ATTEMPTED LANDING 
Attempted to land bm failed when boats 
were unable to make headway against the 
current. 



l : /1 J'Pl 
5 Oct46/0T 

?30ct 46/HU 

l5 Nov 46/0f 

21 Dec46/0T 

~Mar47/0T 

29 Mar47/0T 

2Apr47/0T 

. Apr47/0T 

18 Apr 47/0T 

14 Jun47/0T 

I6Jul 47/0T 

30 Sep 47/0T 

170ct 47/0T 

JO Nov47/0T 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

11 ~ 1'I 
Alvarado, Mexico 

Tabasco River. 
\1exico 

Tampico. Mexico 

Carmen. Yucatan, 
Mexico 

Vera Cruz, 
\1exico 

San Jose del 
Cabo,Lower 
California 
San Lucas, Lower 
California 

La Paz, Lower 
California 

Tuxpan, Mexico 

Tabasco River, 
\1exico 

Eastern Mexico 

Mulejo, Lower 
California 

Guaymas, Mexicc 

Mazatlan. Mexicc 

.ti • I] D, I 
&ding ATTEMPTED LANDING 

Again the landing pmty was halted hy the 
strong tide, 

River Clearing RIVER CLEARED FROM 
FRONTTERA TO SAN JUAN 
BAUTISTA 
Assisted in clearing the river from Front.er! 
some 70 miles upstream. The squadron 
then withdrew. 

Combat CITY SEIZED 
Marines participated in the seizure of the 
city. 

Combat TOWN CAPTURED 
Took part in capture of town. From May 
1847 until the end of the war, a Marine 
£?arrison was oosted here. 

Combat CITY SIEGED 
Manned artillery pieces during the siege. 
The citv surrenderd on 25 Mar. 

Occupation TOWN OCCUPIED 
Town was occupied by Marines, but no 
pennanen~ 11arrison was established. 

Occupation TOWN OCCUPIBD 
(Town was occupied hut no permanent 
garrison was established . 

Occupation TOWN OCCUPIED 
Town was occupied but no permanent 
garrison was established. 

Combat Marine Battalion under CITY CAPTURED 
Captain Alvin Edson Played an important role in the capture of 

tbecity. 

Expedition SECOND TABASCO RIVER 
EXPEDITION 
A Marine garrison remained at San Juan 
Bautista until 22 July when it was 
withdrawn to Frontera. 

Combat Watson's :\1arine Battalio :\1EXICO CITY CAPTURED 

Combat 

Combat 

Combat 

Landing Party 

4 
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Marched from Vera Cruz to join Scott's 
anny. This unit served in the capture of 
Mexico Citv. 
ENEMY DRIVEN FROM CITY 
Drove the enemy from the city and then 
withdrew. 

TOWN CAPTURED 
Town caotured bv Marines. 

CITY CAPI'URED 
Marines assisted in the capture of the city. 



1 l'PI 

9 Nov47/0T 

8Dec47/0T 

28Dec47/0T 

13Feb48/0T 

15 Mar 48/0PK 

6Jun 51/0T 

Sep 51. 

3Feb52/PK 

SFeb52/HU 

11 Mar 53/PK 

6Jun53/PK 

l3Jul 53/PK 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

lOC 1'1 

~an Josedel 
tabo, Lower 
talifomia 

Ila Paz, Lower 
California 
Cocbari, Mexico 

Bocacbicampo, 
Mexico 

Cocbari. Mexiw 

!ohanna Island 

PA 

Buenos Aires, 
Argentina 

~icaragua 

San Juan del Sur,, 
Nicaragua 

Napba. Grand 
Lew Chow Island 
(J.\'aha Okinawa) 

Uraga. Japan 

IMI ;SJ ~ 1] 'l 

~ombat 

Combat :\i1arines from the Dale 

Raid 

Raid 

Occupation Small garrison 
commanded by a Marine 
officer 

Police Support Marines from the U.S. 
sloop-of-war Dale 

Police Supp011 Marines from Philadelphi, 
Navy Yard 

Patrol 

Fire-fighting Marines from the U.S. 
sloop Albany 

Protection of Marines from the Cyano 
American 

Show of Force Marine Guards of the 
:\i1ississi ppi and 
Susquehanna 

Diplomacy 

5 
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A\.1ERICAN GARRISON DEFENDED 
AGAINST SIEGE 
Twice the American garrison, which 
included Marines, was subjected to a siege. 
Each time it held out until reenforcements 
arrived. On 15 Feb of the following year, 
the last siege was broken. 
SIEGE LIFTED 
Lifted the siege of the town. 
RAID OF \.1EXICAN BARRACKS 
Participated in a raid on the Mexican 
barracks. 
RAID OF ENEMY BARRACKS 
Marines and sailors raided an enemy 
barracks in the town. 
GARRISON REMAINS BEHIND 
After an attack on the enemy barracks, a 
small garrison was left behind. 
MUTINY IN JOHANNA ISLAND 
HARBOR 
Put down a mutiny on the Paulina in 
Johanna Island Harbor. 
CAPTURE OF \.1URDERERS IN PA 
Assisted authorities in apprehending 
people who committed murders during a 
riot in Christiana, PA. 
STREETS PA TROU,ED DURING 
REVOLUTION 
Marines helped patrol the streets during a 
revolution, 
FIRE IN NICARAGUA 
Assisted in fighting a fue in San Juan del 
Norte, Nicaragua. 
AMERICAN UVES AND PROPERTY 
PROTECTED 
Landed to protect American lives and 
property during a period of political 
turmoil. 
ATI'EMYf TO l\.1PRESS I,OCAL 
SHOGUN 
Landed in full dress unifonn to impress th 
local shogun with American might. 
PERRY ACCO~IPANJED AT FIRST 
MEETING 
Commodore Perry had his first meeting 
with Japanese officials, He was 
accompanied by some 300 sailors and 
Marines including Major Zeilin (future 
CMC). 
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1 Sep 53/0T China Police Support Marines from the USS MUTINY ON A SIAMESE VESSEL IN 
ueamerMi.s.sis.sippi CHINA 

put down a mutiny on a Siamese vessel in 
the Canton River, 60 miles above Hong 
Kong. 

8.Mar 54/PK Yedo Bay. Japan Diplomacy Marine Guards PERRY ACCOMPANIED AT SECOND 
MEETING 
Marine guards were present at Pe1Ty"s 
second meeting with the Japanese. 

4 Apr 54/0T Shanghai, China Protection of Marines from the sloop CHINESE TROOPS DRIVEN AW A Y 
American Mission Plymouth Landed lo protect the American mission 

during Taeping Rebellion. On the 
following day, American Maiines joined 
with the British in driving Chinese troops 
from a position near the International 
Settlement. 

5 Jul 54/0T Tumai, Grand Retaliation RELIGIOUS SHRINE SEIZED 
Lew Chow Island Helped sieze shrine to obtain redress for 

murder of an Ame1ican Seaman. 

12Jul 54/0T San Juan del Sur Reparations ARMS AND AMMO SIEZED 
Nicaragua Arms and ammo siezed and destroyed in 

the city to avenge insults to Americans. A 
treat to destroy the town finally wrung an 
apology from its officals. 

'Nov 54/0T Napha Grand Let Logistics Marines from USS LOGISTICS RESUPPLY 
Chow Island Yicennes Destruction of the city is threatened unless 

natives agree to sell firewOOcl to ships 
captain. Natives agree. 

19 ~1ay 55/PK Shanghai, China Protedion of MARINES ASHORE 
American Inttests Ame1ican property is protecteddu1ing 

local disturbanccs.1 
12Sep55/0T Nukulau. Fiji Reparations Marines from lhe USS REPARATIONS COLLEC'IED 

Islands John Adams Lt. John L.Broome and his Marines help 
extrncl reparations for cruelties inflicted on 
shipwrecked American seamen. 

22Sep55/0T '\Jiti Levu, fiji Reparations REPARATION COLLECTED 
Islands Landing party goes asboreto force Island 

Ruler to agree to make reparations for the 
destruction of American property. 

25Nov 55/PK Montovideo, NEO Marines from the GUARDING THE CONSULATE 
llruguay 3ermantown Americans join Brazilian, Spainsh and 

french Maiines in guarding the consulates 
du1ing a revolution. Americans remain 
ashore for five days. 

4Aug 55/0T Tyho Bay. Hong Combal Operations DESTRUCTION OF PIRATE I•'LEET 
Kong, China American and British Marines destroy a 

pi rate fleet. 

6 
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• . I\TE /TYPE 
~Nov 56/0T 

'.Jan 58/PK 

i0ct58/0T 

16Jun58/PK 

Sep58/PK 

l 7• 20 Oct 59/0T 

4 .. ,Jar 60/0T 

n Jul 60/PK 

~0 Apr66/PK 

!OJun 66/0T 

l5 Jun 66/0Tt 

7 Jul66/PK 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

~OCATION 
:SI.Oil, China 

Montevideo. 
lJruguary 

Waia. fiji Islands 

Washington, DC 

New York City 

Harper's ferry. 
VA 

Kisembo,Angola, 
Portuguese West 
Africa 

Isthmus of 
Panama, 
Colombia 

Carribean 

Newchwang, 
China 

Newchwang. 
Cbinai 

Maine 

MISSION FORCE DESCRIPTION Of ACTION 

::::ombat DESTRUCTION 01• t'ORTS 
:)perations1 Participated in the bombardment, storming 

and destruction of forts guarding the 
approaches to Caton. This expedilion was 
undertaken to punish the Chinese for firing 
on a n unarmed American Boal. 

NEO \farines from the St. GUARDING THE CONSULATE 
Lawrence American consulate is proteced from 

outside forces during a-revolt. 

Police Support 1 ARMED BANED OF NATIVES 
ROUTED 
An expedition landed to punish a native 
guilty of murdering two American citizens. 
When the inhabitants refused, the 
Ame1icans routed a large band of armed 
natives. 

Police Support 20Marines DISTURBANCE AT DC JA~ 
Heloed restore order at DC tall. 

Police Support Marines from the New RIOTING IN NEW YORK 
York Navy Yard Marine Protected government buildings against 
Barracks and from the mobs seeking to bum them. 
steamer Sabine 

Police Support First Lieutenant Israel Ii'EDERAL ARSENAL SEIZED IN 
Greene and 56 Marines HARPER'S l•ERRY, VA 
from Washinglon DC Recaptured the arsenal. 

Police support PREPERA TIO NS FOR UPRISING 
When the danger of a native uprising 
seemed great. Maines from Marion 
landed. 

Proctection of AMERICAN INTRESTS PROTECTED 
American lntrests During the revolution that year, Marines 

landed to protest the railroad and olher 
American intrests. 

Police Support The Marine guard from RIOT IN THE CARIBBEAN 
the sloop USS St. Marys Boarded the Panama mail steamer USS 

Golden City to quell a riot. 

Police Support THUG LEADER ARRESTED 
Upon landing arrangemenls are made for 
the anest of a leader of local lhugs who 
had attacked the American Consulate.1 

Police Support MARINES ARREST l,OCAL NATIVE 
Local police were afraid to act, Marines 
went ashore to anest lhe native charged 
with leading lhe altack cm the American 
Consul. 

Police Supporl Two companies of FIRE IN MAINE 
Marines from the I Aided in restoring order after a fire. 
Portsmouth Navy Yard, 
New Hampshire 

7 
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• 6TEtTYPE 'I ,tJ ll l . 
Aug66/HU ~hina :ire-fighting he officer and 46 FIRE IN CHINA 

:nlisted Marines and Assisted in fighting a fire at Shanghai, 
eamen from the steamer China. 
JSS Wachusett 

,pr67/0T ~ewYork >olice Support ;our companies of RAIDS ON ILLEGAL DISTILLERIES 
11arines from the IN BROOK], YN 
3rooklyn Navy Yard Assisted revenue officers in raids on illegal 

Irishtown distilleries in Brooklyn .1 

3 Jun 67/0T ;ormosa :ombat Operations \1URDERING NATIVES DEFEATED 
The island government refused to 
cooperate in investigating the rumor that 
an American Ship had run aground and its 
crew had been murdered. A punitive 
expedition defeatedthe natives and burned 
several villages. 

Feb68/PK -Iiogo, Japan )iplomat Support SECURITY FOR AMERICAN 
DIPI,OMATS 
Remaing ashore for several days to protect 
American diplomats during the Japanese 
civil war. 

7 feb68/PK vf ontevideo, ~o PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
Jruguay LIVES 

Landed to protect American lives during 
an uorisin!!. 

68/0T ~ewYork ?olice Support ~arines from the SEIZING ILLICIT DISTil,LERJES IN 
3rooklyn '.'Javy Yard. New BROOKLYN 
i.'ork Seized and destroyed several illicit 

distille1ies in Irishtown, Brooklyn 
'adioining the Navv Yard. 

feb68/PK ~agaski, Japan Diplomat Support SECURITY t'OR AMERICAN 
CONSC..:L 
The American Consul asked for and 
recieved a detachment to protect the 
consulate during the Japanese civil war. 

9 Feb68/0T Montevideo, Diplomat Supporl SECURITY OF AMERICAN 
Uruguay PROPERTY 

Because of savag~ rioting in the city, 
Marines and Saliors were landed to guard 
the custom house and American consul, 

'. Apr 68/PK Yokohama, Japan Police Support \1AINTAINING LAW AND ORDER 
Acting as part of an international force, 
th~y help keep order in the city and were 
withdrawn on Mav 12. 

'.8Mar70/0T New York Police Supporl 129 Marines from the SEIZING ILLICIT DISTILLERIES IN 
Brooklyn Navy Yard, Nev BROOKLYN 
York, and the USS Assisted revenue authorities in seizing and 
Vermont destroying several illicit distilleries in 

Irishtown, Brooklvn. 
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TE/TYPE 

I Oct70/PK 

'. Nov70/0T 

4 Jan 71/0T 

. OJun 71/0T 

4 tJul 71/PK 

iep71/0T 

170ct71/0T 

0Nov72/PK 

r May73/PK 

10May73/PK 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

Teacapan, Mexico 

Philadelphia, PA 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

Boston, MA 

Panama City, 
Isthmus of 
Panama, 
Columbia 
Boston, MA 

MISSION 
Combat Operations 

olice Support Marines from Philad~lphi 
Navy Yard 

Police Support :V1arines from the 
Brooklyn Navy Yard 

Police Support Marines from the 
Brooklyn Navy Yard 

Battalion from Aisatic 
Operations I Fleet 

Marines from the 
Brooklyn ~avy Yard 

Police Support Marines from the 
Brooklyn l\'avy Yard 

Police Support Marines from the 
Brooklyn Navy Yard 

Police Support Marines from the Boston 
Navy Yard 

Police Support 

Police Support 68 Marines from the 
Boston '.'Javy Yard and 15 
Marines from USS Ohio 

9 
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Pl.KATE STRONG HOLD ATI'ACKED 
Participated in an attack on a pirate 
stronghold and helped scuttled a grounded 
vessel seized by the pirates only a short 
time before. 
DISTURBANCES IN PHILADELPHIA 

Helped quell disturbances in Philadelphia 
when "Negroes" cast their first votes under 
the 15th Amendment. 
RAIDS ON IIJ.EGAJ. DISTILLERIES 
Assisted revenue agents in raids on illegal 
distilleries in Irishtown, Brooklyn. 
WORKERS ATTACK IN BROOKLYN 
Occupied 14 legitimate distilleries to 
protect workmen from attack by workers 
from illegal distilleries . 
FORTS ATTACKED ON THE HAN 
RIVER 
A battalion from the Asiatic Fleet helped 
storm the forts guarding the mouth of the 
Han River. Most impressive of these works 
was the "Citadel" captured on 11 June. The 
expedition was unde11aken to avenge the 
attack on the American sailing vessel 
,General Sherman, and murder of her 
crew. 
STREET FIGHTING IN BROOKLYN 
Broke up street fighting during raids on 
illegal distilleries in Irishtown Brooklyn. 
SEIZURE OF VESSELS CARRYING 
CONTRABAND WHISKEY 
Boarded the tugboat USS Catalpa to assist 
revenue agents in the seizure of vessels 
carrying contraband whiskey in New York 
harbor, 
ILLEGAL DISTILLERIES IN 
BROOKI.YN 
Established a guard over seized illegal 
distilleries in Irishtown, Brooklyn. 
FIRE IN BOSTON 
Aided in restoring order after a fire in 
Boston. 
PROTECTION OF U.S. PROPERTY 
Went ashore to protect American prope11y 
during disturbances. 

FIRE IN BOSTON 
Aided in restoring order after a fire in 
Boston. 



MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

IE 'L L 1 . I. SI , J J JI I 1 I 

5 Jun 73/HU Peru Fire-fighting 22 ~1arines from USS St. IFIRE IN IT AUAN \1ERCHANT SHIP 
Mary !Assisted in putting out a fire aboard the 

Italian merchant ship Delaide in the harbor 
of Callao, Peru. 

13Sep 73/PK Panama City. Police Support PROTECTION OF U.S. LIVES AND 
Isthmus of PROPERTY 
Panama. Civil strife again required the Presence of 
Columbia Marines ashore. 

12Feb74/PK Honolulu, Hawaii l)olice Support Marines from the PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
Portsmouth and Tuscarora PROPERTY 

The election of a new King brought riotous 
celebrations which endangered Alnerican 
p~ 

21 Jul 77/PK \1D, PA Police Support Marine battalion from the LABOR RIOTING IN MD AND PA 
Washington Navy Yard Protected railroad property during labor 

rioting. 

26JuJ 77/PK DC, MD, VA Police support Battalion of Marines DC ARSENAL AND RAil,ROAD 
organized from Marines a PROPERTY PROTECTION 
Norfolk, VA, and from Assumed guard of the DC arsenal and later 
several Atlantic Squadron guarded railroad property in Baltimore. 
ships 

ll2Jul 82/PK Alexanderia, Police Support RESTORATION OF ORDER 
Egypt After the British bombardment of 11 July. 

terror stalked the sleets. Marines landed to 
restore order. 

r 84/HU Arctic Rescue \1arine detachment from RELIEF EXPEDITION 
USS Alert Took part in relief expedition searching for 

members of the Greeley Expedition west of 
Greenland. -

ll 8 Jan 85/PK Aspinwall. Police Support PROTECTION OF THE RAIi.ROAD 
Isthmus of Another revolt broke out, and Marines 
Panama, landed to keep the panama railroad open. 
Colombia 

116 ~tar 85/HU Aspinwall Humanitarian PEACE KEEPING/ SECURITY 
Isthmus of Supporn The isthmus became the scene of heavy 
Panama, fighting between Colombian troops and 
Columbia local insurgents. Marines were active in 

halting arms shipments, caring for 
refugees, and guarding American property. 

19Jun88/PK Seoul, Korea Diplomat Security Marines from the Essex PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
I.EGATION 
Marched .fron Inchon to Seoul to protect 
the American Legation during local unrest. 

114 l\'ov 88/PK Apia. Samoa Dipmolat Security PROTECTION OF THE AMERICAN 
CONSUi.ATE 
The American Consulate was endangered 
by a revolution. 

30Jul 89/PK Honolulu, Hawaii Police Support Marines from the Adams PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
INTRESTS 
During a brief revolution, Marines from 
the Adams orotecled American intrcsts. 

10 
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TE/ I 1\:11 I , :1 :'( 11 I C II TI ·I II 

Feb90/HU :apan :ire-fighting Marines from the steam FIRE IN JAPAN 
D8fk USS Omaha Assisted local authorities in fighting a fire 

nt.ar Kanagawa. 

> Jun 91/PK ~avassa Island >olice Suppo11 Maines from the PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 

tear Jamaica Kearsarge PROPERTY 
Protection of American property 
when labor disputes threatened the 
Navassa Phosphate Company. 

Uul 91/MA Bering Sea Environmental Law 5 officers and 113 enlisted SEAL POACHING IN THE BERING 
Enforcement :\i1arines aboard ships SEA 

Prevented seal poaching by various 
nationalities. 

28 Aug91/PK Valparaiso. Chile Diplomat Security PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
CONSULATE 
American Consulate is protected from 
ongoing revolution. 

14Sep92/PK NEW YORK Police Support A Marine battalion from OUTBREAK OF CHOLERA IN NY 
various east coast Marine Guarded the Sandy Hook, NY. immigrant 
barracks camp during an outbreak of cholera among 

the immigrants, 

16 Jan 93/PK Honolulu, Hawaii Police Suppo11 PROTECTION OF AMERICANS 
Protection was need for foreign 
Americans who disposed the Queen and sc 
up a provisional government. 

Aug93/HU South Carolina Disaster Relief Marine detachment from TIDAL WA VE IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
Marine Barracks, Port (Assisted in preserving life and property 

Royal, South Carolina after a tidal wave, 

6 Jul 94/PK Blueficlds. Police Support PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
Nicaraqua PROPERTY 

American interests are guarded during a 
revolution. 

2t Jul 94/PK Seoul, Korea Diplomat Support PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
LEGATION 
During the Sino- Japanese war the 
American LegatiOJl is guarded until 19 
June 1895 

Jul 94/0T CALIFOR~IA Police Support Marine detachments from MAIL PROTECTION DURING 
Mare Island Navy Yard, RAILROAD STRIKES 

:USS Independence. USS Assisted Army troops in guarding the mail 
Charleston, USS during railroad strikes in California. 
Monterev. and USS Thetis 

~I>ec94/PK Ticntsin, China Police Support ::\ilAINTAINING ORDER 
A landing party maintained order during 
the Sino-Japanese War. Marines left 
tientsin on 16 Mav 1895, 

,Mar95/HU Trinidad Fire-fighting Marines and seamen from FIRE IN TRINIDAD 
USS Cincinnati, USS New Assisted local authorities in fighting a fire 
York, USS Columbia, USS 
Raleigh. USS 
Minneapolis, and USS 
MontJ?omerv 
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• (\TE/TYPE 
Mar 95/PK 

l Oct 95/PK 

May 96/PK 

Feb98/0T 

May98/0T 

Jun 98/0T 

0 Jun 98/0T 

4 ~ 
0 Jun 98/0T 

8 Jul 98/PK 

Aug98/0T 

Oct98/HU 

3 Mar99/0T 

3 Sep99/0T 

Oct 99/0T 

MARINE CORPS OPERA TIO NS SINCE 1776 

1'lt 
Jocas Del Toro, 
sthmus of 
>anama. 
:otumbia 
;eoul, Korea 

~orinto, 
'lficaragua 

ian Juan del Sur. 
-Jicaragua 

\fanila. 
lbilippine islands 

>Jaya del Este, 
:uba 

JuantanamoBay, 
:uba 

o\gana, Guam 

Ponce, Puerto 
Rico 
Zap San Juan, 
Puerto Rico 

South Carolina 

Apia an<l vicinity, 
Samoa 

Dlongapo. 
Philippine Islands 

Novaleta, 
Philippine Island 

:s F , . 
Police Support 

Diplomat Security Marines from the Asiatic.: 
Fleet 

Police Suppo11 

Police Suppo11 Marines from Alert Islam 

(ZombatOpcrations Marines from the 
Baltimore 

Combat Operations 

Combat Operations LtCol Huntington and 
~1arine baltalion 

Combat Operations 

Police Support 

NEO Marines from the 
Cincinnati 

Disaster Relief 

Combat Operations 

Combat Operations 

Combat Operations Maines from the 
Baltimore 

12 
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Tl iN TI 
PROTECTION OF I•'OREIGNERS 
A detachment was sent ashore to protect 
foreigners during a revolution. 

PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
LEGATION 
Guarding of the American Legation until 
3 April 1896. 
PROTECTION OF l•OREIGN.1::RS 
At the request of Nicaraquan Officals 
foreigners are protected during a 
revolution. 

CRISIS RESRONSE 
Landing takes place in response to a 
distress signal from the American 
Consulate. 
NA VAL BASE OCCUPPlliD 
A detachment from the Baltimore lands at 
Cavite Naval Base after the destruction of 
the Spanish Fleet. 

VILLAGE DESTROYED 
Assist in the burning of a village and its 
cable station. 
ADVANCED NAVAL BASE 
Amphibious landing lo seize beachhead 
for development of advanced Naval Base. 

SURRENDER ACCEPTED 
Marines landed, inter alls, to ac1.:ept 
surrender of the island by the Spanish. 
OCCUPATION 01• A TOWN 
A detachment helus occupy a town. 

WITHDRAWAL OF LIGHTHOUSE 
UNIT 
A detachment fron the Cincinnati covered 
the withdrawal of an American lighthouse 
unit. 

TROPICAi. STORM IN SOUTH 
CAROLINA 
Assisted in saving and protecting 
government property at Port Royal, SC. 
durirnz a severe trooical storm. 

HOSTILE NATIVES DEFEATED 
Join British and friendly Somoans in 
defeating a band of hostile natives. 

ARMS CAPTURED 
Joint naval /Marine force lands and 
captures large rilled gun in hands of 
insurnents, 

INSURRECTION 
Marines from Baltimore engaged 
"insWTectOS". 



MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

. I 
;ubic Bay area, Combat Operations 
>bili ine Islands 

1 May 1900/PK >eking, China Police Support 

:O Jun 1900/0T rientsin, China Combat Operations 

Au8 1900/0T Peking, China Combat Operations 

Samar, Combat Operations 
Philippine 

.... -------1 islands 
! Jan 1901/HU Alaska' Fire-fighting 

4 Nov 1901/PK Aspinwall, Police Support 
Isthmus of 
Panama. 
Columbia 

16 Apr - 22 Sep1 Columbia 
11902/PI<l 

23-24 \far 19031 
:?K 

I Apr 1903/0T Santo 
City. Santo 
Domingo 

Police Support 

7 Sep03/PK Beirut, Syria (now Police Support 
Lebanon) 

:apt. Myers and 48 
marines from The Oregon 
md Newark 

Marines lead by Major 
Waller 

Marines al Sitka, Alaska 

Maiines from the 
Brooklyn 

13 
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C0\.1BA T OPERA TIO NS 
Marines engage dissident forces, 
PROTECTION Oii' AMERICAN 
EGATIONS 

Protect diplomatic Quater during Boxer 
Rebellion. Legtions unders siege until 
arrival of relief column 13 August 1990, 
BOXERS DFUVEN FROM TIENTSIN 
Landing at taku and joined in attack which 
drove the Boxers from Tienlsin, City 
Ca tured on 15 Julv, 
EXPEDITION TO PEKING 
An international expedition set om from 
Tientsin to break the Boxer siege of 
legations in Peking. Arrived Peking 13 
Aug. 1900. 
I<'IGHTING IN SAMAR 
Major Waller marches across Samar 
fihting "insurrectos" en route. 
FIRE IN ALASKA 
Helped fight a fire that threatened Sitka. 
Alaska. 
PROTECTING AMERICANS 
Another reolt broke out on the Isthmus. 
and Marines were landed. 

PROTECTING AMERICAN 
lNTRESTS 
Landed to assist in the sun-ender of rebel 
forces. Landed again when surrender 
negotiations seemed to breakdown. Stood 
guard in the Aspinwall-Bocas del Toro 
region until 18 Nov 1902.1 
PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
lNTRESTS 
A small detachment lands to protect 
American lives and )ro env. 

PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
INTRESTS 
American citizens are protected during 
. eriods of olitical unrest. 
PROTECTION OF AMERICAN 
CONSUL.\TE 
A detachment from Brooklyn guarded the 
American Consulate until the threat of a 
Moslem-Christian riot passed, 



~TE/TYPE 
,Nov· 16 Nov 
13/PK 

.8Nov03/PK 

IJan04/PK 

Uan04/PK 

'Jan04/PK 

l7 Jan 04/PK 

4 ~Feb04/0T 

12Mar04/0T 

30 May04/PK 

18 Apr06/HU 

13 s~p 06-23 
ran09/PK 

17 Jan07ffiU 

28 Apr07/PK 

~ 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

,()CATION 
~olon. Panama 

~byssinia 

>uerto Plata. 
;anta Domingo 

ieoul, Korea 

>0\lSa, Santo 
Jomimzo 
>uerto Plata, 
)anto Domingo 

ianto Domingo 
'.::ity, Santo 
)ominRO 
{orea 

rangier, Moroccc 

:atifomia 

:uba 

Jamaica 

Laguna, Hondura 

w1ISSION :oRCE 
>olice Support 

3uardDuly 

>rotection of .anding Party of Marines 
\merican Interests 

>rotection of 
tunerican Interests 

>rotection of 
'1nerican Interests 
:>rotection of 
'1nerican lnlerests 

:>rotection of ..anding Party of Marines 
~erican Interests 

'loo-combatant JSSCincinnati's Marine 
Evacuation ietachment 

Prolection of \1arine guard 
American Interests 

Disaster Relief Marine detachment from 
Verba Buena Island and a 
ierachment from Mare 
[sland 

Police Support Marines from the Denver, 
1 Marine brigade, and a 
,rovisional rel!i ment 

Disasler Relief Marines and seamen from 
U.S. ships 

Proleclion of 
American Interests 

14 
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DESCRIPTION OF ACTION 
PROTECTION Ot' AMERICAN LIVES 
During the final successful revoll of the 
Panamanians against the Colombian rule, 
Marines were sent ashore to protect lives 
an<l properly. 
from 16 Nov 1903 until 23 Jan 1914 unit 
as large as a regimen! were station in the 
Isthmus to maintain law and order. 
DIPLOMATIC MISSION GUARDED 
Guarded a diplomatic mission to Addis 
Ababa to sign a treaty with the Emperor of 
Abyssinia. 
AMERICAN CITIZENS PROTECTED 
Landed to protect American citizens 
during a revolution. 
AMERICAN LEGATION GUARDED 
Guarded the American Legation during 
Russo-Japanese War. 
CITIZENS PROTECTED 
Landed to protect citizens. 
A\1ERICAN INTERESTS 
PROTECTED 
After serious fighting erupted near the city, 
Marines were called upon to protect 
American lives and property. 
A\1ERICAN LAUNCH FIRED UPON 
Sent ashore after insurgents fired upon an 
Ameri(;an launch. killing a sailor. 
RUSSO-JAPANESE WAR 
Aided the evacuation of Americans from 
Chemulpo and Seoul. Korea, with the starl 
of the Russo-Japanese War, 
A~lERICAN CONSULATE GUARDED• 
Guard posled <luring a perio<l of tension 
between the Jocal sultan and a bandit 
leader, 
EARTHQUAKE AND FIRE IN SAN 
FRANCISCO 
Aide<l civilian authorities after an 
earthquake and fire in San Francisco. 
MARINES IN CUBA 
Served on the island as part of the Army oJf 
Cuban Pacification. 
EARTHQUAKE IN JAMAICA 
Assisted local authorilies in rescue work 
followin!! a severe earthauake. 
AMERICAN INTERESTS 
PROTECTED 
Landed to protect American interests 
during a war between Honduras and 
Nicara2ua. 
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9 May 10/PK Bluefields, >rotection of AMERICAN INTERESTS 
~icaragua werican Interests PROTECTED 

Throughout the summer, a guard remained 
in the city to protect American in terests 
threatened by a revolution. 

4 Nov I 1/0T Shanghai. China 3uardDuty Marines from the Rainbo~ OFFICES GUARDED 
Guarded the offices of the Great Northern 
and Commercial Cable Companies. 

28 May -5 Aug :uba Police Support Marine Brigade ORDER MAINTAINED 
12/0T Assigned to maintain order upon the 

outbreak of civil war. 

6Aug•l20ct Blueficlds, Protection of A:.\ilERICAN INTERESTS 
12/PK ~icaragua American Interests PROTECTED 

Another revolution imperilled Americna 
interests. 

14 Aug12/PK Corinto. Occupation Detachment from the MARINE PRESENCE DURING 
Managua. and Denver and various units REVOLUTION 
San Juan del Sur, and ships' detachments Landed at Corinto and moved to Managua 
~icaragua Detachment posted at San Juan del Sur. 

24 Aug12/PK Shanghai and Police Support MAR1NE PRESENCE DURING CIVIL, 
vicinity, China STRIFE 

On two occasions, Marines went ashore to 
remain for a few days during a period of 
c i vii strife. 

Oct 12 • 9 Jan Managua, Police Support Battalion of ~1arines CITY OCCUPIED 
l'PK Nicaragua Remained unitl relieved by a small legatio 

guard, 

7 and 28 Jul. anc Shanghai, China Protection of A:.\ilERICAN INTEREESTS 
17 Aug 13/PK American Interests PROTECTED 

Marines landed to protect American 
interests. 

5- 14 Sap 13/01 Mexico ~oo-Combatant USS Buffalo Marines UNREST IN :MEXICO 
Evacuation 1~ded the evacuation of U.S. nationals 

from Ciaris, Mexico, during local unrest. 
29Jan 14/PK Port au Prince, Show of Force Marines form the South SHOW OF FORCE IN HAITI 

Haiti Carolina Marines as well as German, British, and 
French detachments landed in a show of 
force to impress Haitians, 

21 Aprl4/0T Vera Cruz, Seizure Marine Regiment PARITICIPATED IN SEIZURE 
Mexico Participated in seizure of Vera Cruz. 

;>Jul 15. 15 Aui; Haiti Occupation Marine Detachment from STABILITY MAINTAINED AFTER 
34/PK the Washington PRESIDENT ASSASSINATED 

Landed at Port au Prince after Haitian 
president assassinated. 

5May 16- 17 Santo Domingo Occupation Two companies of ORDER MAINTAINED AND NATION 
Sep24/PK Marines OCCUPIED 

Landed at Santo Domingo City to bring 
order and formally occupy. 
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11. -
Mar 17/PK 

n Jun ·8 Sep 
l9/0T 

22 Jull9/PK 

120ct 20/HU 

7 Nov 21 - 7 Mai 
Z2/PK 

Jan 1922/HU 

5 May22/PK 

27 Feb24/PK 

3 Mar24/PK 

4 Mar24/PK 

8 Mar• 10 Sep 
24/PK 
60ct24/PK 

14 Nov 24 • 8 Feb 
125/PK 
IS Jan 25 -12 

26/PK 
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11 T 
Cuba 

~ranee 

Washington, DC 

Dominican 
Republic 

Conlinenlal 
United States 

Washington DC 

Shanghai. China 

La Ceiba, 
Honduras 

Tela. Honduras 

Puerto Cortez, 
Honduras 
La Cdba, 
Honduras 
Shanghai, China 

Tientsin, China 

Shanghai, China 

l.' I • I] '.I 
lolice Supporl ~arine units at times as 

arge as a regimenu 

:ombat :;-ourth and fifth Brigades 

Police Support Two companies of 
Marines from Quantico, 
VA 

Fire-fighting hh Marine Regiment 

Police Support 2300 Marines 

Disaster Relief 

Protection of ~1arin~ baltalion from the 
American Interests Huron 
Protection of \farines from the Denver 
American Interests 

Protection or 
American Interests 
Proteclion of Landing Party from lhe 
American Interests Denver 
Prolection of Marines from the 
American Interests Rochest~r 
Protection of 
American Interests 

Prolection of Marines stationed in the 
American Interests citv 
Prolection of Ships' detachments and a 
American Interests provisional company 
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DF. RI! 1 IN 1'1 
REVOLUTIONARY ACTIVITIES 
SUPPRESSED 
~ombed the interior of the island to 
suppress revolutionary activities. 
M'ORLDWARI 
rrbe fourth Brigade and aviation units saw 
lheavy fighting on the Western front, 
participating in 7 major engagements. The 
Fifth B1igade did nol reach frnnce until 
mortlv before the annisitice. 
RACE RIOTS IN WASHINGTON DC 
Assisted civil authorities and other military 
organizations in restoring and maintaining 
order in Washington DC after severe race 
riots. 
]FIRE IN DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 
Helped fight a severe fire in the center of 
lbe Santiago, Dominican Republic, 
lwsiness dislrict. 
PROTECTION OF REGISTERED 
MAILS 
Following a series of poslal robberies, 
Marines provided prolec.:tion of registered 
mail deliveries. 
COLLAPSED ROOF IN 
WASHINGTON DC 
Assis led in rescue work after the roof of th< 
Knickerbocker Theater in Washington DC 
collaosed following a maior snowfall. 
\1ARINES STAND GUARDt 

AMERICAN PROPERTY GUARDED 
Landed to guard American prope1ty during 
a battle between government and insurgent 
forces. 
A\1ERICAN INTERESTS GUARDED 

NEUTRAi. ZONE ESTABUSHED 
AROUND AMERICAN PROPERTY 
A~IERICAN CONSUL REQUESTS 
PROTECTION 
AMERICAN HOI.DINGS 
THREATENED 
Continuing revolutionary activity 
threateded American holdings, and 
Marines were landed. 
AMERICAN PROPERTY 
PROTECTED 
AMERICAN INTERESTS 
PROTECTED 
·Guarded American interesls. 



• t\TE 1 1 '] ., JI ·1 

::-.Jov 25 -9 Jun nentsin, China 
~6/PK 

~1ay 26 - 27 31uefields, 
~lay27/PK 'licaragua 

OOct - 13 Nov :orinto, 
6/MA "ficara1ma 
b Oct 1926/0T :ontinental 

United Stales 
'2 Nov 26-Jan ::hina 

29/0T 

~3 Dec26/PK Bragman's Bluff 

~Jan 27/PK ~1anagua, 
'.'Jicara!!ua 

[O Jan 27 - Jan ::-.Jicaragua 
33/PK 

11 Jun27/PK Washington, DC 

Sep30/HU Dominican 
Republic.: 

31 Mar 31/HU ::-.Jicaragua 

3 Feb~ 13 Jun Shanghai, China 
32/PK 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

Al :1 IJ [FORCE 
?rotection of 
4mericau Interests 
?rotection or !Marines from the 
4mericau Interests levelan<l, the Galveston, 

ltlle Rochester, and the 
enver 

Patrol larines from the Denver 

Police Support 500 Marines 

Defense force etachments of the 6th 
larines and the 4th 
larines 

Police Support larines from the 
'leveland 

Guard Duty larines from the 
ialveston 

Police Support .lements of 5th Marines 
nd I ltb Marine 
:.egiment 

Police Support truines from the 
Vasbington Navy Yard 

Disaster Relief 

Disaster Relief 

Defense force ffarines from the Houston 
nd 4th Maimes 
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DI ~ 1'1 fl TI 
IAMERJCAN INTERESTS 
PROTECTED 
!AMERICAN LIVES AND PROPERTY 
f'ROTECTED 
!After the withdrawal of the Managua 
kegation guard, rebellion flared. Marines 
lwere called upon to protect American lives 
land orooerl v. 
l"ORT PATROU,ED 
!Patrolled the Dort. 
U.S. MAIL PROTECTION 
Guarded the U.S. mails. 
FOREIGN CONCESSIONS 
DEFENDED 
Defended foreign concessions from attack 
dlurin!! the Chinese civil war. 
ORDER ~lAINTAINED 
Landed to maintain order. 
AMERICAN CONSUl,A TE GUARDED 
Guarded the American Consulate. 
REVOLUTIONARY TROOPS 
DISARMED 
Elements of 5th Marines began landing on 
10 Jan 27. The problem of disarming 
revolutionary troops proved so difficult tba1 
another regiment, the I Ith. was rushed to 
tbe scene. 
~\'ELCO.ME CEREMONY .FOR 
CHARLES UNDBERGH 
Assisted crowd control in the welcome of 
Charles A. Lindbergh after his 
11ansatlantic fli eht. 
HURRICANE IN DOMINICAN 
.REPUBLIC 
Flew in emerl'em.:v relief. 
EARTHQUAKE IN NICARAGUA 
Conducted search and res<.:ue operations. 
Furnished guards to prevent looting in the 
::ity, and set up first aid stations, food 
Enters, and tents for the homeless. 
INTERNATIONAL SETTl,EMENT 
DE~"ENDED 
Marines from the Houston arrived in 
Shanghai to reinfur<.:e 4th Marines who hac 
been called out to help defend Internationa 
Settlement during Sino-Japanese incident 
of 1932. 



t I\TE/TYPE OCATIO~ 
9 Sep 37 - 18 hanghai. China 
eb38/PK 

0-29 Aug 'ientsin, China 
9/HU 

Jul 41 - 25 Mal ;eland 
1/PK 
Dec41 - 13 acific Ocean 

>ct45/0T Wake, Midway, 
olomon, 
Jeutian Islands, 
tc.) 

>ct45 • Apr lorth China 
9/0f 

May46/PK :a1ufomia 

t 
~ov46 -47/HU ~hina 

..iar48/HU :hina 

8 Jul-21 Oct erusalem, 
,8/PK 'alestine 

7 Nov 48 - 31 forth China 
.tar49/0T 

8Mar-28 Apr forth China 
,90T 

~ Aug 50 • 3 Ap1 ~orea ror 
.. 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

MISSION ::ORCE 
Defense Force tth and 6th Marines 

Disasler Relief 170 Marines 

Defense force Marine Brigade 

Combat/Combat 5 Divisions of the USMC 
Lauding 

Accept surrender of 3d Amph Corps of 2 
mange for ::livisions and I wing 
repatriation of 
Japanese and 
occuoation duties 
Police Support \fari ne Volunteers 

Relief Aid \farine Cor(?S forces in 
Tsingtao 

tIRE-FIGHfING 

Proleclion of Consu Prov Mar Consular Guard 
General from 21st Mar 

Evacuation BLT-9 
Operations 

Evacuation BLT-3 
Operations 

Combat/Combat Isl Mar Div and 1st MA~ 
Lauding 

18 
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DESCRIPTION OF ACTION 
INTERNATIONAL SETTLEMENT 
DEFEl\'DED 
6th Marines anive<l in Shanghai lo 
reinforce 4th Marines who had been <.:ailed 
out to help defend International Settlement 
during fighting between Japanese and 
Chinese. 
FLOOD IN TIENTSIN 
Helped protect U.S. facilities, and provide<: 
assistance to endangered Americans and 
'other foreigners. 
DEFENSE .FORCE DISPATCHED 
Served as a defense force. 
WORLD WAR 11 
Conducted Marine air and ground 
operations in support of World War II. 

SURRENDER 01• JAPANESE 
TROOPS IN NORTH CHINA AND 
MANCHURIA 326,000 regulars, 120,()()( 
organized troops. 320,000 militia, 140,000 
CCF troops, 300,000 guerrillas 
RIOTING ON ALCATRAZ ISLAND 
Assisted civilian police in combating 
rioting prisoners on Alcatraz Island, 
California, 
SUPPORT OF UN REl•UGEE AND 
REHABil..ITATION 
ADMINISTRATION 
Supported relief supply distribution in 
Communist controlled areas in hopes that 
it would reduce attacks on Marine Corps 
forces. This did not occur . 
FIRES IN CHINA 
Aided Chinese authorities lo fight a fue 
and treat more than 700 injured after a 
warehouse exploded in Tsinglao. 
WAR IN PAI,ESTINE 
Guard was detached to protect Consul 
General 
CO~lMUNIST THREAT 
Evacuate U.S. nationals from Communist 
threatened Yangtze Valley. 
CHINESE CIVIL WAR 
Remained aboard ship near Shanghai. 
prepared to land and evacuate U.S. citizen: 
at dimax. of Chinese Civil War. 
KOREAN WAR 

Conducted Marine air and ground 
ooerations in suooort of Korean War . 



TE/TYPE , TI 
~- 19 Aug wiau Isles, 

53/Jlli ireece 

19 Jun - I Jul iuatemala 
54/0T 

12-19 Jul 54/0T 1d<rChioa 

Aug 54 -Jul .outh Viemam 
55/0T 

Sep- Oct 54/HU londuras 

B-19 Oct faiti 
it/HU 

s Jan -12Feb rachen Islands 
5/0T 

7 · 27 Mar >tiilippines 
5/HU 

-9Apr55/HU ~orlh Carolima 

~-30 Apr forth Carolina 
~/HU 

1 Aug55/HU Jorth Carolina 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

... I I I 
Disaster Relief LT-2/6 (Rein) 
Operations 

Evacuation LT-3/8 
Operations 

Crisis Alen dMarDiv 

Evacuation 'rimarilyUSN 
a~ations 

Disaster 'rimarily 
Relief/Crisis Alert J.S. Navy 

Disaster Relief IMR-261 

Evacuation :'F-76 (3d Shore Party Bn 
Operations 

s:earch and Rescue i.1:arine Helicopter 
rransport Squadron 
Light)-16 

Fire-fighting :o. B. 2d Shore Party 
laltalioo. Camp Lejeune 

Fire-fighting st and 2nd Battalions, 6~ 
Aarines, and l st 
lattalioo, 2d Marines 

Disaster Relief '.d Amphibious Tractor 
~attalion 

19 
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E , 
~ARTHQUAKE IN GREECE 
>rovided rescue and relief missions after 
~quake. 
::::RISIS IN GUATEMALA 
~esponse to CINCLANTFLT warning 
xder for evacuation of U.S. nationals. BLT 
·emained afloat offshore for 20 days. No 
anding necessary as crisis subsided. 
F AU, OF DIN BIEN PHU 
~all of Din Bien Phu on 7 May 54 and 
,tailed Geneva Conference caused, CG. 
AflFE to alert 3rd MarDiv to prepare to 
move to lndo-Cbina on 48 hours notice. 
Ale11 canceled by unexpected signing of 
mnistice. 
OPERATION PASSAGE TO 
FREEDOM - Relocation refuges from N 
VN to S VN Amphib forces provide 59 of 
109 ships/craft to move 3 10.000 people, 
81,000 tons, 8.100 vehicles 
FLOODS AND POLITICAL UNREST 
IN THE HONDURAS 
Combination of floods and political unrest 
caused by impending elections. U.S. forces 
provided disaster relief and stood by to 
protect U.S. interests until political 
situation stabi Ii zed. 
OPERATION SANTE 
Delivered food, medicine, clothing, and 
other supplies. 
EVACUATION AT TACHEN ISLANDS 
Evacuation of civilians at request of 
Nationalist Chinese. Totals: 15,627 

1civilians; 11,120 military; 8,530 short tom 
of cargo. 
C-47 CRASH IN PHILIPPINES 
[ Supported search operations and provided 
support to Philippine authorities in 
removing the bodies after discovery of the 
olane. 
FIRE IN NORTH CAROLINA 
Aided fire fighting efforts in North 
Carolina. 
FIRE IN NORTH CAROLINA 
Helped fight North Carolina forest fires. 

FLOOD IN NORTH CAROUNA 
Assisted evacuations amidst flooding of the 
Pamlico River. 



· 11 n1'1 . '] 

[() Sep 55/HU ~alifomia 

l -13 Oct .iexico 
S5/HU 

25-27 Dec ~alifomia 
;5/HU 

29 Oct56- >ort Lyautey, 
7Feb57/0T ..toroccans 

lO Oct - lNov ~gypl and Israel 
S6/0T 

t'PK >ortLyauley, 
~orocco 

160ct57/HU Jalencia 

g Dec 57 -May ndonesia 
58/0T 

26 Dec 57 - Jan :eylon 
S8/HU 

21-22 Jan 58/0T tenezuela 

28Apr58/HU vtorocco 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

,1] :1 )N ; I{(. , 

~ire-fighting (d Infantry Training 
tegiment at Camp 
>endleton (600 Marines) 

Xsaster Relief felicopters of MAG-26, 
darine Transport 
squadrons 153 and 252 o 
dAG 35, and certain 
;pecialists of the 2d MA~ 

Xsaster Relief IMRs 152 and 352 from 
31 Toro 

:ii.sis Alert I Co from 2d MAR 

~vacuation 3LT-3/2, 
)perations/Alert U.T2(-), 

3LT3/3 

>rotectionof U.S. \.farine Company from 
>roperty :LNC 

)isaster Relief Unils of 6th fleet 
)perations 

:risis Alen MEB (3rd Mar & HMR-
162, BLT 3/3) 

Xsaster Relief HMR-162 
)perations 

~vacuation Alert Prov Co. from Gimio 

Xsaster Relief VMR-252 

20 
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DESCRIPTION '] 

FIRE IN CALIFORNIA 
Helped banle fires in the Los Padres 
National Forest near Santa Barbara, 
California. 

.FLOOD IN .MEXICO 
Aided in rescue work at Tampico. Mexico 
when flood waters inundated the city. The 
helicopters rescued 5439 persons and 
delivered 183,017 pounds of food and 
medical supplies. 
t'LOOD .IN CALI.FORNIA 
Flew in food. clothing and medical 
supplies lo flood-stricken areas of northern 
California. 

.MARINE BARRACKS, MOROCCO-
security endangered by tensions between 
French-Moroccan, airlifted force. 

ISRAELI SUEZ CAMPAIGN 
BLT 3/2 (from Suda Bay) evacuated 1,528 
people, mostly U.S. nationals, from 
Alexandria, and U.S. observers from Gaza. 
threatened by Anglo-French attack on 
Egypt. RLT 2(-) embarked at Norfolk on 
48 hour alert. BLT 3/3 departed Yokosuka 
for Persian Gulf, but dive11ed en route. 

TENSION IN MOROCCO 
Company deployed lo Porl Lyautey by 
airlift from CLNC, NC,, to reinforce 
MarBks in Morocco due to tension. 
FLOOD IN VALENCIA 
I CVS, I AKA. I LST assisted in localing, 
rescuimr, suDoorling llood viclims. 
ARMY REVOLT ON SUMATRA 
Local Army revolt on Sumalra endangered 
U.S. lives/property. MEB (part ofTF-71) 
left Subic Bay and look slation in Soulh 
China Sea, 500+ miles from Sumatra. 
Force later downgraded lo BLT/Prov MAG 
on standbv at Subic Bav. 

.FLOOD IN CEYLON 
Twenty helos of HMR-162 rushed to 
Ceylon aboard USS Princeton to engage in 
rescue work incident lo floods. 
MOB VIOLENCE THREA TF.NS 
AMERICAN LIVES AND PROPERTY 
- Alert cancelled 
EARTHQUAKE IN MOROCCO 
Aided earthauake victims. 
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• ~TE/TYPE II 1 1 FOR( ( ti ,t. RIPIIC ·I AC]] 

3-15 May fenezuela ~risis Alert 1/6 (Co's A,B &C) MAG- MOB ATTACKS OF VP NIXON 
,8/0T 26 Ale11/staging in Guantanamo in wake of 

mob attacks on Vice President Nixon in 
Caracas. 

5 May58/PK ..ebanon >ower Projection/ 2:dProvMar ( 1/8) RL T-2 VIOl,ENCE IN LEBANON 
nterpOSition alerted Mob violence threatened USIA offices in 

Beirut. 2dProvMar Force took position 50 
miles offshore. RLT-2 (less 2 BLT's) on 
alert at CLNC, NC.. on 20 May 58. No 
landing required. 

2Jul 5800 ~alifornia 'ire-fighting Jst Marine Division and FIRE IN CALIFORNIA 
Marine Corps Base Assisted Forest Service personnel in 
Marines from Camp fighting brush fires in the Cleveland 
Pendleton National Forest of California. 

·u1 58/0T Cuba )eployment to Jiactical AJC Sqn. CRISIS IN CUBA 
Jisis Area Deployed to Puerto Rico on standby in 

!response to Cuban situation. 

14 Jul• 30 Sep ...ebanon >ower Projection 2nd Provisional Marine COUP THREAT IN LEBANON 
~8/PK interposition/ Alert Force (BLT's, 3/6, 1/8, President Cbamoun requested US/UK 

2/2, 2/8;RLT-6)MAG-26 assistance in face of coup threat. Marine 
landings commenced within 16 hours. 
USMC forces withdrawn by end of Sep., 
with RLT-6 remaining as floating reserve 
for USA forces, in Beirut Harbor. 

Aug 58-20 )uemoy•Matsu Ji.sis Alert !.vtAG-11 and l BLT CRISIS IN QUEMOY-'.\1ATSU 
59/0T raiwan lBLT deployed to Taiwan in face of crisis. 

(MAG-I I and two rifle companies 
{reinforced}). 

Oct58/0T :uba Evacuation USS Kleinsmith (APD) FIGHTING IN CUBA 
Operations At request of State Department, evacuated 

59 U.S. citizens from Nicaro Nickel Mine 
in wake of fighting between Cuban Army 
units/Castro rebels in vicinity. 

2Dec58/HU :atifomia Fire-fighting 2d Infantry Training FIRE IN CALIFORNIA 
]Regiment (650 Marines) Assisted fire department and forestry 

service personnel in fighting a forest fire ir 
the Malibu area of California. 

5Dec58/HU North Carolina Fire-fighting ;3d Battalion, 8th Marines FIRE IN NORTH CAROLINA 
(64 Marines) Assisted state forestry service personnel 

and civilian volunteers in fighting a 3000 
acre forest fire near Pungo Lake, NC. 

29 Dec58- l South China S~ Disaster Relief HMR(L)-162 and VMA- FLOOD IN CEYI,ON 
Jan59/HU 332 Assisted flood victims 

l Jan59/HU California Fire-fighting l st Battalion, 1st ~1arines FIRE IN CAUFORNIA 
and the 1st Force Service Assisted civilian fire fighters in putting ou 
Regiment at Camp forest fires in the Topanga Canyon area. 
Pendleton 

S Jan-9 Mar Cuba Crisis Alert 8th Prov Bde( BLT 3/8 CASTRO TAKES OVER CUBA 
59/0T and HMR-262) 

11-l~dJG.S0/1666 



l'[ 1 ii E II TI 
9 Mar -6Jun !Berlin 

59/0T 

14 Jun 59/HU North Carolina 

12 Jul· 26 Nov Haiti 
59/0T 

M-20Aug Taiwan 
59/HU 

SAug Trinidad 

60ct Laos 
OT 

S Nov59/HU California 

-
Nov 59/HU California 

29 Fcb60/HU Morocco 

26 Jun - 15 Jul Chile 
60/HU 
23 Sep60/HU Connecticut 

Nov- Dec Haiti 
60/HU 

Nov60-Dec Africa/Indian 
61/HU Ocean 

20Jan 61/HU Congo 

20Jan 61/HU California 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

11 10 -:l R, I 
Crisis Alert 3LT 1/2 and HMR-262, 

ilements or Isl ~1ARD1V 
md3rd MAW 

;ire-fighting !ml and 6th Marines (IOO 
¥1arines) 

;risis Alert 14th Prov Bde ( BLT 1/2, 
:lMR-162, VMA-533) 

Xsaster Relief lJSS Thetis Bay (LPH) 
Operations :IMR-261 

Crisis Alen IdReconBN 

Crisis Alen 3rd MEF ( IUT-9 and 
MAG-16) 

Fire-fighting 5th Marines(200 
Marines) 

ITire-fighting Isl Infantry Regiment and 
the 7th and 5th Marines at 
2amp Pendleton. CA 

IXsaster Relief Marine B,macks, U.S. 
Naval Activities, Port 
Lvaulev Morocco 

IXsaster Relief USS Catamount (LSD) 
and embarked boot uroup 

IXsaster Relief 3d Truck Co (US\1CR) 

IXsaster Relief Asslt. Constt. 
(*rations Bn.#2 

Evacuation TF-88 
Operation 

l~lief Aid HMR(l.)-264 

Fir~fighting 1st MARDIV (400 
Marines) 

22 
11-t.~9/0S0/1667 

11 •"Rh IN I· CII 
BERLIN CRISIS 
Forces embarked for training and Exerci& 
TWIN PEARS 
.FIRE IN NORTH CAROLINA 
Battled a fire which burned over 700 acres 
of Camp LejeQ~e·s forests, 
THREAT 01'" AGGRESSION 
AGAINST HAITI BY CUBA OR 
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC Alert status 
onlv 
I•'LOOD IN TAIWAN 
897 helo missions for flood relief of 
Central Taiwan. 855 refugees/1.6 million 
pounds of supplies lifted. 
POSSIBLE RIOTING Alert status only 

COMMUNIST IRREGULARS DRIVE 
IN LAOS Alert status to prepare to free.up 
Laotians troops so thev can fight 
FIRE IN CAUFORNIA 
Assisted forest service personnel and 
civilian fire fighters in combating a forest 
fire in the Roblan Canyon of the Cleveland[ 
National forest in California. 
FIRE IN CALIFORNIA 
Assisted fire department and forestry 
service personnel in lighting forest fl.res in 
the Las Pulgas and Aliso Canyon areas of 
California. 
EARTHQUAKE IN MOROCCO 
Aided in rescue and relief operations. 

:EARTHQUAKE IN CHILE 
Conducted flood relief operations. 
HURRICANE IN CONNECTICUT 
Aided hurricane recoverv ooerations. 
ft.00DING IN HAITI 
Flooding of Lake Miragoane, washed out 
bridge linking, SW Haiti with resr of 
country. New mdge and 6.S miles of 
improved road constructed in 29 days. 
EVACUATION IN AFRICA/INDIAN 
OCEAN 
Evacuation/property 
protection/humanitarian assistance. 
FAMINE IN CONGO 
Assisted in famine relief work. 
FIRE IN CALIFORNIA 
Assisted civilian fire fighters in battling 
brush ftreS in southern Orange County, 
CA. 
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WMay61/HU Turkey )isaster Relief :iMR.·262 and 3d EARTHQUAKE IN TURKEY 
3attalion, 6th Marines Assisted in relief work. 

12Sep61/HU Texas and Disaster Relief ~d MARDIV and MAG- HURRICANE IN TEXAS AND 
Louisiana ~6(400 Marines) LOLISIANA 

Assisted in rescue operations. 

1- 17 Nov British Honduras Disaster Relief :IMR-264(MAG-26) HURRICANE IN BRITISH 
51/HU HOl\"DLRAS 

Provided supplies and transported 
personnel. 

Nov 61/PK Dominican Show of Force ·'OMPHIBRON-8, SHOW OF FORCE IN DOMINICAN 
Republic BLT+VMA-224 REPUBLIC 

Show of force stemming from Dominican 
Republic president's request for U.S. 
assistance in stabilizing internal political 
situation. Amp~ibs afloat offshore. 

8 Mar62/HU North Carolina Disaster Relief HMM-263 HURRICANE IN NORTH CAROLINA 
Assisted in rescue and relief operations. 

9 Apr62 · 30 Vietnam Combat/Combat Ill MAF: VIETNAM WAR 
Jun 71/0T Landing 3rd Mar Div Conducted Marine air and ground 

1st Mar Div operations in support of the Vietnam War. 
1st MAW (Rein) 

17 May- 7 Aug Thailand Show of Force 3rd MEU(BLT- LAOS CRISIS 

4 rT 3/9,HMM-261, VMA- Provided show of force in response to Laos 
332, HMM-21 l. crisis- military forces near Thai's border 
ProvMAG-3, 1 TacAir & 
2 He!O Sqdn 

4 Apr6UHU North Carolina Fire-fighting 2d MARDIV (400 FIRE NEAR JACKSONVILLE 
:\i1arines) Assisted firefighters in combating forest 

fires. 
I Oct62/PK Tennessee Police Support MAG-26 DISTURBANCES IN TENNESSEE 

Supported federal efforts to enforce civil 
riohts. 

21 Oct - 18 Dec Cuba Alert/ Naval MMarDiv(Rein) CUBAN MISSD..E CRISIS 
52/MA Quarantine )dU •••• ,. - • 

,_ . - r, .. "- - - -- '- - .. ......,__,_ ...... 

--·~·'"'• - ' -,. -
5thMEB .BLT 2/1, MarDiv from East Coast; 5th MEB sailed 
[.-cling Group West. 3 from West Coast to Caribbean in response 
MAGs, 9 TACAIR to alert. 

20 Nov62/HU Guam Disaster Relief 3d Battalion, 4th Marines TYPHOON IN GUAM 
[ (400 Marines) Provided security and salvage assistance. 

Apr63/0T Laos Crisis Alert l BLT LAOS CRISIS 
Response to Laos crisis. 

Nov63/0T Vietnam Crisis Alert l BLT VIETNAM CRISIS 
Response to Vietnam crisis, 

Apr-23 May Haiti Crisis Alert Caribbean ARG (6th WORSENING DOMESTIC 
63/0T MEU- BLT 2/6. SITUATION IN HAffl 

ProvMAG 40, and HMM- Positioned off coast for 5 days when 
264), VMA-533, and 4th trouble developed in Haiti, 
MEB ( 6 MAR, HMM-
265, A/1/8, and 2/2) 

11-l~/O.SD/1668 



I ') 

-16 Aug 63/0T 

Sep63/0T 

20Ckt63/HU 

9-12 J au 64/0T 

Mar64/HU 

27 Apr-7 May 
64/0T 

7-20 May 64/0T 

Summer64/HU 

t Jg· Sep 64/Hl 

14-30 Sep 
64/JID 
17 -23 Nov 
64/HU 

8Mar65/0T 

27 -30 Apr 
65/0T 

28 Apr• 6 Jun 
55/PK 

21 Jan66/HU 

14-160ct 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

II iN 
Haiti 

)omioican 
&public 

:iaiti/ Dominican 
&public 

:anal Zone 

l\laska 

::.:uba 

Panama 

Peru 

Haiti, Dominican 
Republic 

Vietnam 

Vietnam 

Da Nang. 
Vietnam 

Dominican 
Republic 

Dominican 
Republic 

Southeast of Chu 
Lai,RVN 

("ico 

I l( I ] 

:::risis Alert :ar .I\.Dr. iUPJT\ 

:::risis Alert lBLT 

Disaster Relief :IMM-162 

:::::risis Alert LBLT 

Disaster Relief :V1arines from the Naval 
Stalion 

Crisis Alert LBLT 

Crisis Alert lBLT 

Medical Aid VM0-1 

Disaster Relief Marines embarked on 
LPH-4 Boxer and two 
LSDs 

Disaster Relief TF-76 
loerations 

Disaster Relief TF-76 (HMM-365 and 
Operations 162) 

Continuous Ops 9th MEB = III MEF 

Combat Marines from BLT 3/6 
employment from 
land bases 
Landing to protect 5th MEU (BLT3/6and 
lives and evacuate HMM-263) and 4th MEB 
civilians/~ (4 BLT's, ProMag-60) 
keeping force/ 
Power projection/ 
lntemosition 
Rescue VM0-6, HMM -26 l and 

364 

Disaster Relief rrF 

24 
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I iES( Ril l'IC N II( 1N 
rlVR • ~IN R .. IT .. 

Precaulionarv nM-itionin2 of forces 

COUP IN DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 
Caribbean Ready ~allnlt 1111 responu u, 
coup d'etat. 
HURRICANE IN HAITI 
Delivered food supplies and conducted 
r~lief operations. 
RIOTS IN PANAMA 
Already ashore for training. BLT placed in 
alert status in response to riots. 
EARTHQUAKE IN AI,ASKA 
Aided police in maintaining order, 
DEMONSTRATION IN CUBA 
Caribbean Ready Force alert in response to 
threat of demonstration on Guantanamo 
perimeter. 
ELECTION VIOLENCE IN PANAMA 
Caribbean Ready Force alert in response to 
election violence. 
SICK, INJURED AND WOUNDED IN 
PERC..: 
Provided medical aid and evacuation. 
HURRICANE IN HAITI 
Provided medical aid and evacuation 
services. 
TYPHOONS IN VIETNAM 
Provided flood relief. 
TYPHOONS IN VIETNAM 
Provided flood relief.and evacuated I, 700 
Vietnamese victims and delivered 900 tons 
of supply 
LANDING OF FORCES IN DA NANG, 
RVN - Operations Blue Marlin, White 
Wing. Masher, Double Eagle 
CONFLICT IN DOMINICAN 
REPUBUC 
Provide U.S. presence. 
CONFUCT IN DOMINICAN 
REPUBUC 
Protect property, evacuate civilians: peace-
keeping force. 

FREIGHTER BRIGHT STAR 
FLOUNDERING Helos rescued 30 
passengers and crew 
HURRICANE IN MEXICO 
Airlihed food and supplies to Tampico, 
Mexico. 
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Nov66/HU California Fire-fighting Marines from Camp 'IRE IN CALIFORNIA 
J>endleton our Marines died while fighting a brush 

re in the Piedro de Lumbre Canyon area. 

i-15 Jun 67 /0T \1iddle East Evacuation l BLT (1/6) DAY WAR IN MIDDI,E EAST 
Operations Jert for civilian evacuation during 7-Day 

~ar. 
Apr68/PK Washington, DC 0ol ice Support :Y:arine Barracks company lIOTS IN WASHINGTON 

and 2 companies of ~ssisted in riot control. 
Schools Demonstration 
Troops from Quantico, 
VA (l 500 Marines) 

15-27 Feb Southern CA Disaster Relief 3d MAW (1500 Marines) rLOODING IN SOUTHERN CA 
i9/HU ;onducted evacuation and erosion control 

,oerations. 
!1-28 Apr 70/PK frinidad Evacuation J..ANFORCARIB l-70 ,fUTINY IN TRINIDAD 

Operations ~LT3/2and HMM-261) Uert for civilian evacuation in wake of 
nutiny by Trinidad regiment. 

t • 28 Jun 70/HU Peru Disaster Relief 32 ~1EU (Co A 1/2 and ~THQUAKE IN PERU 
Operations HM.\1-3651 rransporred medical teams to remote 

ireas, brought back victims for medical 
are, and delivered more than 55 tons of 
elief suoolies. 

6Sep-300ct ~1iddle East Crisis Alert/ ~th MEB (BLT tn and '.;IVD., WAR IN .JORDAN 
70/0T Contingency Ops HM~t-365: BLT 2/2 and \lert in response to Jordanian crisis-

VMA-331) Svrians crossed border to support PLO 
70/HU California Fire-fighting Marine Corps personnel ~IRE IN CALIFORNIA 

!\ssisted local fire fighters amidst a series 
lf brush fires in San Dieao Countv. 

14- 23 Sep Philippines Disaster Relief 3dMARDIV rYPHOON IN PHil,JPPINES 
70/HU Set up water purification units to aid 

victims of Typhoon Georgia in Quezon 
:ity, Pl. 

H-25 Oct Philippines Disaster Relief HMM-164 and a Det from HURRICANE IN PHILIPPINES 
70/HU BLT2/9 Conducted relief operations and delivered 

)Ver 65 tons of supplies- Tvphoon Joan 
:>ct 70/HU South Vietnam Disaster Relief USMC helicopters from TYPHOON IN SOUTH VIETNAM 

1st MAW Pe,formed rescue and relief operations for 
over 9000 South Vietnamese. 

S-29 Jan 71/0T southern Logistical and tl 1st MEU (BLT 3/9 and OPERATION CUU I,ONG 2/44 
Cambodia comm support HMM-165) Marine force from Subic Bay provides 

support for joint Cambodian/South 
Vietnam operation along Route 4 

1 Feb-9 Mar Vinh area of Raid / Diversionary 31st ~1EU (BLT 319 and VIETNAM-LAOS INCURSION 
71/0T North Vietnam Force IHM~t-165) Marine forces from Subic Bay to prepare 

for a raid into Vinh area of N Yn as a 
diversion in support of S Vn invasion of 
ILaos 

9 Feb 71/lill Newball, CA Disaster Relief bet from 3d MAW EARTHQUAKE IN CALIFORNIA 
Assisted earthquake victims by delivering 
food and suoolies. 

11-b.~JJGSD/1670 
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23 Apr 71/0T Moorehead City, Contingency 3LT 213 HAITI CRISIS 
N.C. Reaction Force Resident Duvalier dies and fears of 

revolution or invasion - orders cancelled 
J-9 Dec 71/0T South China Sea Contingency Hst l\IBU (BLT 2/4 and IND0°PAK WAR 

Evacuation HMM-165) Forces stand-by for evacuation 
Mar. May Vietnam SbowofForw t BLT TacAir and Air Spt NORTH VIETNAMESE OFFENSIVE 
72/PK Reinforcement Multiplicity of land based tactical air and 

air support missions by Marine re.con, 
fi2hter/attk, refueler and air control units 

lul 72/HU Philippines Disaster Relief HMM-165 TYPHOON IN PHILIPPINES 
Evacuated 2000 Filipinos and flew in 350 
tons of relief suopl ies, 

IMar 73/HU Tunisia Disaster Relief USMC helicopters from FLOOD II\" TUNISIA 
Forrestal Rescued or relocated 729 persons and 

moved 27 tons of carno. 
~pril 73/0T Lebanon Contingency 34th MEU (BLT2/6and LEBANON CRISIS PLC 

Evacuation HMM264) forces entered into Lebanon 
24-27 Oct 73/01 Eastern Med DEFCON Ill alert 4th MEB (BLT 3/4, 216, MIDDLE EAST WAR 

3/6, and HMM 261 and Forces placed on alert and deployed for 
264) possible operations to support Israel 

Dec 73/HU Tunisia Disaster Relief USMC helicopters from FLOOD IN TUNISIA 
USS Iwo Jima Conducted refugee rescue, equipment 

deliveries, and other flood-associated 
missions in Tunisia. 

-25 Jul 74/0T Cyprus evacuation 34th MAU (BLT 1/8 and COUP IN CYPRUS 
Operations and HMM 162) Evacuated 752 personnel of which 498 
Show of Force were U.S. nationals. 

Aug74/HU Philippines Disaster Relief 31st ~1AU FLOODING IN PHILIPPINES 
Operations Helicopter elements of MAU assisted in 

tlood relief effort. 
Jan75/0T Cyprus Evacuation 32nd MEU (BLT2/8and CYPRUS CRISIS 

Operation HMM263) Violent demonstrations caused alc11 for 
possible NEO 

12 Apr 75/0T Phnom Penh Evacuation 31st MAU/ARO OPERATION EAGLE Pt:LL 
Operations Evacuated 276 personnel of which 82 were 

U.S. nationals. 
!9-30 Apr Saigon Evacuation 9thMAB OPERATION FREQUENT WIND 
75/(Jf Operations Evacuated 6,968 personnel of which 2,373 

were U.S. nationals. 

May75/0T Cambodia Combat BLT(R2/9 and Co D 1/4) ::\ilAYAGUEZ RESCUE 
Landing/Ship BLT(•) landed on Ko Tang Island near 
Capture/Recovery Cambodia, while other elements seized 

USS Mayaguez. Both actions supported by 
USAF helos and Marine forces launched 
from Thailand. 

i\ug 75/0T Lebanon Evacuation 32nd MEU (BLT 1/2 and LEBANON CIVIL WAR 
Ooeration HMM 261) Forces were oreoared to conduct NEO 

un/Jul 76/(Jf Lebanon Evacuation 32d MAU NEO EVACUATION 

I 
pnerations Evacuated 160 American citizens and 148 

other foreiJm • 
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Aug- 2 Sep ,uantanamo Bay Police Support !OMarines RETURN OF HAITIAN REFUGEES 
OT ,ccomoanied return of refugees. 

126 · 27 Ma, >eoria.IL Disaster Relief [&I Staff of Company C, FLOOD IN PEORIA 
79/HU 5th Engineer Support ljde.d damage estimates. 

Battalion ( 15 Marines) 

Sep79/HU ~aribbean and )isaster Relief KC- 130 and helicopters HURRICA~E DAVID 
.Jorida from MCAS, Cherry Provided reconnaissance and logistical 

Point, J.\'C support, and assistance in running the 
A communications .lisaster control center and evacuation of at 
detachment and refueling least 60 civilians. 
~uipment 
Truck Company(-) 
Reinforced from the 6th 
Motor Transport 
Battalion, 4th FSSG and 
l&I staff assistance 

Apr80/0T :ran Rescue Mission 8 helos from OPERATION DESERT ONE 
USS Niiitz Abo11ed rescue mission attempting to 
(MAG-26) release American hostages held in Tehran. 

May80/PK K:ey West, FL Police Support 434 Marines from Camp OPERATION ALIEN ASSIST 
Lejeune Relieved National Guard troops providing 

aid to Cuban refugees. 

120ct 80/HU Algeria Disaster Relief US~1C helicopters EARTHQUAKE IN ALGERIA 
Provided as~istance following earthquake 
in Al Asnam, Algeria. 

-25 Jun Lebanon Evacuation 32dMAU EVACUATION IN LEBANON 
82/0T Operations Evacuated nearly 600 American citizens 

and designated foreign nationals. 

Aug 82/0T Lebanon Evacuation 32d ~1AU EVACUATION OF PLO FIGHTERS 
Operations AND SUPPORTERS 

Aided the evacuation of 12,000 PLO 
fighters and sunnorters. 

29 Sep82-26 :..ebanon Peace support 24 MAU, MULTI-NAT'L PEACEKEEPING 
Feb84/PK 22d MAU, FORCE 

24MAU Peace-keeping force. ( l BLT at a time in 
22d MAU rotation) 

21- 24Feb :...ebanon Disaster Relief Marines in Lebanon SNOW STORM IN LEBANON 
1983/HU Pe1formed snow removal, distributed food 

and heating fuel. gave medical assistance 
and rescued four Lebanese men suffering 
from fro~tbite and exoosure, 

29 May 83/HU Angola, La Disaster Belief NIA Disaster Relief 
Provided AA Vs to assist in flood control. 

83/01 3renada Protection of US 22d MEU, designated 1F OPERATION URGENT FURY 
civilians/ NEO 125 ashore. In conjunction with other U.S. and 

Caribbean forces, intervened to protect and 
evacuate American citizens and foreign 
national~. neutralize Grenadan and Cuban 
forces, maintain order, and assist in 
restoring democratic govt. 

11-L.~tGS0/1672 
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eb • Apr 84/0T 

.)Cl .. 1 
~pr86/0T 

Sep 87 • Apr 
S9/0T 

Apr88/PK 

Apr88/0T 

p88/PK 

8 Sep• I Oct 
88/HU 
89/0T 

Apr· Sep 89/HU 

~1ay 1989 

Sep - Oct 89/HU 

Oct89/IRJ 
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·- 11 11' 
Lebanon 

. ..i Iii II al 

Libya 

Persian Gulf 

Panama 

Persian Gulf 

Korea 

Wyoming 

SWConus 

Pr. Wm. Sound, 
Alaska 

Panama 

Charleston. SC 

San frnncisco, Ca 

,.:] :1 IF IR( 

Force Protection/ 22dMEU 
Withdrawal 

l .I r T noris ~ U . / I ,j, i ~ 

Retaliatory Strikes VMFA-3 14 
VMfA-323 

force Protection 4 X C\1AGTF 
3 X MCfME / 2420 

Reinforcement AF/ARMY/MC 

Retaliatory Strikes Contingency 
MAG1F2-88 

Dete1Tent Ops AF/ ARMY /USN/MC 

fire-fighting MAGTF 5: 2 bns/5th 
Marines ( 1200 \1ari nes) 

Counter-drug IMEF 
IIMEF 
MarForRes 

Disaster Relief I MEFunits 
3 x SP\1AGTF I 300 
Det,HMM 

Sealrity LAV Co, II MEF 

Disaster Relief 8th ESB 
Det HMH/ 1000 

!Disaster Relief Det, 15th MEU 
Del, MAG-42 / 500 

28 
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;{ki'I 1N ,1 A 11 IN 
JTFLEBANON 
Complete withdrawal of US forces from 
Beirut, Provide securitv for US Embassv. 
AC IIl ,LE l.At 'RO hiiackers captured 
LIBYAN RETALIATION (EL 
DORADO CANYON) 
~1arine fighler attack squadrons on board 
the USS Coral Sea joined Air force and 
'Navy war planes in the bombing strike of 
the Libyan port cities of Tripoli and 
Benghazi in retaliation for Libyan terrorist 
activities. 

JTFMFJOPERATION EARNEST 
WILL 
Protected US-flagged and other vessels in 
Persian Gulf during Irnn-Irnq War. 

SAFEGUARD CANAL AND US 
CITIZENS/ interest during instability 

OPERATION PREYING MANTIS 
Units of the Joint Task force Middle East 
conducted retaliatory strikes against 
Iranian Gas/Oil separation platforms and 
Iranian naval units in the Persian Gulf as a 
direct response lo the mining of the USS 
Samuel 8. Roberts (FFG-58). 
SUMMER OLYMPICS deterrence of 
DPRK a!!!!ression 

JTF YELLOWSTONE 
'Provided aid to fuefiehters. 

JTF-6 
Marine units provide support for Counter-
drug Operations in SW Conus 
ALASKAN OIL SPILL T.F 
Environmental cleanup of oil spill from 
Exxon Valdez mishap. CH-46s flew 
MedEvacs and other support sorties. 

NIMROD DANCER Securilv of US 
Installations / Facilities during National 
Elections 
HURRICANE HUGO 
Provided medical assistance. road clearing, 
power supply and transmission line hook-
uo, and water purification. 

SAN FRANCISCO EARTH QUAKE 
Provided disaster relief ranging from 
crowd control in the port area, rescue 
efforts al the collapsed oveq)ass, Hying 
damage inspection lours, and general clear 
u. 
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Nov 89/HU Wisconsin 

kc 89/ Luzon. 
Philippines 

kc 89-Jan 90 >anama 

i-16 Feb Colombia 

!5May 90 • 9 Liberia 
Jan 91 

-31Jul 90 Philippines 

3-5Sep 90 Philippines 
12-18 Sep 90 

I\.ug 90 • Jan 91 Saudi Arabia 

Jan- l 5Dec9 l Kuwait 
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'N:SCA: 4erial Refueler Transport 
Environmental Squadron 452 
Assistance 

:HOW OF FORCE: 20, 9th MEB; Elems of 
:CCurity ::'ff 79 SPMAGTF; 

MarBks/ 3050 

'eacekeeping 6th MEB/11 MEF, 
Marfor Lant, Marine 
Security Detsalready in 
Panama/ 717 

~SCA: ~1AGTF 1-90: 728 pers 
'residentia1Suppor1 * CE: 2dMAW 

* GCE: CoL (REIN), 3/6 
* ACE: HMM-268. 
HMH-461, HMLA-269, 
HMLA-167,DET, LAAD 
" CSSE: 2d FSSG 

-mo TF 62 (22d MEU), MARG 
3-90 (elems of 
26thMEU) 
FAST / 4,000 

)isaster Relief ~1AGTF 4-90 (200 
Marines) deployed for 
training 
13th MEU(SOC) 

1 

IUMANITARIAN MAGTF 4-90: MUD 
~SSIST ANCE: PACK I; (67 Marines) 
>isaster Relief MUD PACK II (94 

Marines) 

>efense of Saudi I. II. III, MEF UNITS 
uabia 
&ration of I, II, III, MEF UNITS/ 

Cuwait 92,690 

29 
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WHOOPING CRANE TRANSPORT 
Airlifted 8 whooping cranes from Andrews 
AFB to Baraboo, Wisconsin. home of the 
International Crane Foundation. 

JTF PHILIPPINES 
Coordinated assistance to PI govt during 
coup attempt, protect US bases and Emb, 
prepare for NEO (not executed). 

OPERATION JUST CAUSE 
Protected US lives, secured key mil & 
canal sites, neutralized Panama Def Forces 
established law & order, sptd new US-
recognized democratic govt. 

OPERATION TOP KICK 
Sea based scty for Presidential visit to 
Cartegena. 

OPERATION SHARP EDGE 
Protected US Embassy andevacuated over 
2400 civilians. 

EARTHQUAKE IN PHILIPPINES 
Assisted in search missions and emergenq 
relief, (Baguio City. Cabauatuan) 
* 313 sorties 
* 627000 lbs of cargo lifted 
* 1804 pers fl.own 
* Radio relay site est. 
* Triage med teams 
* 40 man Control Center Tm 
* Aircraft sunoly delivery 

MUD PACK I/ ~IUD PACK II: 
* I: IRT torrential downpours burying 
towns and blocking roads, unit transp011ed 
supplies from Villamor/Manila to Baguio 
City 
* II: Continued heavy rains required unit 
to 

> lift 98.600 lbs of food and clothing 
from Baguio to 24 isolated villages 

> 447 villagers evacuated 
> 6 MEDEV AC extractions 

OPERATION DESERT SHIELD 

OPERATIONDESERTSTORM 
I 
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-11 Jan 91 Somalia 

Apr· Jul 91 Turkey/ N. Iraq 

l May-15 Jun 
Bangladesh 

I 

Z·28Jun 91 Philippines 

3 Oct 91 Haiti 

22 Nov91-Jun GTMOCuba 
93 

:eb92 Panama 

3 Apr 92 Italy 

ftly92 Los Angeles 

iay-Jun 92 Chuuk Island 
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ISSHl :- IRI 1 
NEO 4thMEB (BLTl/2) 

HM~1-263 
KM~1-365 
Det HMH-461 / l ,800 

1umanitarian 24th MEU(SOC), 
i\ssistance C:MAGTF 1-91, Elcms of 

II MEF & III MEF / 
:?,0001 

Humanitarian III MEF staff, 5th MEB, 
~istance: CMAGTF 2-91 / 42941 
Disaster Relief 

Humanitarian :\i1AGTF 4-90; 
Assistance: 15th MEU; 1124 
Disaster Relief (USMCR) 

MPS MN LU:\i1MUS / 
2,700 

Reps for NEO JTF 129 

Humanitarian JTF GTMO / 800:Dets of 
Assistance 2dFSSG,2dMA W, 

2dMarDiv, 1/2(•) 3/10, 
2/8. 

Peace Keeping :\i1ARlt\E SECURITY 
FORCE CO:\i1PANY 

Humanitarian HMM-266, 24th MEU 
Assistance: 
Disaster Relief I 

:ivil Assistance SP:\i1AGTF (LA)/ l,500: 
3dBn/lstMarDiv, engr. 
MP, & air elems 

Humanitarian III MEF units 
Msistanoe: Det, 3d FSSG: 
Disaster Relief :\i1PS LUM:\i1US 

30 
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OPERATION Eastern Exit 
Evacuated 260 U.S and Foreign Citizens 
from the American Embassv in 

" Mogadishu.1 
CTF Provide Comfort 
Coordinated multinational relief effort to 
establish refugee camps, and provided food 
and security to thousands of Kurds. 
JTF Sea Angel 
Provided tons of relief supplies using 
helicopters, C· 130s, and landing craft 
following Cyclone Marian. 
JTF Fiery Vigil 
Provided security augmentation. heavy 
equipment support, cleanup, medical, 
resupplying food and potable water. 
generator support. and evacuated over 
21,000 US troops and dependents, after th1e 
eruption of Mt. Pinatubo. 
OPERATION VICTOR SQUARED 
Prepare for NEO (not executed). JTF 129 
deployed from CLNC to GTMO. 
OPERATION SAFE HARBOR/ JTF 
GTMO/HAfflAN MIGRANT 
Provide humanitarian aid, help INS screen 
migrants, construct tent city as a result of 
the flood of haitian & Cuban migrant 
seeking to reach US .. 
PROMOTE LIBERTY 
Panama reconstruction 
HOT ROCK: 
VOLCANO IN SICILY 
Two CH-53Es carried over 200,000 pound ls 
of concrete slabs to alter the course of the 
volcano's lava flow, 
Operation Garden Plot 
Reduce civil unrest and help restore order 
following rioting. 
Operation Water Pitcher (drought) 
Supplied water to drought stricken island 
of Chuuk. (73 Marines) 



Jul 92- 15 Mar osnia 

ug 92 • TBD S. Iraq 

~ug-Oct 92 S. Florida 
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enforcement 

Humanitarian 
Assistance 

NfZ Enforcement 

Humanitarian 
Assistance; 
Disaster Belief 

J6 ~1EU 

SP~1AGTF TR 
various MEUs 
Det, MP Co H&S Bn, 2d 
FSSG (33) 
MAR-AUG94 
DET MWSG-27 (32) 
AUG94-FEB95 
INDV AUG~1El\'TEES 

-V.MFA 323 (TR) 
-V.MF A 314 (LINCLN) 
-V~tFA-252 (USSA) 
18 NOV-8 DEC 95 
· VMAQ-3 2A/C (USSA) 
18 NOV-8 DEC 95 
-I Ith MEU(SOC)AV-8B 
DEC 96-FEB 97 
-V~tFA-314 (USS 
~IMITZ) 
OCT 97-FEB 98 
-13™ MEU(SOC) 
AV-8B'S &KC-l30'S 
Oct-Dec97 
-V~tFA-25 l (USS GW) 
DEC 97- FEB 98 

aritime interception operations enforcing 
N sanctions against Serbia and 
ontenegro. Marine forces provided 
RAP and CSAR. 

ransitioned to operation DECISIVE 
NHANCEMENT 16 DEC 95 

ransitioned to OPERATION 
ETERMINED GUARD ON 20 DEC 96 
ROVIDE PROMISE 

Marine involvement has been almost 
continuous. The MEUs provided 

1CSAR and contingency Ops 
capability. Also provide security in 
support of 60·bed naval hospital in Zagreb, 
Croatia 

SOUTHERN WATCH 
Pimarily Marine squadrons provide suppor 
embarked on Aircraft carriers as part of 
the TACAIR integration program; 
additional air assets from MEU's in theatei 

HQ, II MEF. 2d MarDiv( JTF ANDREW 
), 2dFSSG(-), 2dMA W(-), Provided two tent cities, a field kitchen 
2dSRIG(-), CA facilities, water purification units and 
Gp,4thMarDiv(-) storage tanks, after Hurricane Andrew. 
USMCR, SPMAGTF 
DADE COUNTY / 850 

8 Aug - 19 Sep Guam, Marianas Humanitarian El ems of I st ~1EB, .JTF \.1ARIANAS 
2 Asistance: Disaster et. BSSG-1 

~ug 92 • Feb 93 Somalia 

Belief MN Lummus/ 175 

Humanitarian 
Assistance 

Det, I MEF / 20 

31 
11-~-t>5'5'~/0~Di1676 

Provided potable water, restored power, re 
established communication, transportation 
and general Island cleanup after Typhoon 
omar. 
JTF PROVIDE RELIEF 
Airlift food relief supplies to the famine 
and drought stricken areas of Somalia. 



OCAT10}+ 
Kauai, Hawaii 

Dec 92 - May 93 Somalia 

Jan93 - Sep94 Haiti 

16-18 Jan 93 I California 

• 
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. .. I 
Humanitarian 
Assistance: 
Disaster Relief 

Peacekeeping / 
Presence Ops 

Engr Del, 1st MEB/466 
HMH(D),HMM 
Y\1GR Sqdn; total: about 
1,000 ~1arines 

I .MEF units: I st Mar Div, 
elems of3dMAW, 
elems oflstFSSG, 
MEU's Off lhe 
coast 
24" MEU(SOC)/Wasp 
ARG (Mar - Apr 93): / 

Migranl Interdiction DET FAST CO/ 

JT.F HAW All/ OPERATION GARDEN 
SWEEP 
Assisted in massive cleanup and 
reconstruction efforl conducted by m~ 
Garden Isle after Hurricane Iniki. 
OPERATION RESTORE HOPE 
Assisted in humanitarian relief and 
peacekeeping by creating a secure 
1environment for UN and NGO agencies, 

Approx 11,000 marines & sailors 
arlici ate<l. 

CMFL Mi1.>:ranl interdiction in Windward Passaue 
MSCA: Search and st Force R.econ Company ALIFORNIA FLOODING 
Rescue and Camp Pendlelon Fire Assisted local authorities in rescuing flood 

t ersonnel 

32 
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• f\Tf: / TYPE 
,pt 93 - 16 Dec tosnia-
5 lerzegovina 

0Dec96 - 20 
une 98 

4 -

Aay 93 - Mar 94 Somalia 
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] :1 ' •J 1 

nforcing no-fly 
)Ile 

TACAIR. units: 
VMFA(AW)-533 
19 Jul 93 - 11 Jan 94 
VMFA-25 l 
1 2 Jan - 16 Apr 94 
9 SEP 95-PRESENT 
VMFA(AW)-224 
17 Apr- 7 Oct 94 
VMFA(AW)-332 
8 Oct 94 - 22 Mar 95 

VMAQ-4 
21 Nov 94 • 21 Jan 95 
VMFA(AW)-533 
22 Mar-18 Sep 95 
VMFA(AW)-224 
19 Sep 95- 16 DEC 95 
VMAQ- l 
22 SEP 95- 16 DEC 95 
VMAQ3 
9 SEP 95- 16 DEC 
VMFA-251(USA) 
9 SEP-24 OCT 
8 DEC- 16 DEC 
VMFA(AW)-224 
VMAQ-1 
DEC 95-MAR 96 
VMFA(AW)-332 
VMAQ-2 
MAR 96-SEP 96 
VMFA(AW)-533 
VMAQ-4 
SEP 96-MAR 97 
VMFA(AW)-224 
APR-6JUN97 
VMAQ-3(-) 
MAR 97- SEP 97 
VMAQ-2(-) 
AUG 97-FEB 98 

>eacekeeping I MEF / II MEF units 
ssistance 22D 

241b MEU(SOC)/ Wasp 
ARO; 
26TH 
11TH 
13TH 
Fast Plt (5 ROT A TIO NS) 
DET KC-1305 

33 
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C 
>PERA TION DENY FLIGHT 
~ JUNE 95: 24 MEU (SOC) / 
~ARSARGEARGCONDUCTEDTRAF 
HSSIONTO RESCUE USAFCAPf 
>'GRADY] 

'MFA(AW)-533 Acft arrive 20 Jul 93, 
irst mission flown 24 Jul93. 

C'RANSITTONED INTO DECISIVE 
~DGE TO SUPPORT IFOR on 20 Dec 95 

Transitioned to OPERATION 
DELIBERATE GUARD on 20 Dec 96 

Last Deliberate Guard mission 30 May 97 

CONTINUE HOPE 
\ssisted in providing force protection 
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t.TE/TYPE LOCATION IISSION :ORCE DESCRIPTION OF ACTION 
ug 93 'Tunisia lumanitarian 3LT 3/8 and MSSG 26 FIRE IN TUNISIA 

..ssitance: Fire- I 
2htinJ1: 

-3 Aug 93 'll'ebraska ISCA: Disaster &I Staff of the NEBRASKA TORNADO 
Relief ~ngineering Maintenance Assist evacuation of 20 civilians and clear 

:ompany from Omaha roads of debris. 
ind SMCR Marines 

: • 19 Aug 93 f erritory of Guam lumanitarian WA GUAM EARTHQUAKE 
i.Ssistance: ASSIST IN DAMAGE CLEANUP. 
lisaster Relief 

2-24 September o\.labama 1SCA: Search and lrd Force Reconnaissance AMTRAK TRAIN DERAIU\..fENT 
993 Rescue :ompany, MARRESFOR. Conduct search operations. 

'\L (12 ~1arines) 
:ep93- 18 SEP Haiti .NFORCEMENT ¥1arfor Carib/ 65 I SUPPORT DEMOCRACY 
14 •FUN ~4th MEU 11,800) (7 Provided Show of Force/ conlingency / 

A;-.JCTIO;-.JS ruty- 16 Aug) NEOops 
iPMA 1F CARIB :1 

16 Aug - Oct 
>ct 93 • Mar94 Somalia i/ithdraw US forces JTF SOMAUA 
an 94 Los Angeles I u maui tarian : MEf Units: LA EARTHQUAKE 

lssistance :SSD (LA) (93 Marines) Provide water supporl distribution at ten 
localions throughoul the disaster area . 

. 9-29 Jan 94 2alifomia BCA: Disaster ;1 MEF Forces OPERATION NORTHRIDGE 

~ 
:.elief ::=sso-LA (FORCE 93 EARTHQUAKE 

MARI~ES) CSSD-LA provided ten detachments and 
linguists throughout the AO. Provided I 0 
storage distribution SITES. 

Jar94 New Jersey '1MSCA: Disaster 5th Molor Transport PIPE EXPLOSION IN NEW JERSEY 
:elief Batlalion's Emergency Assisted local authorities following an 

Action Platoon (36 underground pipeline explosion. 
Marines) 

\pr94 Rwanda Joncombatant 11TH MEU / 330 OPERATION DISTANT RUNNER 
tvacuation Provided force to perform NEO. 241 
)perations citizens evacuated from Bujumbura. 

burundi on US C-141's. 
KC-130's and CH-53's. 

'"1:ay 94 • I 8 feb GTMO,Cuba iii grant Processing/ II MEF units/ 1,400 OPJ,:RATION SEA SIGNAL 
>6 lumanitarianAsst. 2/6; 1/2 Provide security/ Safehaven for Cuban and 

Haitian migrants. Provided security on 
board USCG Cutters for haitian being 
returned to Haiti. Transitioned lo joint 
logistic supporl group On 18 Feb to 
breakdown camps to redeploy/store 
equipment. JLSG terminated on 12 
Anrilt 

!3-30 Jun 94 Atlantic JSCG Interdiction llMEFunits OPERATION AMBER VAi.UR 
if PRC Migrants ~1P Pit, H&S 8:-.J Provided security Det to escort Peoples 

MARFORLANT Republic of China migrants interdicted at 
( 17 Marines) sea bv the USCG . r · Jul 94 Conus ilSCA: security 1/11.MEf WORI.D CUP SOCCER 

:upport (12 K-9 Security Teams) Rovide securitv suouort 
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TE/TYPE 
• 17 Jul 94 

1 Aug-Oct 94 

Aug 94 

Aug94 

20 Sep • 31 Oct 
94 

3 lJanOO 

4 l 
>ct- N~94 

l Nov 94-
30 MAR 95 

Jan• 20 Feb 95 

Jan95 

Jan -2Mar95 

31Mar95-
15 Apr 96 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

-~ 1, ,1 

3eorgia. Florida, 
Yabama 

lwanda/ 
Jganda 

:UBA 

;venatchee, 
7/ashington/ 
ibby, Montana 

hi.ti 

)WA 

Haiti 

:>anama- GTMO 

Kobe.Japan 

Somalia 

Haiti 

] ;] IR :E 
.1SCA: Disaster MCLB Albany (l 25) 
telief 

-Iumanitarian 15th MEU(SOC) Tripoli 
~sistance 4RG 

fildH-466 4xCH-53E's 
l KC- 130's 
'203) Marines 

vlIGRANT FAST CO 
NTERDICTIO;-.J '.:MFL 

20 MARDIV 

i.1SCA: Disaster [ MEF units: (I 000 
~elief Marines) 

11th Mar CE 
1/5 
S/11 

Show of Force: [I MEF units: 
SPMAGTF CARIB 
(GCE 2/2) 

Show ofForce: l MEF Ut-:ITS 
~nforcement of UN CE CMFP 
lesolutions Deter Det, BSSG I 
:raai a!!Qression MPS-2 
~ationAssisrance: IIMEF(Units) and Wing 
>otice Support units across USMC 

Migrant Transfer MARFORLANT 4 X 
FAST PLTS 
IIMEFUnits 
(3/6.1 x Co 2D CEB) 

Humanitarian 11 MEF C· 130 support & 
l\ssistance engineer <let 
UNOSOM II W /D IMEF(CE) 

SPMAGTF S0~1ALIA 
13TH MEU(SOC) 
3,017 marines 

Nation Assistance: 20 lhmist/staff pers 
Support U;-.J missior (globally sourced) 
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IL , { 

SOUTHEAST FLOODS 
MCLB Albany. provided support in the 
form of equipment and personnel . 
OPERATION SUPPORT HOPE 
TF Super Stallion provided heavy lift 
support for the Rwandan relief effort. 

OPERATION ABLE VIGIL 
During the interdiction by the USCG of 
Cuban migrants in the Florida straits 
MARFORLANT provided security Dets 
aboard USCG cutters. 
OPERATION WILDFIRE 
(Forest fires) 
TF WILDFIRE conducted Fire 
Containment lines, coldline mop-ups 
trainin!!. 
OPERATION UPHOI.D DEMOCRAC~ 
Marine forces provided ISO of the 
restoration of democracy. 
Redeployment of forces continued by both 
the U.S. Marine Corps and U.S. Army on 
alternating basis through January 2000 
when U.S. Support Group Haiti 
disestablished. 
OPERATION VIGILANT WARRIOR 
Provided show of force to enforce UN 
resolutions. 

OPERATION MAINTAIN 
DE\.10CRACY 
Assisted Government of Haiti in 
maintaining a secure and stable 
environment, Transitioned into UNMJH 
OPERATION SAFE PASSAGE 
Provide safe passage for Cuban migrants 
from Panama to GTMO via air. 

Delivery of relief supplies and engineer 
. moon 
OPERATION UNITED SHIEJ,D 
Supported the withdrawal of UNOSOM 
forces and equipment from Somalia. 

UNMM 
(UN Mission in Haiti) 
Assisted Government of Haiti in 
maintaining a secure and stable 
environment. US FORCES terminated 
force contribution on 15 April 96 



3 DEC96-
'FEB 97 

\.ug -Sep 9 5 

:ATION 

Kuwait 

Bosnoia/ 
lerzegovinia 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

Show of force: MEF OPP 
Enforcement of UN ~PS·2 
Resolutions Deter W2 marines 
Jraqiaggression 

'Terminal guidance 
'Coalition 
connectivity 
'Coalition Support 
Team coveraue 
Strike: enforcing 
the 12.5 mile heavy 
weapons exclusion 
zone around the UN 
declared safe areas 
in Bosnia. 

L 1th MEU(SOC) 
4NGLICO Det 

Marine F/A-18D aircraft 
:>perating from A viano, 
:ta1y and F/A-18C aircraft 
,perating from the USS 
~evelt in the Adriatic 
new over 430 sorties in 
mpport of NA TO strike 
:,perations (sqdns that 
?artiCipated. ) 
vmfa(:A W)-533 
vmfa(A W)-224 
VMFA-312 
VMfA-25 l VMAQ3 
VMA • 1 
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OPERATION VIGILANT SENTINEL 
Provided show of force lo enforce UN 
resolutions 

EXERCISE IRIS GOLD 
Covers shortfall in continuous CENTCOM 
SOF presence requirement 1 

OPERATION DELIBERATE FORCE 
This joint/combined NATO effort 
successfully forced the Bosnian-Serb heavy 
weapons from around the safe areas and 
ma& a major contribution lo the U.S. 
diplomatic efforts for peace in the former 
Republic of Yugoslavia. 
1 



MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

4 ' ~TE/TYPE ILOCATION MISSION IFoRCE 1 DESCRWTION OF ACTION 
5DEC95 -20 IBosnoia/ Peacekeeping 26 MEU (IFOR RES) OPERATION .JOINT ENDEAVOR 
·EC96 Herzegovinia Operation: 22 MEU (IFORRES) NATO Operation for the implemenation of 

Implementation of 24TH MEU (IFOR RES.) he PEACE ACCORD sign in Dayton, 
the Peace Accords VMFA(A W)-224* bhio. 

VMFA(A W)-332* * AIC ASSIGNED DENY FLIGHT 
VMFA(A W)-533* lttansitioned to AIRSOlITH OP DECISIVE 
VMAQ-1 * EDGE ISO JT ENDEAVOR 
VMAQ-2* I** SQDNs embark carrier 
VMAQ-4* 
VMFA-25 l **(USS A) VMU-1 providing lJAV support to TF 
VMAQ-3**(USS A) IEAGLE (MNO(N)). 
VMU-1( 178 pers.) 
DET V~tu-2 (6 pers.) DET VMU-2 providing P-3 connectivity 

for MND's with remote receiver stations 
109 IND. AUGMENTS (RRS). 

0Dec96-20 58 I~D AUGMENTS OPERATION JOINT GUARD 
1m98 24m MEU (SOC) SACEUR MSN: military presence to deter 

26'' MEU (SOC) renewed hostilities, stabilize and 
consolidate the peace in B-H, transition to 
deterrent only to allow self sustaining 
nation building. 

Det, VMU-2 DET VMU-2 providing P-3 connectivity 

~ 
for MND's with remote receiver stations 
(RRS). 

Det,4''CAG CAG augmenting Army Civil Affairs 
Brigade 

Mar· 20 Jun 98 Det, 2d LSB (22 pax) 2d LSB providing Movement Control 
Teams in Tazar, Hungary & Tuzla, Bosnia 

DEPLOYED ARG/MEU(SOC) IS PAR1 
OF SFOR U. S. FORCE 
CONTRIBUTION. UPON NCA 
APPROVAL, BECOME OPCON 
SACEUR AND REMAINS OPCON 
COMSTRIKEFOR SOUTH AS 
STRATEGIC RESERVE FORCE. 
TACON MAY BE DELEGATED. 
MPF/MEU MODULE ALSO PART OF 
PROMISED STRATEGIC RESERVE. 



MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

~lE/TYPE 
Apr-3 Aug 96 

:OMay-1 Aug 
996 

0 1'1( I ;] 1t • IRCE t--------.i--------· 
ibcria ,IBO ~2D MEU(SOC) 

~entalAfrican "IBO: AMEMB 
:.epublic(CAR) Security 

DET V~1GR-252 
(2 x KC-1301 

SP~1AGTF-LIBERIA 
-CE: 8THMAR 
- 3/8( · )REIN 
-ACE: (4 XCH-46& 

2 x UH-IN) 
-9xAAv 
-5 X LAV 
-727 PERS. 

ABOARD USS 

PONCE(LPD) 
22D MEU(SOC) 

DET VMGR-252 
560 PERSOJ.\'NEU 

5 APR- Pres laiti ~ation Assistance DET, 2D ~1ED BN 
COD, 20 TAJ.\'K BN 
COC (REIN) 8TH ESB 
DET 2D ~1AW 

9 Sep-15 Apr 
9 l\'ov- 15 Apr 
!Dec-15May 
I Jan-9 Jul97 

~ov-15 Dec 
UN96 \.tlant.a. GA MSCA: 

:onsequence 

F Co 2/8(REIN) & 
4th CAG 
~1ARFORLANT, CBIRF 
(approx 350 pers) 

~ ~ management 
.. I aoabililY 

Jul-15 Dec 91~ Manama. Bahrait security ops: FAST Co.(-) REIN, 
( 132 pers.) 

:4Jul- Pres 

iept 96 

15 SEP-PRES 

nI MEF 
participation: 
~ Dec-
. 8 Mar 97 

P96-
97 

:.iyadh, Saudi 
u-abia 

Jmatillla 
fational Forest, 
>reszon 
iuam 

l;OUTHCOM 

Enhance 
:,,JAVCEI.\T Scty as 
a result of the 
(boiler Towers 
3ombing 

iecurity Ops: CIT 
;upport for ITF
)W A 

7 Oct: MCSF Co Diego 
Garcia redesig as Interim 
~1CSF Co Bahrain with I 
FAST Pit augmenting scty 
( I 4 8 ~rs) 
DET I MEF CIT, 18 pers. 

MSCA: firefightini I MEF, 2/5, Med Det, CE 
(approx 550 pers) 

Humanitarian 
Assistance: 
Relocation of 
Kurdish Foreign 
Service :,,Jationals 

CD: Radar& 
Comm suooort 

Det, MARFORPAC 
(13 pers.) 

III MEF Scty: 
X CE: III MEF 
x GCE: CoC. 1/3{REIN) 
x 31 Dec. Co B. 1/6 
x CSSE: CSSD-37 
x ACE: III MEF LNO 
DET, MACG-28 
(70PERS) 
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ll1 II TI TI 
OPERATION ASSURED RESPONSE 
tINCEUR OP for the evacuation of 
IAMCITS/lbird Country Nationals from 
Monrovia. Liberia, CITF composed of 
lsOF, CMD by BGen Canavan. SOCEUR 

Inducted initial ops. 
,uam ARG/22 MEU(SOC) assumed 
perational control on 20 April for follow
n missions(NEO/EMB Security) 

tPERATION QUICK RESPONSE 
!INCEUR OP to secure the AMEMB in 
iaDi!Ui, Central African Republic C.A.R. 
JSSPTGRPHAm 
ecurity Ops & 3 CI nns ISO of nation 
uilding 

Jst Olympiad 

~erimeter Security to NAVCENT HQ and 
teaction Force for port. 

>PERATION DESERT FOCUS 
aoviding enhanced counter-intel and route 
econ. support to JTF-SW A dming 
elocation from Rivadb to Eskan village. 
m-c firefighting support 

)PERATION PACIFIC HA VEN 
fumanitarian assistance operation to 
·eceive, shelter, process, and provide care 
md security for Kurdish Foreign Service 
\l'ationals and their families at Guam 
Ending their disposition . 

:ared for nearly 1355 Kmdish nationals 

LASER STRIKE 



TE/TYJ>J 
9 SEP-20 Nov 
~ 

Jan-'!Jan 97 

Feb- 16 Feb 97 

3 Mar- 14 Jul 
7 

4 ~ 
2 Mar- 5 Jun 
7 

:9 May• 5 Jun 
17 

2!0Jun- I 4 Dec 
97 

MARJNE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

1'] It 

OFFSHORE 
;ERMUDA 
WONM 
JORTH) 
Guantanamo 

,ay, Cubru 

.athrop, CA 

juantanamoBay, 
~uba 

]rana, Albania 

Gnshasa., Zaire 

::Ceet.own, Sierra 
..eone 

:ncirlik, Turkey 

,1 I IN ORCE 
:hinese Migrant . I Officer/16 FAST 
nterdiction ,farines 

3/8 (-) (REIN) 
HQ,3/8 
K,3/8 
WPNS,3/8 

216 pers) 

Sandbag filling for :o B, 4" LSB 
.evyreinforcement 20 active and 60 

•olunteer and Red Cross 
vorkers.) 

Juyanese Migrant :o E (-)(REIN),'1/2 
Sety )et, Cl, 2D SRIG 

let, ITT. 2D SRIG 
)et, TRK. Co, HQBN 
let, MP Co, HOBN 

ZonductNEO in ~61
b MEU(SOC) 

Albania JOT Evac ~
111 MEU(SOC)fWD 

AMCITS and TCN ~CSF Co Created from 
to safehaven )ETS, Naples/Souda Bay, 
(Brindisi) md individ aug from 

~ndon and Navy 
i24 MEU(SOC)fWD 
:Ponce) provided 4 hr 
·esponse coverage during 
~ofMCSFto 
Brindisi, currently on 96 
lr response string 

Conduct NEO in 261hMEU(SOC)/ 
Zaire IOTevac Nassau ARG 
AMCJTS and TCN 224 MEU(SOC)/ 
to safehaven Kearsarge ARG 
(Brazzaville) 

ConductNEO in 22° MEU(SOC)/ 
Freetown, Sierra Kearsarge ARG 
Leone. 

NFZenforcemenc VMAQ-1(-) (4 acft) 
over No11hern Iraq 
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1DE ,C '.R]l 1 IN fl .Tl 
OPERATION \.1ARATHON 

Security assistance to USCG Chinese 
Migrant interdiction operation 
x Interim Security of Chinese migrants at 
Guantanamo Bay until relocated to Wake 
S,land 

oc Mission handed off to Army, concluded 
on 20 Nov with repat to PRC 
lsAN .TAOCHINE RIVER flooding:1 

C>PERATION PRESENT HA VEN 
x Scty for 43 Guyanese migrants 
interdicted at sea by naval vessel and 
~.....: to Gitmo by USCG 
x Repatriated to Guvana 
OPERATION SILVER WAKE 
x 13 Mar • Commence NEO 
x 877 AMCITSffCN's evaoed 
x 26 Mar • NEO ends, continue 30 day 
Embassy/ housing/ HLZ scty role 
x 27 Apr MCSF Co assumes mission 
x 9 Jun MCSF redeploys to Brindisi. 
assumes 4 hr alert status from 9 Jun to 13 
Jul 

OPERATION GUARDIAN 
RETRIEVAL 
x 22 Mar depart Adriatic (JTF-SW) 
x 2 April arr Simba Station (off coast 
Zaire) 
x 6 April assume JSOTF mission 
x 15 April assume CJTF role: 
HGen Vanderlinden 
x 2 May ARG/MEU turnover 
x 6 May pre-stage Brazzaville 
OPERATION NOBl,E OBEUSK 
x 29 May 22d MEU arrives modloc off 
Seirra Leone inserts FCE 
1t 30 May-2 Jun evacuated 451 AMCJTS 
and 2058 TCN'S. All evacuees transferrec 
tto Conakry, Guinea for DOS processing tc 
:.<,afehaven 
OPERATION NORTHERN WATCH 
· VMAQ-1( ·) replaced USAF EF-111 dee, 
EF-111 's being retired. V AQ-134 (USN) 
replaced VMAQ- I during Dec 97. 
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.11 1 Pl I] A 1'] 

~ 21 Jul 97 Utapao, Thailand 

10-19 Nov 97 >oba. Qatar 

13 Feb-30 Jun 98 Kuwait, Arabian 
1ulf 

:6 Feb-3 Apr 
•8 

'1ombasa and 
,arissa, Kenya 

l5 Apr - l Aug ncirlik. Tmkey 
18 

l l • 27 Apr 98 ll>ilisi, Georgia 
ind Scotland. UK 

fl ;J 

reparations and 
lanning for 
ossibleNEOin 
~bodia 

filitary ops to 
nhancesecurity for 
J Scitizens/facilities 
uring the Middle 
last/North Africa 
MENA) Economic 
onference 
:upportUN 
esolution 
nforcement & 
otential scri kes 
gainsc Iraq 

lumaniwian 
\.Ssistance/Disaster 
t.elief 

m enforcement 
,ver Northern Iraq 

~ovement of HEU 
romTbilisL 
:Jeorgia co the 
Jnited Kingdon 

• 11., E 
>ets from 11I MEF & 
:OTG (88 Pax), USMC 
>IC:LtCol M. Ralph. 
1 ST MEU also placed on 
lert. 
3™MEU(SOC)/ Peleliu 
~G 

M111 MEU/Guam ARG 
l lmMEUfTarawaARG 
1 MEF ADVON (17 

>ers/ MajGen Bolden) 
I MEF FWD CE(•) 
- OPP/SL.RP 
- 529 ners 

~JTF BGen Whitlow 
TFHQ (27 pax) 
HQ Det. JMEF 

(21 Pax) 
Det, JPAO, I MEF 
(3 Pax) 
Det, JCSE, (3 pax.) 
(USCE:'.'JTCOM) 

)et, 3d MAW, I MEF 
(31 Pax) 

, Det VMGR-352 
(2 KC-130-S) 
Det, MWSS. 3d 
MAW 

Det, 96'' CA Bn , Tac Spt 
Tm(2 Pax~ 

Det, VMGR-252 

2JIATF AB: 
201 (BGen Se!) Nash 
JIATF (76 pax.) 
Manning List comprised 
:,f personnel from 
· MARFOR (37 pax) 
• :'.'JAVEUR (7 pax) 
· AREUR (1 pax) 
• AFEUR (3 p a x ) 
• EUCOM (3 pax.) 
- TRANSCOM (2 pax: 
• D0E(2l pax) 
- DOS(l pax) 
- NCIS (l oax) 
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•E~ '.Rl 11 IN F TI 
TF-BEVEL EDGE 
1F was activated and lead elements 
.eployed to Thailand IOT monitor 
~ambodian NEO situation and conduce 
.dvance pai1v activities. 
>PERA TION Sll,ENT ASSURANCE 
,IBU inserted FCE and security element in 
)oba (Camp Snoopy) to provide security & 
mproved comm connectivity, remainder of 
.IBU staged to provide counterterrorist/ 
nedevac response and afloat med facility, 

)PERATION DESERT THUNDER 
:orce deployments ISO potential 
>perations to enforce UN resolutions in 
rag 

)PERA TION NOBLE RESPONSE 
ITF-Kenya provided air land/air delivery 
;upport for approximately 30 days IOT 
mstain WFP efforts to build up distribution 
,ites w/sufficient food & supplies & 
iemonstrate US support to the government 
i people of Kenya. 
fotal sorties flown 51 / 802 metric tons of 
Food stuffs delivered. 
3 Apr ITF deactivated. 

OPERATION NORTHERN WATCH 
VMGR-252 providing aerial refueling spt 
to CSAR hdiconters. 
OPERATION AUBURN ENDEAVOR. 
To conduct military operations to recover 
and package fresh and spend HEU at 
reactor site in Tbilisi, Georgia: Conducts : 
deligerate evacuation of HEU material to 
designated United Kingdom authorities in 
Scotland. 
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4 .. tJ!..!,.'T~E.:.../ T!..Y!.!P.!:E:.....l!::LOC=A~T~IO~N~-J~M!:.IS:;::;S;::,;IO:;:,:N~--~FO~R!::C.:;:,E _____ p~~li~S<;;~IU~PT~l~O~N~Q~f,.;;.M;~T~IDN.:i.... ...... --
D - 30 May 98 Indonesia Ordered MODLOC 31 'c MEU / B W ARG OPERATION BEVEL INCLINE. 

Jun 98 

'.O Jun 98. 

OJun 98-

OJun 98-

OJun-
8 Jul98 

4 Jun 98 

tow/in 12 hrs of • CE Staged JOT support DOS in the protection 
Jakarta, Indonesia - Bit 3/5 & evac of US Non combatant citizens in 

- HMM - 2 6 2 Indonesia. (Not executed) 
• MSSG-31 
• MAG- 36 (He 10 Det 
attached opcon for mvmnt 
toC098) 

Asmara, Eritrea Conduct NE0 in 11" MEU(SOC)/rarawa OPERA TIO!\" SAFE DEPARTURE: 

Bosnia
Herzegovinia 

Adriatic Sea 

Bosnia
Herzegovinia 

MODLOCof 

Asmara, Eritrea \RG (Air-only NEO) 
• 30 Marines and The following individuals: 

Sailors - l O 5 AMCITS 
• 2 C-130's from Jordan· 24 Norweigians 

Peace Enforcement. 26"1 MEU(SOC)/Wasp 
Keeping Operations ARG 

Maritime Support 
Interdiction ISO 
Peace Enforcement/ 
Kccoing Oocrations 
NoAyZone 
enforcement ISO 
Pe.ace En forccment / 

Det VMU - 2 ( 6 pax) 
Det4111 CAG 
211 LSB 

Keeping Operations VMAQ-4(-) 

Show-o f-Forcc 26th MEU(SOC) 

• 20 British 
• 8 Canadians 
• 6 Eritreans 
- 3 Ethiopians 
- 3 Japanese 
• I Korean 

l Mexican, and 
1 Swede 

were evacuated aud taken to Amman, 
Jordan for processing to safehaven. This 
came as a result of escalated border 
disputes between Eritrea and Ethiopia 
which culminated in air attacks between 
the two nations. 
OPERATION JOINT FORGE (follow 01 

Op frm Joint Guard) military presence 101 
stabilize & consolidate the peace and thus 
contribute to provide & maintain broad 
suppo11 for the implementation of the civil 
aspects of the General Framework 
Agreement for Peace . 
OPERATION DETERMINE FORGE 
(follow on Op to Determined Guard) 

OPERATION DELIBERATE FORGE 
(follow ou to op Deliberate Guard) 

Began redeployment 18 Jul completed 23 
Jul 

Coast of Albauia Exercise 
OPERATION DETERMINED 
FALCON To demonstrate NATO's abilit) 
to rapidly project power. and NATO's will 
to conduct Operations in Kosovo, if 
necessarv. 
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~TE/TYPE 
Jul 98 • 

'Aug98 · 
,OAug 98 

4 ~ 

l0-16 Aug 98 

MARJNE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

OCATION 
:osovo, Former 
'ugoslav 
~epublic 

fairobi, 
~enya/Dar EI 
:a1aam, Tanzania 

Gnshasa, 
)emocratic 
iepublic of 
:ongo 

4ISSION ORCE 
~osovoObserver ~1aj Black frm 
ifission fARFOREUR 

Hui - 15 Sep 98) 
:.tCol Dean & Maj Slavik 
[ MEF Augments 
15 Sep - 15 Nov) 
farine Maj Paschal 
EUCOM Staff also in 

country) 
iecurity Nairobi, Kenya) 
~ugmentatioo '.ITF- Bgen Johnson 

JSMC (Centcom IG) 
'Aug-180ct ST Pit. 2d FAST Co; 
80ct-30Nov d Plt.111 FAST Co 
Tent.) 

, MSG Augments• 
Sgt E.L. Smith 
Cpl J.D. Cornell 
Sgt T.J. Lawler 
Sgt J.B. Wolfe 
Cpl S.A. Grafe 
Cpl R.R. Outt 

Dar es Salaam, Tanzania) 
~ Pit, 2d FAST Co 
6" Flt FAST Pit) 
, MSG Augments -
Cpl E.G. Boudah 
Sgt AS. Salazar 
Sgt G.A. Albero 
Cpl A.E. Durdeu 
Sgt S.M. Jackson 
Sgt AC. Revnolds 

Yon-Combatant ~2d MEU(SOC) 
~vacuation uss saipan 
)peration USS Tortuga 

42 
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DESCRIPTION OF ACTION 
OPERATION BAl,KAN CAL\1 To 
provide overt mission US presence with 
non-obtrusive observer teams throughout 
Kosovo. 
CINCUSNA VEUR (MEDMEU(SOC)) 
tasked to be prepared to execute: 
I. Med evac 
2. TRAP permissive (4 hrs)/ non (2 hrs) 

OPERATION RESOLUTE RESPONSE 
Joint Task force (JTF) deployed to Nairobi 
& assumed command and control of all US 
Military forces (concerning recovery. 
.security force and humanitarian assistance 
suppo,t to Amembassy following the 7 Aug 
Bomb attack. Although the operation 
ended on 30 Aug, 1" Plt, 2d FAST Co 
remained in Kenya tbru 18 Oct 98. 
2d Pit 111 FAST initially baclcfilled the 5'' 
Flt FP/AT pit mission in NA VCENT 

OPERATION AUTUMN SHEl,TER. 
-0/A 10 Aug 22D MEU(SOC) was 
directed to conduct Split ARG ops ISO 
Autumn Shelter off the coast of Western 
Africa. 
-16 Aug. the requirement for the MEU to 
conduct NEO was removed. 



5 Sep • 5 Oct 98 Kuwait 

8 Sep - 27 Oct Naval Station 
8 Roosevelt Roads, 

PR 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

ISSIO 
mbassy /Housing 

Security Mission 

southem NFZ 
enforcement 

Hurricane Georges 
Disaster Relief 
Operatiions 
ITF departed PR 
250ct 
29 Oct Rear Party 
departs 

OR 
d MEU(SOC) 
ss Saipan 

USS Tortuga 
USS Austin 

From 17 Aug - 15 Nov 98 two Rifle 
Companies (CO F(Maj LeBlanc)/CO 
G) conducted a two time releif in plaa 
ISO a security mission to the Embassy 
Ralindja Ridge Housing Complex and 
the U.S. Embassy. Security was 
present against a known terrorist 
threat and civil unrest (20,000 1iotors) 
against the Goveruement and Prime 
Minister. 
22 MEU(SOC) completed turn over 
with 24 MEU(SOC) in Nov 98- 24 
MEU(SOC) completed mission and 
backloaded ARG NLT 30 DEC 98. 

151 MEU(SOC) Harrier's, OPERATION SOUTHERN WATCH 
Det, VMA-5 13 Provide sorties ISO of ITF-SWA ISO 

Southern Watch (38 sorties in 11 days) 

CITF • BGen Lee 
(2d FSSG) 
CE, SPMAGTF 
(LtCol Whitfield) 
GCE: L 3/6 
ACE: HMM-461 
CSSE: CSSD-61 

OPERATION FUNDAMENTAL 
RELIEF 
JTF (FULL PROVIDER) deploys to 
provide Disaster Relief (DR)/Humanitariru 
Assistance (HA) ISO FEMA. 
SPMAGTF (Pue1to Rico) deploys to 
provide sea based support for CJTF PR 
disaster relief operations in the vicinity of 
Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Pue1to 
Rico. It is comfigured to provide 
helicopter transport, engineer support for 
construction of up to ten medium girder 
bridges and water purification at four 
separate sites. 
- Disaster Relief effotts conducted at (temJ 
rooting at 171 sites) San Sebastian, 
Marcio, Lares, Cabo Rojo, Las Matias . 
• Water production (ROWPU) at Comerio 
103,800 gals produced / 95,495 distribute< 
• MGB sites Villalba, Utuado, Lares, 
Penuelas 
- 22,600 man hours 
- 42,149 gals fuel consumed 
• 11, 813 miles driven 
- 500 hrs hvy equip operation 
-1,790,533 lbs transported 
- 1498 pax transported 
• 3,551 generator hrs 
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I\TE / TYPE "OCATJO;-.J 
Nov"" 15 Nov Okinawa / Camp 
~ Pendleton I 

Kuwait 

Nov 98 - 12 Honduras. 
far 99 El Salvador, 

Guatemala 

4 ~ 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

MISSION FORCE 
CRT Iraqi refusal to 15111 MEU(SOC) 
.;omplyw/ extended in theater until 
U~SC0~1 Wpn's 0/A 20 Nov 
Inspectors SECDEF - 31"' MEU inchop 
order the alerting & CENTCOM AOR ~LT 26 
preparing to deploy Nov 
ol' certain - MARCENT(FWD) 
MARFORPAC - MEF(FWD) 
assest& extedned - MAGTf 
15•· MEU(SOC) Enhancemenl 
'Essex ARG in Package (MEP) 
CENTCOM, - MPSRON2 
diverted31" -AAOG 
MEU/Belleau woo, - SLRP 
ARG to deploy to - OPP 
the CE~TCOM 
AOR 

JTf- BRAVO: 
CSSD-68 
3 ~ medium girder bridges 
(MGB) & 2 marines via 
sea lift departed 14 Nov/ 
ETA 21 Nov 
- Advon 9 marines & 2 
HMMWY via airlift 
departed 14 Nov 
-personnel LtCol Ray, CO 
2d LSB. COMMARFOR 
2d LSB & 2d FSSG 
approx 196 Marines & 
sailors 
DRIIF-
CSSD-69 
water purification units for 
11 sites 
l x Med Co(-) 
I0xHvy1ift&6x 
medium lift Helo's 
Alert & be prepared to 
&ploy (w/in 72 hrs): 
I x Preventative Med Det 
1 xMPCo 
Requirement for Helo 
Assets removed and given 
lo fORSCOM. 
• personnel LI Col Daly. 
C0.8111 MTBn. 
COM~1ARfOR 
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)ESCRIPTION OF ACTJO;-.J 
OPERATION DESERT THUNDER. 
11 Nov- 3111 MEU sailed 
13 Nov - 15" MEU inserted MSALT into 
AmEm~yKu 
15 Nov - all deploymnts placed on hold w/ 
~he exceplion of 31" MEU remained in 
AOR through 24 Mar 

OPERATION STRONG SUPPORT 
.. HURRICANE MITCH DISASTER 
RELIEF OPS-mission statement 
> USCINCSO employs multiple JTFS to 
conduct disaster relief operations. ISO 
United States relief efforls in lhe 
CENTAM region IOT mitigate near-term 
human suffering & a<.:celerate long-term 
regional recovery 
C:ONC:EPT OF OPERATIONS 
> JTF - Bravo (Soto Cano Air Base, Ho) 
Joint Operating Area (JOA) Honduras & 
adjacent waters (50 nm) 
• 010 DISASTER RELIEF ITF (DRITF) 
(El Salvador International Airport. 
Compala) JOA Guatemala, El Salvador & 
Nicaragua & adja(;ent waters (50 nm) 
• RENAMED OPERATION FUERTE 
APOYO (STRONG SUPPORT) ON 3 
DEC 98. 
. DRJIF renamed JTF-Aguila on 
• ADVON CI Teams (7 pax) aIT 7 Dec 



16-20Dec 98 

Jan99 
l-17Feb99 

O/A23 Mar99 
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Former Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia 

Arabian Gulf/ 
Kuwait 

Arabian Gulf 

ODLOC 
Aegean Sea 
(MEU/ARG), 
MEU to deploy to 
FSB at Brazda, 
FYROM & 
subsequently into 
Kosovo 

Mission was to 
:>versee military 
operations ISO of 
the NA TO Kosovo 
Air Verification 
Mission. 
lR.T Iraqui rcf usal to 
comply w/ 
U~SCOM Wpn's 
Inspectors SECDEF 
order the alerting & 
preparing to deploy 
of certain 
MARFORPAC 
assets 
Maritime 
Interdiction 
Operations 

MEU tasked as 
KFOR Enabling 
Force 

E 
Gen Amos 
)EPCOMSTRIKEFORS 
1UfH) 

'MFA-312 embarked 
board the USS Enterpris 
lstMEU /USS BWD 
JtG 
:1ements from 
fARFORPAC & I MEF 

tlements 31" MEU 
mbarked aboard the USS 
>ubuque& USS 
jemiantown 

24 MEU(SOC)/ USS 
fassauARG 

45 
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D TI 
OPERATION EAGLE EYE • BGen 
Amos only Marine pa11icipating in this 
operation. Headed the mission from 
3 Nov - 1 Dec. Was replaced by BGen 
Montgomery (UK), 

OPERATION DESERT FOX -1LAM & 
Air Strikes against Iraqi installations in 
response to Iraq's non•compliance with 
UN directed UNSCOM weapons 
inspections. 

:.\ilARITlME INTERDICTION 
OPERATIONS (MIO)• Ships of the 
ARG & embarked Marines conducted 
boarding & subsequent searches/ 
ins ections of various shi sin Gulf. 

OPERATION JOINT GUARDIAN• 
Planned not executed. Conduct Initial 
Entry Force tasks & support for 3BCT/1ID 
(U.S. element ofKFOR main force). Task! 
include: providing initial command & 
control, conducting initial reconnaissance 
operations. provide security for follow-on 
forces until relieved, Mission duration not 
expected to be more than 30-45 days from 
initial entry. 
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~ 

I\TEITYPE XATION USSION ORCE >ESCRIPTION OF ACTION 
>/A20Feb 99 :mner Republic taging & MAQ-2{5 xEA-6Ba/c )PERATION NOBI.E ANVIL 

of Yugosalvia 1Jbsequent Combat ·ere deployed 21 Feb 99) US Combat Ops ISO of NATO efforts)/ 
5 Mar99 viano AB, Italy >perations ISO MAQ-2redeployed to >PERATION ALLIED FORCE 
:onunencoo /MAQSqdns) ACEUR Phased ONUS on 14 Jul 99 NATO Name). IRT failing negotiations 
:ombat ops) MODLOC ..ir Operations MAQ•l(•){ 3 x EA-6B etween Serbian & Kosovar Rebel leaders 

egean Sea 'c&crew, were deployed .t Rambouillet forces deployed and/or 
tfEU) m Op Northern Watch ,repared to support US/ NATO military 

1bsequently chopped to .ctions if so required by NCA & NAC. 
8 Mar-30 Jun fF-NA 20 Mar - 11 /MAQ Sqdns providing airborne E/W ops 
VMAQ-4) .pr)} SO of strike packages. 

'MAQ-4(-) (3 x EA-68 
'c deployed 29 Mar 
rrived 30 Mar} . 
'MAQ-4( •) returned to 
ICAS Cherry Point 30 
llll. !4t11 MEU(SOC) stand by TRAP. Det, 

IMA flew 28 Combat sorties (BAI/ CAS) 
24th MEU(SOC) / USS SO CJTF-NA (depai1ed AOR o/a 26 Apr) 
rassauARG TRAP ·elieved on station by 26" MEU who 
ackage&Det, VMA assumed BAJ & TRAP responsibilities 

26th MEU(SOC) / 
:earsarge ARG & Det 
'MGR-252 

4 ~May-4 Jun raples, Italy ;orce Protection MCSF Co Naples, Italy ?rovided fixed site security (3 Ord posts) 

'.2 \fay - 2 Jul 'aszar, Hu 'ombat Air ops ~1AG-31 FWD MAG reported initial operational ca.pabilit: 
VMFA(AW) 332 & 533) 28 \fay & began flying combat sorties 
28 May - o/a 2 Jul) ;>roviding strike mission suppo11 .. 

10 May- laples, Italy >Janning )pty C0~1MARFOR-l\'A BGen Davis reported to JTF-NA as the 
Dpty MARFOR Component Cmdr for 
naval forces employment planning 
(ONLY) co-located w/ COM NA VFOR abd 
USS Mt Whitnev 

!6 Mar - 26 Jun kopje, FYR0~1 \. T / FP Security id Pit, l1t FAST Co lRT violent demonstartions in / around 
'9. \1ission ,upport to '26 Mar - 26 May) i\mEmbessy Skopje (no MSG Det 
xtended to ~bassy tb Flt LNO (Maj Shoup lSsigned) C6F deployed FAST from Napl~ 
5 Jul 99 >llowed by Maj Skuta) .o Skopje. 34 PLT, 1" FAST CO delloyed 

d Pit, 2d FAST Co mtil relieved in place by 34 PLT, 2 FAST 
i6 May-25Jul 99) JO, as a result of mission extention by 30 

Jays to 25 Jul99. 
Security force drawn down to 17 Marines 
lS of 2 Jul. 31 Marines redeployed to 
'.IJaples, Italy due to reduced site 
:equirement. 

• 
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Tirana. Albania 
Fier, Albania/ 
(Camp Hope). 
15 km east of Fier 
(Camp Eagle) 

Refugee Assistance 
&Security 
Operations 

FA T . 

:ndividual Augments from OPERATION SHINING HOPE 
:1 MEF (21 ITF-HQ/ 3 (US Refugee Relief Operation in support of 
ITF(Fwd)) of NATO OPERATION Al,LIED 
, 24" MEU(SOC) / Nassau HARBOUR. 
i\R.0 BOen Sam Helland Deputy CJTF SH 
26m MEU(SOC) / 24tb MEU(SOC) conducted HA relief 
Kearsarge ARG (On planning no formal taskings of direct 
;tatioo 28 Apr) support. 

26m MEU(SOC) HA relief support 
planning All JTF functions in 

3ermany cease on 30 Jun 
;)9. Functions shifted to 
firana, Albania. 

rrF stood down by 
USClNCEUR 

47 

subsequently deployed forces ashore to 
provide Security for Camp Hope beginning 
2 May - 4 Jun: Security support for Camp 
Eagle initiated 30 May - 4 Jun: 
Elements of BLT 3/8 providing secuirty for 
CTF 64 helo's embarked aboard USS 
htcbon initiated 2 May - 4 Jun 99. 
On 28 Jun, BGen Helland assumed 
command of the JTF. 

BGEN Helland returned to CONUS on 12 
Jul 99. 
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.. 
t..TE/TYPE 
~Jun-

,Jun-FCE 
11serted 

0 Jun Initiated 
)ftload Ops at 
,itohocon Beach 

4 Jun Lead 
:lements cross 
nto Kosovo en 
oute M~D SE 
;ector 

.OJul-Reliefin 
}lare with U .s. 
umy TF 1-26 

I0-1 lJul-
Tactical 
Nilhdrawal to 
:amp Able 
iebtry & FSB in 

4 
>etrovec 

i.15 Jul-
~onsolidation & 
maintenance 
;tanddown. 
ACE backloaded 
10 Kearsarge. 

15-16Jul-
Smi·ace mvmnt 
to Thessaloniki, 
3R 

17-20 Jul-
Backload 
amphibious 
shipping at 
Thessaloniki 
port. 
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,.,OCATION 
!Kosovo- General 

icinity of 
,njilane 

HSSION ORCE 
e.acekeeping 5t11 MEU(SOC) / USS 

.nabling Force Kearsarge ARO 
1perations 

48 
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DESCRIPTION OF ACTION 
OPERATION JOINT GUARDIAN• 
Conduct Initial Entry Force tasks & 
support KFOR Main Force (U.S. element 
of KFOR main force). Tasks included: 
providing initial command & control, 
conducting initial reconnaissance 
operations, provide security for follow-on 
forces until relieved. Mission duration not 
projected to be greater than 45 days from 
initial entry. 
34 hours elapsed from initiating of off load 
operations - movement to FSB (Peuovec, 
FYROM) 375 Km. 
26111 MEU(SOC) Marines involved in 
shooting incidents at various Marine 
checkpoints and operating areas, No 
Marine casualties were suffered. 



• J\' 'L IYI 'l x."11 iN 
May- 3 Jul99 11cirlik, Turkey 

~ Jul - 30 Sep 99 

Jun-31 Jul 00 

)6 Jul-3 Sep 00 

-30 sep 00 

!2 Aug- mt.it, Turkey 
ID Sep 99 

MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS SINCE 1776 

I] ] ,J I CE 
IFZ enforcement ,Det, VMGR-234/ 452 
ver Northern Iraq 

-Det, VMGR-352 

-Det, V:\itGR-352 

-Del, VMGR-252 

-Det, V:\itGR-234 

lumanitarian 26th MEU(SOC)/ 
&stance Kearsarge ARG 

• BLT 3/8 
• HMM-365 
• MSSG-26 

12xCH-46 
6 x CH-53 
2 x UH-lN 

49 
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· ~Cru:J ll ,,.. F _ Tl 

1PERA TION NORTHERN WATCH 
'MGR detachment providing aerial 
ifueling suppo1t for CTF ONW CSAR 
elicopters. 

>PERA TJON AVID RESPONSE 
fISSION 
• In coordination with Office of Defense 

Coordination (ODC), Task Force Avid 
Response (fF•AR) provides disaster 
relief as required vicinity of 
Izmit/Golcuk Turkey JOT support the 
Government of turkey (GOT). 

;oNOPS - Op conducted in 5 phases 
~ ~ - Assessment and Preparation. 

FCE inserted in lnstanbul conducting 
liaison and ooord w/ODC, GOT. crisis 
response teams & other reliefe 
agencies, 

,. Phase II - Movement to Objective. 
ARG/MEU positioned near beach 
landing site (BLS) and includes sbip
t~shore movement and initial 
establishment of the forward suppo,t 
base (FSB) . 

.,. Phase III - Disaster Relief Operations. 
ARG/MEU a1Tives in Turkish AOR. 
A shore-based Civil Military 
Operations Center (CMOC) is 
established. Distribution of ood, water 
& medical supplies initiated . 

..,, Phase IV - Transition to Host Nation 
Support (HNS). Host nation relief 
effort has stabilized and COMTF-AR 
is no longer needed to provide relief. 

~ Phase V - Retrograde. Enabling force 
elements arrive respective IZ' sand 
BLS. Enabling elements conduct 
retrograde via surface and air to ARG 
shipping. 



Oct 99-
70ct 99 

.9 Oct 99-
:7 Nov 99 

9 Jan 00-

lFebOO 

~Feb00-
1 MarOO 

BFebOO 

OCATIO~ 

·arwin Easl 
imur 

tili, East Timur 

lili, East Timur 

lili, East Timor 

>arwin, 
~tTimur 
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IISSION r.oRCE DESCRIJ:YflON OF ACTION 
eacekeepiog elements from III MEF & OIPERATION STABILISE. UN 

MARFORPAC directed, Austra I ian led, U.S. 
supported PEACEKEEPING mission 
is East Timor, Indonesia. US 

~ 1 ST MEU(SOC) contingent is leb byBGen Castellaw 
0SS BWD ARG (COMUSF INTERFET) and is 

cumntly operating from Dili, ET. 

11111 MEU(SOC) 
USS BELLEAU WOOD and 
SPMAGTF•31 (31st MEU(SOC)H) is 

IUSS PELELIU ARO MODLOC Timor Sea. USS PELE LIU 
~heduled to arrive IOT relieve BWD 
O/A260ctthru O/A28 Nov 99. 

'eacekeeping USS JUNEAU/SPMAGTF 
To provide securityfo11:es and 

astTimor 
mediumhelo lift support with 

G Co (-) BLT 2/5 appropriate HST capability far ship 

Det., HMM-265 tor shore operations as directed by 

Det.MSSG-3 1 USFI. The SPMAGTFwill operate 

4 xCH-46E l direct support of US F INTERFET 
nussions to transport 

;iuipmentfpersonnel to retrograde 
from East Timor. The SPMAGTF will 
deploy with the abi I ity to support 

dditional missions which are 
inherent to the East Ti mor situation 
s TRAP, PCM Flights, and security 

to U.S. personnel as required. 

'.ol M. E. Williams relieved BGenJ. 
;. Castel law as Commander, U.S. 
ntemati on al Fon:es, East Ti mor 

(USINTERFET) 

smMEU(SOC) 
JSS BHR ARG STHMEUTACON toUSGET 

ntemationa I Fo11:es, East Ti mor 
INTERFERT) transitions to United 
itates Group, EastTimor(USGET) 

so 
11-La.1 1559f090f1695 



Mar00-0/A 

0 I 
oastal 
·enezuela 

0 Mar 00 fozambique, 
J'rica 

1Apr-
7Mayoo fieques Island 

'uertoRico 

.20ct00-

.5 Oct 00 { emen/ Aden 

l5 Oct00-
15 DecOO 
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Humanitarian el, MARfOREUR 
.ssistance & Seard 

andRescue 

upport Operations PMAGTF, II MEF 
n Vieques Island, 
ueno Rico 

'orceProtection 3TH MEU(SOC) 
rss TARAWA ARG 
TH Pit 2° f AST 
1lf Pit 1ST FAST 

ST RADBN 
.°RADBN 

11-L- ~QS~/1696 

f Tl 
>PERATION FUNDAMENTAL 
ESPONSE. An emergency 
lumanitarian Assista nee and Search 
nd Rescue Operation utilized in 
ssisting the Venezuelan Govemment 
s a result of intense Rins and 
ubsequent flooding in the Federeal 
)istrict of Caracas and eight northern 
tates. 

>PERATION ATLAS RESPONSE 
ut emergency Humanitarian 
\ssistance operation in Mozambique, 
iouth Africa, Botswana, Zambia and 
~imbabwe to relieve suffering and 
n-eventfurther loss of life. Due to 
tigher than average seasonal rainfall, 
ixacerbated by tropical cyclones 
:onnie and Eli ne. 

)PERATION EASTERN ACCESS 
rhe presence of trespassers in front 01 
he Camp Guda Gate and on the 
Wieques Island Lia Range complex 
prevents its use by Navy and Marine 
Forces fox importantpredeployment 
training. 

fIFDETERMINEO RESPONSE 
As a result of the 120ct00 attack on 
the USS Cole(DDG-67),CINCCENT 
has formedJTF DETERMINED 
RESPONSE. 4th Plat, 2d FAST Co (SO 
PAX) deployed to Aden on 130ct. Or 
150ct00, 6thPJ.at, 1st FAST Co (45 
PAX) arrived atAden from Norfolk 
via Bahrain. Both FAST Platoons and 
the 13th MEU(SOC) are OPCON to 
CJTFDETERMINED RESPONSE. 

OPERATION BOLD VENTURE 
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13 April 2001 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

This letter is a response to your question concerning what issues I think are of 
importance to the Marine Corps. It is divided into two sections, one discussing matters 
internal to the Corps, the other addressing subjects external to the Corps. With each 
concern, I comment on why the topic is important, what we are doing about it, and how 
we track our performance vis-a-vis that issue. As well, I have attached a series of charts 
that are illustrative of the metrics we use in relation to these matters, 

The issues internal to the Marine Corps of special importance to me are: safety; 
readiness and modernization; returning Marines to our operating forces; recruiting and 
retention; maintaining a warrior culture; education; and, innovation. 

Safety)(Seb<Ilfu t\l)Jerational and personal, isof fundamental importance 
to the Corps. Unsafe acts and conditions rob the Corps of its most precious asset: our 
Marines. Too frequently, mishap investigations reveal deviation from regulations. Too 
often, the aggressiveness of our Marines translates into off-duty accidents. To counter 
this, the subject of the update to my "Commandant's Guidance" was safety, underscoring 
to the Corps that safety is vital to mission accomplishment and taking care of our 
Marines. The Assistant Commandant and I repeatedly emphasize that each Marine must 
assess the degree of risk in given situations and be mindful of exercising their 
responsibility to live up to the safety standards that we set for them - we will continue to 
hammer home this message. 

Readiness and modernization (See Tab B). Inasmuch as the Marine Corps exists to 
answer our nation's call, the readiness of our operating forces is of critical interest to me. 
The Corps' readiness has four pillars: Marines and their families; infrastructure; 
modernization; and "legacy" systems. To maintain the strength of each pillar while 
achieving an effective balance of resources among the four requires a variety of separate 
assessments. We measure operational tempo and personnel tempo. We use individual 
combat skills and unit operational readiness evaluations. We have no-notice Inspector 
General and maintenance inspections - and with our JG webpage, commanders can 
compare their unit's quantitative indicators to those of similar battalions or squadrons 
around the Corps. Additionally, we emphasize Quality of Life issues across the board 
from unit initiatives by field commands to our service's budgetary requests. Our base 
and station commanders report annually their progress in achieving cost reduction goals 
in relation to our infrastructure. Analysis of the pace of our modernization considers both 
the progress of our new equipment items through acquisition and development processes 
as well as the increased costs produced by programmatic changes and budgetary 
deferments - including the price of continuing the operation of legacy systems, including 
increasingly higher maintenance costs and the attenuation of readiness. 
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Returning Marines to our operating forces (See Tab C). Because our operating forces 
are the main component of the Corps' contribution to the security of our nation, it is 
important to us that as many of our Marines as possible are assigned to them. Some of 
the ways in which we are improving our tooth-to-tail ratio are ptivatizing food service, 
reducing the Fleet Assistance Program, reducing the time spent in training and transition, 
consolidating both our base and station motor transport as well as our supply issue 
facilities, changing our National Foreign Intelligence Program, and expanding 
outsourcing initiatives through the A-76 program. In measuring our success in this 
endeavor, we have identified nearly 3,000 positions in the supporting establishment from 
which we are removing Marines and sending those men and women to the operating 
forces. 

Recruitine and retention (See Tab D). Inasmuch as our strength as the nation's force
in-readiness is rooted in our people, we are very concerned with the men and women we 
recruit and retain. We have met our recruiting and retention goals in quality and quantity 
for nearly six years. Nonetheless, to increase our success in attracting and keeping the 
men and women we want, we analyze a number of manpower statistics. We assess the 
performance of our recruiters with regard to their recruits' education level, mental-test 
scores, waivers, and recruit training completion rates. We look at how education level, 
mental-test scores, waivers, and training-class standing relate to whether or not Marines 
complete their initial enlistment, re-enlist, and continue on to retirement. We are adding 
emphasis to the role of the career planners and are more closely aligning them with our 
recruiters. We are also examining the factors that contribute to the retention of our senior 
leaders - enlisted and officer - beyond the twenty-year retirement mark. 

Maintainine a warrior culture. To cultivate our capacity to deter and resolve crises and 
conflicts we also pay special attention to the intangible goal of maintaining our Corps' 
warrior culture. We seek to make our Marines warriors by inculcating them with mental 
discipline and physical confidence as well as their particular warfighting skills. We do 
this to enable them to succeed in whatever circumstances, no matter how trying, they find 
themselves. Moreover, we do this to influence our opponents, to intimidate them, so that 
we can be more economical and effective when we actually do employ force. Two 
examples of this warrior focus are the institutional primacy of our Marine Air-Ground 
Task Forces (MAGTF) and our recently begun initiative of sustained martial arts training 
for all our Marines. Ultimately, our success in this concern is reflected in the Corps ' 
performance in crises and conflict. 

Education. The education of Marines is also important to me as it works in tandem with 
training to provide perspective and context for our Marines in addition to augmenting 
their operational and administrative skills. With the help of our operating forces, our 
Maline Corps schools are constantly re-tooling their programs of instruction to ensure 
they are relevant to our Marines' tasks and missions. Moreover, we have created a 
distance-learning program at all our major installations to support non-resident courses. 
As we have improved our non-resident courses so that they mirror resident programs, we 
have ensured that graduating from non-resident courses is considered equal to completing 
resident courses in the eyes of promotion boards and other selection boards. To assess 

2 
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our success we note rates of non-resident and distance-learning course enrollment as well 
as course completion, and their relationship to selection board results. 

Innovation. Continuing the Marine heritage of innovation is additionally important to 
the Corps. International circumstances are ever-changing and actors hostile to the United 
States are continually evolving and adjusting their methodologies and capabilities. In 
turn, it is imperative that we modernize our doctrine, organizational structure, training, 
and equipment. The Marine Corps W arfighting Lab and the Corps ' role as the Joint 
Service executive agent for Non-Lethal Weapon development both reflect our aim to 
experiment and step ahead in operational concepts. That we have brought back the 
Marine Expeditionary Brigade headquarters as well as continued to evolve our existing 
Chemical Biological Incident Reaction Force and Fleet Anti-Terrorism Support Teams 
are illustrative of our efforts to revamp our organizational structure. Likewise, we are 
adapting our live-fire, force-on-force, and command post exercises to benefit from 
experience and technological advances and to match the changing operational arena. Our 
equipment procurement is managed by our Marine Requirements Oversight Council with 
a cost-benefit approach and our Material Command has instituted better business 
practices to improve our maintenance efforts. Likewise, we are outsourcing some of our 
infrastructure activities in order to harness the private sector to lower our costs - the 
Navy Marine Corps Intranet is an example of such ventures. With regard to individual 
modernization programs, we are moving forward in myriad projects germane to all 
components of our MAGTFs: Command, Ground, Aviation, and Combat Support. In the 
short-term, we assess our success in these diverse endeavors by the degree to which we 
are cost-effective in our innovations. In the long-term, our success will be judged by the 
outcome of our future operations. 

In addition to these internal issues, there are also external matters that are of 
special concern to me; namely, supporting the Regional Cpmbatant Commanders-in
Chief (CinC), the need for addressing 21st century overseas force-basing concepts, 
articulating the salient role national security plays in the well-being of our citizens, and 
the need for defense acquisition reform. 

Supporting the CinCs (See Tab E). First and foremost, I am focused on ensuring 
MAGTFs provide the CinCs with whatever the Marine Corps is asked to contribute to 
operations. We are committed to serving as a Joint force enabler. We are 
complementary, not competitive, in our relationship to the other services, and give Joint 
Commanders a diversified set of competencies. Part of this is also ensuring that Marine 
capabilities, such as those of our Expeditionary Brigades, are understood by Joint 
Commanders. The benchmark for success in the objective of supporting the CinCs is 
whether or not we deliver the resources that accomplish whatever mission Marines are 
tasked with around the world and across the spectrum of operations. 

21st century overseas force-basing concepts. It is also important to me that we do not 
slip into the myopic conception that we can deter aggression and confront crises overseas 
solely with capabilities based here in our homeland, In many situations, projecting our 
power from the Continental United States will not be effective or efficient. For our 
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nation to influence international relations, reassure our allies, preclude instability, and 
answer crises requires our presence and leadership on the global playing field. However, 
our forward-basing is becoming increasingly constrained by local political pressures, 
civilian encroachment, and environmental constraints. As a result, our future combat and 
peace operations are less likely to use large overseas fixed bases for deployment or 
sustainment. I believe this means the solution is a sea-based presence in areas of L,/ 
operation, using the sea as a force protection device and barrier to enemy action as well 
as a means to facilitating our own operational agility and tactical flexibility. By sea-
based, I do not mean reliant upon a single platform, but rather a mobile, dispersed Joint 
force, with the capacity to strike an enemy from over-the-horizon as well as logistically 
sustain forces ashore. Of course, such a presence requires a panoply of technological, 
organizational, and doctrinal creations. Such innovations, however, will require our 
nation to allocate increased resources to national security. Which leads to my concern 
about the articulation of the importance of investing in our national security. 

Articulatine: the salient role national security (See Tab F). I think it is of vital 
importance that our citizens understand that our national security is comprised of several 
interrelated elements whose collective power is reflected, ultimately, in our nation's 
prosperity and security. However, without being critical, it seems that a growing number 
of Americans are unconcerned with the issue of national security because they do not 
perceive a threat to our nation. For me, it is critical for our citizens to comprehend that if 
any of these pillars is weakened, then all are weakened, and will, in the long term, 
negatively impact our global relationship!, our economy, the spread of our democratic 
and free-market practices, our technological leadership, and our way of life. Our success 
in articulating the need for our nation to invest appropriately in our national security will 
ultimately be evaluated by historians. 

The need for defense acquisition reform. Finally, reforming our Department of 
Defense acquisition system is also very important to the Marine Corps. The Marine 
Corps is engaged in an evolutionary transformation. As I have said before, the Corps has 
long viewed transformation as a process and not an event, To ensure this evolution is 
timely and potent we need to re-engineer the way in which we procure, develop, and test 
our equipment. The current three-year cycle inherent to the Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting System instituted in 1962, interferes with both cost-efficiency and 
programmatic adaptation. We suffer a technology lag that results in our war-fighters 
being given equipment that is typically four to six years behind that which is available in 
the commercial marketplace. I would like us to engage industry to help us move ahead in 
this arena, while maintaining strict accountability and oversight in how we determine and 
fulfill our operational requirements. If we succeed in this effort, we will have moved 
beyond the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994, the Federal Acquisition 
Reform Act of 1996, and the 5000-Series Reforms to a new degree of teamwork between 
the Department of Defense, the Congress, and our Defense industry base. 

4 
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These internal and external areas of focus are not an all-inclusive list of the items 
my headquarters tracks, or the span of concern that we manage on a day-to-day basis, or 
even all the factors that may have serious impact on the capabilities that our Corps brings 
to our nation. However, they are things that I believe have special importance to our 
nation's Marine Corps. Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts with you. 

Very respectfully and Semper Fidelis, 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 

l 000 Defense Pentagon, Room 3E880 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 
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May 17, 2001 10:51 AM 

TO: General J. L. Jones 
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld l) {\ 
SUBJECT: Transformation 

Thanks so much for your note on transformation. I appreciate the support and the 
eff01ts being made in the Marine Corps. 

I saw Pete Dawkins the other night at a dinner. I hadn't seen him for a while, and 
I am delighted to know he is involved. He certainly is a good man. 

Pete Aldridge visited the DLA the other day and is in the process of raising some 
of the issues you have raised with me. He feels they have a pretty good process in 
shape and will be improving in the period ahead. You may want to visit with him 
about your thoughts on it. 

Thanks again. 

Regards. 

DHR:dh 
051701-15 

U09515 /01 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
2 NAW ANNEX 

WASHINGTON, DC 20380-1775 

The Honorable Donald H. Runsfeld 
Secretary of Jefense 
1000 De:ense Pentagon 
Washing:on, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

T wanted to conmunicate to you my strongest support for the 
ongoing e:forts of the panels looking at Jepartnent of Jefense 
tra~sformatio~. Our interaction to date with these panels has been 
ex:remely posi:ive, and reinforces nany of the efforts underway inside 
the Marine Corps to seek process reform, as well as a re-engineering 
o: our business practices. Clearly these panels have helped to 
demonstrate the need to look hard at how we execute every aspect of 
our nission to oefend this nation. 

For the last two years, the centerpiece of our transformation 
ef:ort has been the Integrated Logistics Capability initiative. This 
ef:ort to transform our logistics :unctions from the ground up, 
building on proven better business practices, has demonstrateo the 
viability of not being afraid to break the long standing paradigms of 
how we support the warfighter. The benefits to the Marine Corps, in 
terms o: reinvestments of our resources, continue to show trenendous 
promise. It is rapidly expanding in scope to in:luence every :acet of 
our decision-making process. This progran was highlighted in the 1999 
report by the panel on Globalization ano Commercialism, chaired by 
Pe:e Dawkins, as a pacesetter for the Jepartnent of Defense. We 
continue to not only take pride in this oistinction, but to seek ways 
to implement and incorporate many o: the other reconmenoations of that 
report into our concept :or the future. 

I promise you that our nation's Corps of Marines will continue to 
support the efforts now underway to transform our military services. 
I look forward to working with you to build a future :or the 
Department of De:ense that fully neets the expectations as well as the 
aspirations of the American people. 

Very respectfully, 

S. Marine Corps 
of the Marne Corps 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

SteveCambone 

Donald Rumsfeld r}\_ 
, 

May 21, 2001 

Preliminary Findings 

Here· s a survey you might want to think about sending out to some of the people in our 
group. It is interesting. I think Torie and Powell Moore ought to see it for sure. Why 
don't you pump it out. 

/, (1 . t . 

"'(" l . . 

DHR/azn 
052101.54 

Attach. (U.S. Armed forces/Emerging Revolution in Military Affairs by T.G. Mahnken) 
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Andrew W. Marshall 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL WAR COLLEGE 

888 CUSHING RD 

NEWPORT RHODE ISLAND 02844207 

Director of Net Assessment 
Office of lhe Secrelary of Defense 
2950 Defense Pentagon 
Washinglon, D.C. 20301-2950 

Dear Mr. Marshall, 

May 9, 2001 

As requested, I am enclosing a short summary of lhe inilial findings of lhe survey 
project that Jim FitzSimonds and I have been running, together with the PowerPoint 
slides that I used in my briefing to you last week. 

We are prepared to brief anyone who is interested in our findings. 
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The U.S. Armed Forces and the Emerging Revolution in Military Affairs 

Preliminary Findings 

By 
Prof. Thomas G. Mahnken 

CAPT James R.FitzSimonds 

Recent years have witnessed a burgeoning debate over the proposition that we are today 
in the midst of a Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). To date, however, it has not 
included a discussion of how the U.S. officer corps views emerging warfare areas. This 
project attempts to fill this void by exploring systematically the attitudes of the U.S. 
armed forces toward the emerging RMA. 

The Principal Investigators, assisted by CAPT Frank Petho of the Naval Postgraduate 
School, administered a survey to over 1,900 officers attending eight joint professional 
military education institutions: the Naval Postgraduate School, Naval War College 
(College of Naval Command and Staff and College of Naval Warfare), Air Command 
and Staff College, Air War College, Army Command and Staff College, Army War 
College, National War College, and the Capstone Course. The survey focused upon their 
attitude toward the emerging RMA as well as their beliefs about its impact upon the 
character and conduct of war, the perceived need for the services to change to exploit the 
information revolution, and the character and depth of change needed. We hope to use 
demographic variables such as rank, service and branch affiliation and combat experience 
to explain differences in officer attitudes. 

The results of the survey reveal an officer corps that is confident in U.S. technological 
superiority. The officers that we surveyed believe that new ways of war will give the 
United States leverage over the full spectrum of adversaries, They feel that space and 
cyberspace will emerge as new theaters of war over the next two decades. They also feel 
that future wars may be more decisive and less bloody than past conflicts. 

While reasonably confident that information technology will influence the course and 
outcome of future wars, the officers we surveyed are hardly advocates of radical change. 
They are split evenly over the need to transform the U.S. armed forces. Most believe that 
today's dominant military systems - the tank, aircraft:, and aircraft carrier - will be as 
important in twenty years as they are today. They also feel that potential adversaries will 
be unable to blunt US. power projection capabilities or deny us use of information 
networks. As a result, they see no compelling need to undertake drastic changes in U.S. 
force structure or readiness to finance transformation. They are similarly opposed to the 
creation of new services devoted to space and information operations. 

The U.S. officer corps is divided over the implications of the information revolution for 
the conduct of war. The officers we surveyed are uncertain as to how the information 
revolution will affect the character and conduct of future conflicts. They are also unsure 
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of how the growth and diffusion of information technology will affect the roles and 
missions of the services as well as the relative importance of their branch and service. 

We intend to conduct additional surveys of U.S. officers in coming years to measure 
trends in attitudes toward innovation. We are also considering a transnational 
comparison of American officers with their counterparts in other "innovative" militaries 
(i.e., Australia, Sweden, Israel). 
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The U.S. Armed Forces and 
the Emerging RMA 

Prof. Thomas G. Mahnken 

CAPT James R. FitzSimonds 

Outline 

• Project Overview 

• Methodology 

• Results 

• Implications 
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Outline 

• Project Overview 

• Methodology 

• Results 

• Implications 

Project Overview 

• Task 1: Survey of U.S. Officers 
Attending JPME Institutions 

•2000 

• Task 2: Analysis of RMA / Innovation 
Articles in Professional Military Journals 

• 1990-2001 
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Participating Institutions 

• Naval Postgraduate School 
• Naval War College 

• College of Naval Command and Staff 
• College of Naval Warfare 

• Air Command and Staff College 
• Air War College 
• Army Command and Staff College 
• Army War College 
• National War College 
• Capstone Course 

Outline 

• Project Overview 

• Methodology 

• Results 

• Implications 
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Research Questions 

• Is the officer corps enthusiastic, ambivalent, 
or skeptical about the proposition that we are 
today in an RMA? 

• How compelling is the need to transform the 
U.S. armed forces? 

• What is the depth and character of change 
that is required? 

• How confident are they in the U.S. military's 
ability to innovate? 

Master Hypothesis 

• Demographic Variables Explain 
Attitudes Toward: 
• The Emerging RMA 

• The impact of the RMA 

• The Need for Change 

• The Character and Depth of Change 
Needed 
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Outline 

• Project Overview 

• Methodology 

• Results 

• ·Implications 

Attitudes T award the RMA 
Questions 

a Military forces employing information-acre technoloav. doctrine. and 
oroanirations will eniov a substantial edae over those that do not (011 

• The exploitation of new technolow. doctrine. and organizational 
concepts will favor the United States over the full spectrum of potential 
adversaries (02). 

• Other states have no incentive to exploit new technolosv. doctrine1 and 
oraanizational concepts (Q3). 

• Adversaries will exploit new technoloqv. doctrine. and o~a.nizational 
concepts before the U.S. can field similar caoabilities (04). 

• New technoloav1 operational concepts, and oraanirations will aivg 
adversaries an advantage over the United States in future conflicts 
~ 

• Information svstems and networks are highly vulnerable to enemv 
countermeasures (06). 

• Those who believe that emerging technoloav will substantiallv alter the 
conduct of war are unrealistic (010). 
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Attitudes T award the RMA 
Findings 

• Information-Age Ways of War Will Give 
the United States Considerable 
Leverage 

• Favor U.S. Over Full Spectrum of 
Adversaries 

• U.S. Will Maintain its Lead 

• BUT Information Systems, Networks 
Highly Vulnerable 

" Military forces employing information-age 
technology, doctrine, and organizations will enjoy ai 
substantial edge over those that do not." 
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Impact of the RMA 
Questions 

• Armored and mechanized formations will be as 

important in 2020 as they are todav (07). 

• Manned aircraft will be as important in 2020 as thev 

are todav (QS). 

• Carrier battle groups will be as important in 2020 as 

thev are todav (Q9). 

"Armored and mechanized formations will be as 
important in 2020 as they are today." 
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"Manned aircraft will be as important in 2020 as 
they are today? 
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Impact of the RMA 
Findings 

• Currently Dominant Weapon Systems 
Will Be As Important in 2020 As Today 

•Split 

• But Majority Believes in the Enduring Utility 
of Dominant Systems 

• While Technology Will Have a Dramatic 
Effect, it Will Not-Reduce the Utility of 
Dominant Platforms 

Impact on the Conduct of War 
Questions 

• Jhe abilitv to strjke an adversary wjth precjsjon from a distance 
will djmjnjsh the need for the us to field around forces {011 }. 

• Within the next 20 vears sensor and command and control 
technolosv will allow the u,s armed forces to locate, track and 
destrov enemv forces within a limited geographic area. 
regardless of enemy countermeasures (016). 

• Within the next 20 years, conflicts will include combat operations 
in or from space (Q17). 

• Within the next 20 vears, attacks upon computer networks will 
become a central feature of military operations (018}. 

• Within the next 20 vears, the continued incorporation of 
conventional precision-ouided munitions into U.S. forces will 
permit deep reductions in the U.S. nuclearstockoile{Q19). 

• Within the next 20 years unjnhabjted combat aerial vehjdes will 
become the Predominant means of conducting strike warfare 
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"Within the next 20 years, Conflicts will include 
combat operations in or from space."· 
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"Within the next 20 years, the continued 
incorporation of conventional precision-guided 

munitions into U.S. forces will permit deep 
reductions in the U.S. nuclear stockpile." 
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Impact on the Conduct of War 
Findings 

• Consensus that Space, Cyberspace 
Increasingly Important 

• But We Will Still Need Ground Forces 

#Areas of Uncertainty 

• "Dominant Battlespace Knowledge" 

• UCAVs for Strike Missions 

• Nuclear Reductions 
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Impact of Demographic 
Factors 

• Demographic Factors did NOT Affect 
Attitudes Toward Impact of RMA: 

• Rank 

• Duration of Commissioned Service 

• Service Affiliation 

• Branch Affiliation 

• Combat Experience 

Impact on the Character of War 
Questions 

• New technoloav, operational concepts, and organizations will 
offer the abilitv to enaage in high-intensity operations with 
substantiallv reduced risk of U.S. casualties (Q24al. 

• New technoloav. operational concepts, and organizations will 
substantiallv reduce the duration of future conflicts (024b). 

• New technoloqv, operational concepts. and organizations will 
make it easier for the US to use force (Q24c). 

• New technology. operational concepts, and organizations will 
make it easier for the US to achieve decisive battlefield victories 
{Q24d). 

• New technoloav, operational concepts. and organizations will 
increase the importance of mv service relative to the other 
services l024e). 

• New technologv. operational concepts.andorganizationswill 
increase the importance of mv branch relative to others in mv 
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Impact on the Character of War 
Findings 

• Officers Believe that New Ways of War 
Will: 

• Make it Easier to Use Force 

• Reduce Risk of U.S. Casualties 

• Make it Easier To Achieve Decisive 
Battlefield Results 

Need for Change 
Questions 

• The U.S. armed forces must radically change their approach to 
warfare to compete effectively with future adversaries (014). 

• Future adversaries will be able to uselona-ranaeprecision 
strike weapons such as ballistic and cruise missiles to attack 
large ground formations (Q22a). 

• Future adversaries will be able to use Iona-range precision 
strike weapons such as ballistic and cruise missiles to attack 
U.S. carrier battle groups {Q22b). 

• Future adversaries will be able to use long-range precision 
strike weapons such as ballistic and cruise missiles to destrov 
fufillmilitarv infrastructure such as cons airfields and loQistical 
sites {022c). 

• Future adversaries will be able to denv the US the use of 
information networks (022d). 
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"The U.S. armed forces must radically change their 
approach to warfare to compete effectively with 

future adversaries." 
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"Future adversaries will be able to use long-range precision 
strike weapons such as ballistic and cruise missiles to destroy 
fixed military infrastructure, such as ports, airfields, logistical 

sites." 

1000 

7$0 

.soo 

2SO 
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Strongly 
o;sagree 

4 5 6 

unsure 
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"Future adversaries will be able to use long-range 
precision strike weapons such as ballistic and 

cruise missiles to attack carrier battle groups." 

1000 

1SO 

soo 

2SO 

0 
1 

strongly 
Disagree 

2 

unsure 

6' 7 

strongly 
Agree 

"Future adversaries will be able to use long-range 
precision strike weapons such as ballistic and 
cruise missiles to attack carrier battle groups." 

1G 500 

70 ,so 

400 
eo 

sso 
50 

* 
40 iso-
30 200 

,so 
20 

100 

10 so 

0 0 
1 7 

strongly unsure Strongly 
Oisagree Agree 
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Need for Change 
Findings 

• Split Evenly Over Need for Radical Change 

• Confident in the Continued Viability of 
Dominant Systems 

• Skeptical About Area-Denial Threats 

• Skeptical About Information Warfare Threats 

Character and Depth of Change 
Questions 

• It ls imperative that the U.S. armed forces become truly joint. f012). 
• The need to maintain separate services will diminish over time (013). 

• The U .$. armed forces are ~urrentlv embarked upon a oath that will lead to 
radical chanoe io military technoloqv, doctrine, and organizatlo, ,a, 5). 

• MX ser<ce should reduce its force structure to Invest in new aoor~u to 
warfare (025a). 

My s&o,iz sh I I -~ 114IPA<llt!ttS512 invest 1n ••tt I& §1111 ta .vartare 

• Modem conditions reauire significant changes to traditional seivice roles aad 
missions (925c}. 

• The Defense Department should create a new service res@nsible for space 
operations {025d}. 

• The Pefense Department should create a new service responsible for 
information operations (Q25e). 

• The U.Sflrmsd forces wifl achjeye fully the four pillars of Joint Vision 201Qbv 
2010(0250. 

• Mv service 11 serious about e>1ploring new approaches to warfare t02Sg}. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1739 
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Character and Depth of Change 
Findings 

t • Unwilling to Support Reductions in 
Force Structure, Readiness to Fund 
Transformation 

• Believe Their Services are Serious 

• Uncertain Whether Changes in Roles, 
Missions Needed 

• Oppose Space, Information Corps 

Outline 

• Project Overview 

• Me~hodology 

• Results 

e Implications 

11-L-0559/0SD/17 40 
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Implications 

• U.S. Officer Corps Divided Over 
Implications of Information Revolution 

• In Many Respects Quite Conservative 

• Faith in Dominant Systems 

• Unconcerned About Threats 

• Split Over Character and Conduct of 
War, Need for Change 

Next Steps 

,.:i • Complete Literature Review 

*Administer Same Survey in Several 

Years 

• Transnational Comparison 

11-L-0559/0SD/17 41 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

General Jim Jones, CMC 

Steve Cambone 

Donald Rumsfeldy{\ 

DPG 

A'.tu, ~~ 
/)i""p)~4 

September 20, 2001 2:08 PM 

I agree completely, and I have Steve Cambone working on the project. PJease 
feed in any ideas you have. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
092001-6 

"--

8 
• 

~ 

N 
0 
~ 
0 -

Ul3094 /02 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20380-0001 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Subj: DEFENSE PLANNING GUIDANCE 

IN REPLY REFER TO; 

3000 
CMC 
17 Sep 01 

1. In light of the terrorist attacks last Tuesday, I recommend that the recently published Defense 
Planning Guidance be reviewed. The purpose of this review would be to determine if additional 
guidance is needed, insofar as the threat to "Homeland Defense" is concerned. 

-0:, -
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TO: 

FROM: 

Steve Cambone 

Donald Rumsfeld ·'}' 

SUBJECT: QDR Comments from CNO 

M~V? f"''~A 
September 20, 2001 2:12 PM 

Here is a note from Vern Clark that needs to be taken into consideration in the 
defense strategy. 

You are going to have to do a brilliant job of either incorporating these kinds of 
suggestions or making sure that they are discussed openly so people feel they were 
given a fair hearing if it looks like they may not be included. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
9/1 8/0 I CNO ltr to SecDef 

DHR:dh 
092001·8 

w --C> 

-

U13U)b /02 
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CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

1 8 SEP 2001 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

I have read the Draft Quadrennial Defense 
Review (QDR) report. It is, overall, a good 
product. There are a few minor points that I 
believe need to be clarified, and I have asked my 
staff to work with yours on those issues. Bu:, 
again, these points are minor; overall, I am very 
pleased. 

At the heart of the new defense strategy is 
the idea of "forward deterrence" which is 
completely in line with the capabilities-based 
approach to defense we have all worked so hard to 
develop in this QDR. The current report language 
states that forward deterrence may be able to be 
accomplished in the future with fewer troops, 
ships and aircraft. In my view, we may be best 
served by saying in the report that our military 
transformation will likely change the size and 
shape of forward deterrence, and not address 
specific plat forms. In the end, we will send the 
platforms that we believe will best provide the 
capabilities needed to deter forward. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide 
.:_nput. 

Sincerely~ I/ ( J f 

VERN CLARK 
Admiral, U.S. Navy 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 
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September 10, 2001 9:12 AM 

TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

Doug Feith 

Powell Moore 
General Jones, USMC, CMC 

Donald Rumsfetd)/; /l, 
SUBJECT: Indonesia ') 

Attached is a memo from the Commandant of the Marine Corps concerning mil
to-mil contacts with Indonesia. 

I would appreciate it if you folks would press ahead along this line. I think we 
ought to work the problem and see if we can't improve our situation. 

I very much favor the contacts. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
8/29/0 1 CM C Memo to Sec Def re: Mi I ita ry to Mi I ita ry contact with Indonesia 

DHR:dh 
091001-11 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

2 NAVY ANNEX 
WASHINGTON, DC 20380-1775 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

IN REPLY REFER TO; 

1000 
CMC 
29 Aug 01 

Subj: MILITARY TO MILITARY CONTACT WITH INDONESIA 

1. As per our discussion of 1 August 2001, I have had a follow on 
meeting with Senators Leahy, Cochran, and Hutchinson on the 
subject of resuming "mil to mil" contacts with the Armed Forces of 
Indonesia. 

2. During these meetings I made the following points to each 
Senator: 

a. That our traditional response of severing "mil to mil" 
contacts as an expression of national displeasure can have 
unintended consequences that are not always in our best interests. 

b. Indonesia has a newly elected President whose position 
could be reinforced by restarting such contacts. 

c. We are in a position of needing future access to basing 
options in the Pacific rim given the high probability of an 
eventual restructuring of the bases we currently have. 

d. Indonesia has previously expressed willingness to accept 
"expeditionary" basing on one of its many islands, specifically 
the Island of Netuna. 

3. All three Senators expressed a willingness to discuss the 
possibility of a resumption of the subject contacts and were 
interested in learning more about the future basing alternatives 
in the regio:1. 

copy to: 
DepSecDef 
UnSecDef (Policy) 
SecNav 
CJCS 

11-L-0559/0SD/1747 
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December 21, 2001 1:01 PM 

TO: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \\ \l 
SUBJECT: Medical Department Officers 

Please take a look at this memo. My impression is that it is unwise to have that 

high a percentage of each of our services from the medical service. There ought to 

be a way to shift that to the private sector in some proportion. 

Why don't you take a look at it, tell me if you think I am right and come up with 

some suggestions. Please then feed it into the Service Secretaries and the Senior 

Executive Group. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/13/0 l SecNav response on Naval officers in health care 

DHR:dh 
122101-27 

Please respond by _________ _ 

U 15126 02 
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THE SECRET ARY OF THE NA VY 

Secretary Rumsfeld, 

~COEf AAS SEEN 

o£C t 1 2on1 

Tn response to your question regarding the number of naval officers 
in health care, the answer JS contained m the following graphics: 

(1) Chart I illustrates that the rationale for the size of the total 
medical corps is based on CTNC data. The CINC's predict 
the expected casualty rates in wartime, and that planning 
factor is fed into a model for the total of the U.S. Navy/U.S. 
Marine Corps health care structure. 

(2) The total number of Navy/Marine Corps personnel in health 
care is 6% of the total force, and medical officer departments 
comprise 16% of the total officer corps. This compares with 
I 8% in the U.S. Air Force and the U.S. Army. This data is 

depicted in chart 2. 

(3) Also, breakout of the officers by medical specialty is 
identified on chart 3. 
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Percent of Medical Department Officers* to 
Total Officers by Service 

20.0 18.5 % 18.5 % 
18.0 

p 16.0 
e 14.0 
r 12.0 
C 

e 10.0 
n 8.0 
t 

6.0 
4.0 
2.0 
0.0 

USA USAF USN/USMC** 

* Medical Department Officers include Doctors, Dentists, Nurses, Medical Service, Warrant Officers 
Source: HMPDS and Defense Link 
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Percent of Medical Department Officers to 
Total Officers for Navy / Marine Corps 

20.0 
18.0 

p 16.0 
Dental Corps 

e 14.0 
r 12.0 
C 

e 10.0 

.. ·.· /~:·:~: .. :~· ~:· . .-..:.~:?;ft{tf:.-~s~~~· .. : ... ~.\:.~~J:~·./1.:J?rt:rr:· 
· ·: · ' ~::~:\,~:: ' }(.:,::·~"'!'~f-:~:,: Medical Service Corps 

--------~,€~:f{~l }'~11 . 
------
Nurse Corps 

n 8.0 
t 6.0 

4.0 
2.0 MC 5.So/o 

--1----------1 

Medical Corps 

0.0 

USN/USMC** 

** Navy/USMC included together since Navy provides all medical support to the Marine Corps 
Source: HMPDS and Defense Link 
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Wartime Medical Requirements 

CINCOPLAN 

POPULATION X 
AT RISK 

CASUALTY RATE 
AND PLANNING 

FACTORS 

CIN C Planners Determine 

11-L-0559/0SD/1752 
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Medical Platform 
Requirements 

• Hospital Ships 
• Fleet Hospitals 
• OCONUS MTFs 
• CRTS 
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TO: Pefe Aldridge 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~~ 
SUBJECT: Memo on NRO 

April 16, 2001 1: 19 Pltl 

Please take a look at this memo on NRO and tell me what you think. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/04/01 Memo from Robert Kohler to DCI, "State of the NRO" 

DHR:dh 
041601-34 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

04 April 2001 

Director of Central Intelligence 

Robert J. Kohler 

State of the NRO 

I write this as one who toiled in and around the trenche of 
the NRO for 40 years, who continues to have a deep respect for 
the mission of the KRO, and who is convinced of the importanc~ of 
a healthy, innovative and technically astute NRO to the 
Intelligence Community and the DCI. But, things are not well and 
somebody needs to tell you so. 

I am fully cognizant of the various "Commission" report~i 
that have, to varying degrees, tried to address issues they s:bw 
surrounding the NRO. In fact, many of the observations of thlose 
Commissions are, in their own context, good. But all the 
Commissions missed many of the key issues that surround the 
effectiveness and future functioning of the NRO. 

For the last three months, I have been leading a task fc>rce 
(chartered by the D/NRO), the purpose of which is to evaluate~ the 

state of system engineering in the NRO. The perception was t.i.hat 
this NRO "core competency" had eroded and that actions were 
needed to enable its reestablishment. In this process I talked 
to a wide array of people about the NRO and discussed their 1 
perceptions as to how it was functioning. These people incl ded 
senior and middle ~o management, military and civilian 
personnel, the prime contractors who serve the NRO and many 
individuals that r know from my previous time in the NRO, bot~h 
active and retired. 

Dwindling Technical capability 

The hallmark of the N~c has been its technical core. I~ was 
staffed by, and managed by, solid technical people with solid 
technical credentials. In the unmanned space business the NRO 
w~the premier organization in the country, certainly "best in 
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SUBJECT: State of the NRO 

class. 11 But this is no longer the case. The depth of techniqa_l 
talent has eroded and plans to replace this talent are non- l 
existent. Military personnel serve one tour and are "out.µ nly 
recently has the CIA tried to reinvigorate their relationship 
with the NRO and recognize their NRO staffing issues as a : 
priority. The result is increasing influence of support 
contractors who not only have different motivations than the; 
government staff but cannot provide the technical leadership that 
can only come from the government workforce. 

Imbalance Between Staff and Programs 

The NRO of old was primarily a technical organization. Our 
job was to manage the development, acquisition and operation ~f 
highly sophisticated space collection systems. As a result, most 
of our human resources were devoted to these tasks. Today, the 
majority of the NRO's human resources are devoted to staff 
functions rather than to the NRO's primary job--acquiring and 
operating space reconnaissance systems. No commercial business 
would succeed with this model. 

The problem is not completely of the NRO's making. 
Congress, DCI/CMS and DOD have all conspired (unfortunately in an 
uncoordinated way) in making this happen. It is appalling that 
today's NRO includes over 50+ IGs, 100+ budget people (ROM), ! 
numerous policy staffs, resident HAC S&I staffs, unrelenting I 
"questions" for which the NRO maintains staffs to answer, all to 
the detriment of their only real job: develop, acquire, launch 
and operate the Nation's Reconnaissance Program. There was a 
time in the history of the NRO when the Program Manager(s) was 
"king, 11 now he/she is simply a pawn to the various staffs. 

The Lack of a Culture 

In the days of Programs A/B/C each component had its own 
culture and reason for being. Each of the parent organizations 
understood the reason for these components and supported their 
mission with people and resources. The elimination of A/B/C did 
away with not only these unique cultures but did away with the 
reason why the parent organizations supported the NRO. Neither 
the Air Force, Navy nor CIA any longer has an "institutional 'I 

interest" in the NRO. Military officers can no longer spend 
their careers in the NRO (as in the Program A and C days) andl CIA 
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SUBJECT : State of the NRO 

officers no longer have confidence t hat , even if they do I 
exceedingly well in t he NRO , i t will be helpful to their CIA 
careers . Many senior military officers now assigned to the Nf. 0 
have absolutely no understanding of t he business nor an abili y 
to contribute to i ts miss ion in any significant way . The NRO is 
no longer an organization where the "best and brightest " are I 
assigned to the job, but one where politics almost ent i rely 1 

determines important position assignments . 1 

What were t hree distinct , powerful and enabling cultures ! (in 
the A/B/D days) has been replaced by nothing . Two interestin~ 
quotes form senior contractors about the NRO : ; 

1. "The NRO is becoming an organization of transie p.:.s ; 
t his may be an unintended consequence of the NRO I 
reorganization ." 

2. ' The NRO is becoming more like a contracting 
organization rather than a technical organization ." 

The Dichotomy of the Organization 

Programs A/B/C were abolished for (at least) two 
reasons : 

1. To eliminate what some saw as the growing I 
counterproductive competition between Programs A/B/C 

2. To consolidate the staffs , ' such that 
redundancies could be eliminated . 

As mentioned above , not only did two not happen , buF 
t he staffs a re significantly bigger today than before thr 
reorganization . : 

Certainly t he competition between A/B/C was elimt1a ed . 
But i t was replaced by a competition between the · I 
!MINT /SIGINT /COMM and AS&T Directorates . The new 
competition in the NRO , between the "s tovepipe I NTS , " is , one 
for dollars . At least in the old days t he competition w s 
between ideas. The new competition is debilitating . a 
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SUBJECT: State of the NRO 

Congressional Micromanagement 

The impact of Congressional micromanagement, on the! NRO 
cannot be overstated. When the NRO "collapses," which is 
most likely on its current trajectory, the Congress willl 
have contributed significantly to this, but will never : 
accept responsibility for it. In fact, fr om the i r 1 

perspective it will be the fault of you and the SECDEF. ! The 
Congress through their manipulation of the budget and th~ir 
mindless adherence to budgetary constraints, e.g. no forward 
funding, is putting the NRO in the position of simply not 
being able to execute their programs in a logical fashion. 
Apparently nobody has the guts to tell Congress that thiS is 
the case. And so you get Congressional Commission repo~ts 
that simply miss the mark. 

The situation is dire and needs senior level attentfon. 
As I said, the "commissions" missed the real issues and, 
even if every one of their recommendations were adopted,; the 
fundamental NRO problems will remain unresolved. : givel the 
NRO two to three years before it becomes so bad that it 
cannot be fixed. 

(---~ ~) __ d~ 

~J-

Robert J. Kohler 
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July 16, 2001 6:39 PM 

TO: Steve Cambone 

FROM: Donald Rumsf:;~t1' 
SUBJECT: External Panel of Pres. Review of Intel 

Please see me on this Schneider memo, and tell me what you think we ought to do. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
7/6/01 Schneider memo to SecDef re: Developments at First Meeting 

DHR:dh 
07)601-65 

~ . . : 

U126?4 /02 
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MEMORANDUM 

July 6, 2001 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

William Schneider, Jr. ~· 

<~et' 
Hon. Don R umsfeld 

cc: Mr. Richard Haver 

William Schneider, Jr. 

Developments at the first meeting of the External Panel 
of the Presidential Review of Intelligence in response to 
NSPD-5 (2 July 2001). 

The External Panel of the Presidential Review of Intelligence held its first meeting on 2 
July at the K Street office usually reserved for external reviewers. Chairman LTG Brent 
Scowcroft and Vice Chair, ADM Dave Jeremiah led the meeting. Other members of the 
panel attending were Johnnie Foster and Dick Kerr. Ambassador Stapelton Roy (former 
US Ambassador to the PRC now with Kissinger Associates) and Jamie Gorelick (former 
Deputy Attorney General in the Clinton administration) were absent. A list of the 
Members of the External Panel as well as the Panel staff is attached. Joan Dempsey of 
the Community Management Staff who is involved in the Inside Panel was present as 
well. 

The panel faces a very demanding timeline; the results are due by 30 September. The 
DCI participated in the discussion as well. The inside panel, led by Joan Dempsey will 
be meeting concurrently with the External Panel, and will participate in the work of the 
External Panel as well to assure congruence between the two efforts. 

Chairman Scowcroft proposed (based on earlier discussions with Dempsey and the DCI) 
agreed that there would be a division of labor between the two groups on the four tasks 
enumerated in NSPD~5. A copy of NSPD-5 is attached. The external panel will 
concentrate on Tasks I and 3, while the Internal Panel will focus on Tasks 2 and 4: 

Task 1: The challenges and opportunities our Nation is likely to face 
in the 21st Century that require intelligence support. This 
review will be the basis for my Administration to articulate 
its intelligence priorities.' 

1 This aspirnlion aims at a replacement of the Chnton administrnlion's NSDD-35. This approach had litcle 
impact on resource allocation or IC planning. so tloubu have emerged about whether the subject of 
priorities should be approached in the same manner as NSDD-35. 
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Task 3: New and highly advanced intelligence collection, analysis 
and distribution capabilities. The DCI will make recommendations 
to me on whether such capabilities warrant new investment. 

A dimension of the time pressure to complete the review is to converge on the FY 03-08-
budget process and program review. As a consequence, I believe it will be most useful 
for the panel to concentrate on providing recommendations to some of the most pressing 
policy, program, and resource allocation issues, The DCI testified to his view on the 
mismatch between key elements of the Community' s pattern of resource allocation for 
specific intelligence disciplines and the utility of their product. As a result, the External 
Panel is beginning to converge on an effort that would produce the following "output." 

1. The major programmatic initiatives now underway that may reflect a mismatch 
between cost and utility will be examined with a view toward identifying 
opportunities for restructuring the programs if appropriate. 

2. The underutilization of commercial imagery by the IC is widely understood, and its 
failure to do so exacerbates the program/resource mismatch. I have agreed to present 
alternative acquisition models for the IC to procure commercial imagery. These 
models will derive from work previously done on the NRO Commission on which I 
served last year. 

3. Similarly, open source intelligence is believed to be an underutilized source of 
infonnation as well. I have requested that FBIS (reported to be working on new 
open source products) brief the panel on its view(s) of how better utilization can be 
made by the IC, effectively programmed and budgeted. 

4. I have proposed to Chairman Scowcroft that the panel receive an element of the 
unimplemented Defense Reform briefing prepared by Arnold Punaro for Secretary 
Cohen (you have heard the more comprehensive form of the briefing) in 1997. There 
is a module that proposes radical reorganization in the IC to capture what Punaro's 
committee believes to be vast unproductive overhead in the IC, especially in DoD
related agencies. 

The External Panel will meet again later in the month. I would like to get your insights 
into how the External Panel' s report can best serve your needs. 
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President's Review of Intelligence 
NSPD #5 

External Panel 

General Brent Scowcroft, Chair 
900 17th Street, NW 
Suite 500 
Washmgton, DC 20006 
202-296-9312 

rM~i[ll] Davi~ l~lllWr Co-Chair 

Dr. John S. Foster 
TRW, Incorporated 
1 Space Park, El-5010 
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 
310-812-1846 

Ibe Honorable Jamje Garelick 
rb)(6) I 

The Honorable Richard J. Kerr 

r b)(6) 

Ambassador J. Stapleton Roy 
Kissinger Associates, Incorporated 
350 Park Avenue, 26th Floor 
New York City, NY 10022 
212-759-7919 

- or -
1800 K Street, NW 
Suite 1021 
Washington, DC 20006 
202-872-0300 

Dr.William Schneider, Jr. 
President, International Planning Services 
1925 N. Lynn Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 
703-524-5522 
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(b )(6) 

(b}(6) 

(b )(6) 

President' s Review of Intelligence: Staff 

2100 K Street, NW Suite 300 
Washington. DC 20427 

(202) 331-4060 

Manage ment T eam 

Review Tea m 

Business Team 
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wwws: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA.5 1-11 NC"rON 

May 9, 2 001 

NAT! ON;..1., SECURITY PRES:DENTIAL DIRECTIVE/NS.PD- S 

MEMCFJillDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 

SUB.JEC'!: 

THE SECRETARY OF S:A:E 
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFEKSE 
THE ATTORKEY GENERAL 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
CHIEF OF STAFF TO THE PRESIDENT 
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 

SECURITY AFFAIRS 
COUNSEL TO :HE PRESIDENT 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
CHAIR1"1.b.N, PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE 

i.DVISORY BOARD 

Intelligence 

28€6 

Current and accurate foreign intelligence is essential to the 
success of our foreign policy, law enforcement, and defense 
Etrategies and 1s critical to protecting and advanc~ng America's 
~it al interests. The Director of Central Intelligence <DCI} , 
working with the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State 
as appropriate, is directed to: conduct a comprehensive review of 
J.S. intelligence. The DCI is given a broad mandate to 
challenge the status quo and explore new and innovative 
techniques, systems, pr act ices ~nd processes for foreign 
in~~lligence collecticn, analysis, and distribution. 

This review will be undertaken by two separate panels that ~ill 
be es~ablished by. and report to, the DCI. One panel will 
consist of members of the !ntell1g~nce Community and other 
senior United States Government officials tc be named by the 
DCI. The other panel will cons1st of knowledgeable and 
experienced ind~viduals from outside the United States 
Government to be named by the DCI in consultation with the 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affa:rs. The 
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• 

2 

panels Wlll conduct independent, but parallel reviews of the 
!ollowlng: 

l. The challenges and opportunities our Nation is likely 
to face in the 21st Centu,ythat require intelligence 
support. This review will be the basis for my 
Administration to articulate its intelligence 
priorities. 

2. The current state of our intelligence and counter
lntelligence capabilities· to ensure that they mee~ the 
challenges of the new century. The DC! is to affirm 
to me that our current and planned programs and 
acquisitions will adequately meet our Nation's future 
intelligence needs. 

3. 

: 

New and highly advanced intelligence collection, 
analysis and distributio:1 capabilities. The DCI will 
make recommendations to me on whether such 
capabilities warrant new investment. 

4. Reorganizing· and/or rescruccur~ng. the Intelligence 
Communlty to improve its management, consolidate its 
activities or agencies, and to streamline and 
strengthen its management practices. 
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April 9, 2001 1:12 P 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

CC: Steve Camboile 
Pete Aldridge 
Dov Zakheim 
Barry Watt 
Paul Gebhard 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1" 
SUBJECT: Memo from Andy Marshall 

Attached is a note from Andy Marshall. The last paragraph is what we simply 
must focus on. Please help. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
040901-26 
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, DIRECTOR OF 
NET 

ASSESSMENT 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2950 DEFENSE .PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, .20301 ·2950 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Latest Draft of Strategic Review 

This draft reverts to use of the word "advantage" to describe the 
strategy. I did this because at this stage getting the military to understan 
and buy in is important. My *officers told me the earlier drafts were 
confusing with the switching between "competence", "advantage", and 
"'capability". Also JV 2010 and JV 2020 already are a switch to a 
capabilities based approach. In any case we can switch back later to bet er 
public language. 

I will get responses from the Chiefs and make appropriate chang, s. 
I have your list of edits from the prior draft. Also I have started on the 
drafting the Annexes with fmish date of mid-April. 

Your discussion of the sizing issue and the requirement of risk 
assessment are just right. To do it right is complex, but as you say we al 
do it all the time. Two MRC's are a simplification; assessment should 
really be done over the whole set of plausible (possible?) contingencies, 
including current and future. At any level of budget the task is to get the 
least risk measured over the whole set of contingencies. 

cc: DepSecDef 

~ 
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TO: Steve Cambone 
William Schneider, Jr. 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld'J 

SUBJECT: Strategy and Force Structure 

April 16, 2001 3:29 PM 

Please take a look at this paper on strategy and force structure and come and see 
me about it. We need to make a conscious decision about Andy's paper in this 
regard. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/09/0 l de Leon memo to SecDef re: Strategy and Force Structure 

DHR.:dh 
041601-51 
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April 9, 2001 

To: Secretary Rumsfelcl 
Deputy Secretary Woitowitz 

From: Rudy de Leon~ 

Subject: Strategy and Force Structure 

Attached is an exchange of memos with Andy Marshall regarding a 
paper that is circulating around the Pentagon. 

While I don't agree completely with the historical analogies, the 
paper written by Frederick Kagan of the West Point history 
department has a clear point of view and I wanted to make sure 
you had a copy. 

The paper makes the point that "ground forces" are a key hedge for 
the future. The Frederick Kagan paper offers a much different 
perspective than the views offered by General Fogleman, and I 
thought you might find it of interest. 
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ADVISOR 
FOR NET 

ASSESSMENT 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2950 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-2950 

MEMORANDUM FOR RUDY DE LEON 

SUBJECT: Kagan,s Paper 

10 April, 01 

Thanks for the paper. I found it very interesting. In particular, and in additioni to 
topics often addressed, he raises the need to prepare for mobilization in case a large-scale 
conflict threat emerges. DoD has largely dropped consideration of this possibility. 

On the other hand he accepts that many Allies have substantially disanned and 
count on us to protect them, which should be something we should try to change. Indeed, 
part of our broader national strategy should be to try to shift more of that burden back to 
the Allies. I sometimes say that we are an incompetent hegemon; very undemanding of 
Allies and friends. That makes our hegemony more acceptable and perhaps lasting. But, 
in the mean while we have not succeeded in being paid for the services we provide, e. g. 
the relatively secure flow of oil from the Gulf. 

Anyway, Kagan makes many good points. I probably agree a bit more than you 
do with the cautionary tales from history. 

cc: Secretary Rumsfeld 
Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz 
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Strategy and Force Structure in an lnterwar Period 

Frederick W. Kagan 
Department of Histor~ 
U.S. Military Academ) 
West Point, NY 10996-1 793 
(845) 938-5591 
kf6328 @usma.edu 

Thr opinions expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not necessari t 
represent the vil'ws of thr Unit<'d States Military Academy, the Department of th•r 
Army, or any other agency or department of thC' United States government. 

Goal 
America's primary national security goal in this interwar period must be to 

prolong the current epoch o1 peace and prosperity for as long as possible and to be real~y 
to fight and win the conflict that will ultimately end it. The current era is not a "strate1~ic 
pause." but an interwar period. and history suggests that the next major conflict will n<~t 
be as far distant as many people imagine. Since 3648 there has been a full-scale confl ii~t 
involving many of the world's major powers approximately every thirty years. Since 
1783 the United States has deployed a significant military force into combat once ever } 
twenty years. To imagine that this cyck has ended with the end of the Cold War is 
wishful thinkfog not based on a careful analysis of the situation. It is not likely to be 
more accurate than the belief widely held just over a year ago that we had found a way!t 
halt the economic cycle of booms and busts. Maintaining the current stability in today·ls 
international arena and preparing to face and deter or defeat a major adversary in the 
future are thus very urgent tasks. They cannot be put off, underresourced, or ignored 
except at grave peril to this nation. 

The need to remain engaged and ready even in an era of relative peace is the mbst 
difficult challenge a liberal democracy can face. The track record of such states in sue~ 
situations is extremely poor. After the end of the Crimean War and the end of the Warf, 
of German Unification: Great Britain largely disengaged from the international situatitjn 
and maintained a peacetime army so small that Gennan leaders quipped that they wo~J~ 
"have it anested" if the British landed in Germany to support one of their allies . As a ~ 
result, Britain conspicuously failed to prevent a series of wars in the 1860s and 18705, 
and failed utterly to deter the Germans in 1914, with disastrous consequences despite It e 
fact that England ultimately won the war. The tale of British weakness, appeasement. 
and consequent failure to deter Hitler in the 1930s is too well known to bear repetition 
here. America's refusal to remain engaged in Europe following World War l great]) 
facilitated the efforts of Hitler and Mussolini to destroy the peace, at a very high price fr 
American lives when we were drawn into the war that followed. American fai lure to 
manage the international situation in the Pacific during those same years, although Jes~ 
frequent ly remarked upon. was, in fact, much more spectacular and led directly to the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, for which we were completely unprepared. 
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The only time in recent history when a liberal democracy.has retained in 
peacetime the forces necessary to deter its enemies and ultimately win without fightin 
was the Cold War. For almost half a century, with conspicuous ups and downs, the U ~ 
maintained fighting forces strong enough to convince the Soviet Union that victory w 
unlikely, and our willingness to engage in sipnificant conflict in Korea and Vietnam. 
whatever the regional results of those conflicts, helped show the Soviets that we were 
serious. That engagement was possible largely because the Soviets were so clearly an 
obviousl'y an imminent threat to our security and way of life. We knew who our enen y 
was, we knew where the war would be fought, and we could work out what we had to, do 
to win it. It was also relatively easier to persuade the American people of the need fo1 
large peacetime expenditures on defense because the threat was so clear and immcdiat 
AI the same time, America's leaders in the ]ate 1940s and 1950s had learned the ]esso1 ~ 
of Munich and were determined to avoid them. The careful study and application of 
history at that time played a powerful role in guidinf the nation through fifty years of 
near-conflict and constant tension. 

The fact that there is no apparent threat makes our task much harder. It has 
returned us to a situation much like the 1920s. when our weakness and disengagemen1 
laid the groundwork for the disasters of the 1930s. Failure to behave responsibly then 
greatly f oreshonened the peaceful era that was taken for granted, and it left both the 
British and the United States completely unprepared for the war that followed. The re:suh 
in both cases was hundreds of thousands of casualties. many of which could have been 
avoided. In Britain's case, another consequence was the loss of her dominant world 
position and the permanent relegation to second-class status. Only by now recalling the 
clear lessons of history and recognizing that military preparedness and the maintenanc:e 
of adequate military forces are as urgent in periods of apparent peace as they are in 
periods of obvious tension can we hope to avoid falling into the same trap. 

Strategic Tasks 

Achieving this goal requires the accomplishment of three major tasks: 1) 
Shaping the international environment constantly so as 10 maintain stability in regions lof 
vital interest to the U.S. and to deter aggression a'lvwhere; 2) Maintaining the ability 1 

clearly 10 defeat at least two major regional aggresrnr~ simultaneously; 3) Preparing OUJ 
armed forces for the possibility of larger-scale conflict in the future. 

Shaping the lmema1ional Enviromnem 
The purpose of so-called "operations other than war" such as U.S. missions in I 

Kosovo, Bosnia, Somalia, and Haiti is two-fold. We must, on the one hand, maintain I 
peace and stability in regions of vital national interest. such as Europe and the Western 
Hemisphere. Failure ro act to maintain stability in those re!2ions will create power ! 

vacuums when traditional stability structures collapse. Those vacuums may spread, asi 
instability crosses borders and infects or involves nei~hho1ing states. Or they may be i 
filled by states antagonistic to the United States, and the instability used to harm our 1 

interests. The likelihood that power vacuums will be filled by our friends is very low, as 
most of the nations allied to the U.S. have disarmed even more thoroughly than we have, 
and have psycholo!!ically off-loaded the responsibility for maintaining peace onto our I 
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shoulders. If we do not act to maintain stability and peace in a region, we must assurrr 
that instability and conflict there will continue and even worsen. ; 

On the other hand, wc must make it clear that wc will not tolerate the use of f qrce 
to change the international situation. This is an application of the "broken-window" i 
theory of urban renewal to international relations. If it is apparent to would-be aggres:Sors 

' that their use of 1orcc against their neighbors or even against their own people will be i 
opposed rapidly and forcefully. then most if not all arc likely to be deterred even frorn 
trying. If, on the other hand, we permit the "broken windows" of the world, whether ir 
Somalia, Haiti, or the Balkans to remain broken, we send the message to would-be 
aggressors that we will not oppose them. That message is likely to encourage the bol ~est 
of them to try to revise the international order by force to suit them better. In the best , 
case, then, we will be drawn into a much more serious conflict against a more dangerJus 
adversary through our failure to engage in a smaller scale conflict against a weaker o~e. 
In the worst case, if we fail that test as well either by agreeing to unacceptable conditipns 
or by faiJinr to engage the aggressor at all, we will be laying the groundwork for the! 
extremely rapid destruction of a peaceful world order. Peacekeeping and stability · 
operations always support a vital American national interest, wherever they may be: ! 
They suppon the interest of maintaining a peaceful and stable world, and there is no s {ite 
that benefits more from such a world or would suffer more from its disappearance thap 
the U.S. : 

Major Theater War 
Although the U.S. armed forces are most likely to be engaged in small-scale / 

contingencjes on a day-to-day basis. they must above all be ready to meet the challenge~ 
of a major regional ag~ssor at all times at virtually no notice. In fact: they must be i 
ready to meet two such challenges at once. 

Failure to be prepared for a major theater conflict will have disastrous ! 
I 

consequences. In the best scenario, we may find ourselves refighting the Korean Wart 
taking unnecessary casualties, with partially-trained units breaking and confusion : 
rampant. Although we ultimately recovered from our initial unpreparedness, the cost was 
extremely high. ln the ·worst scenario, we may simply decide not to oppose the 
aggressor: which would have all of the negative consequences of failing in a smaller- ! 
scale challenge outlined above only at a much higher and more serious level. It is highl~ 
unlikely that we will lose a major theater conflict in the foreseeable future--that is not ~t 
issue. But the costs of unpreparedness, both in terms of unnecessary casualties and in lthe 
possibility of self-deterrence, are potentially very high. I 

It has become fashionable in recent years to claim that the "2-MRC" force sizi~g 
paradigm is unnecessary and simply an arfument for the status quo. Since the Bottoni
Up Review of 1993 more or less explicitly tied the concept to two specific enemies--111aq 
and North Korea--and since those enemies now seem so weak, many argue that we car 
safely abandon this conception altogether. It is further argued that abandoning the 2-
MRC requirement would allow us to reduce our standing armed forces and refocus 
resources either on domestic concerns or on transformation strategies for the armed i 
forces. Both assumptions are wrong. 

First. the United States has never maintained a true 2-MRC capability since th~ 
time of the Bottom-Up Re view. Careful study of the origins and development of the i 
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force structure adopted at that time reveals that even its ori!!inators did not believe that it 
was capable of dealing with two major theater wars nearly simultaneously. Nor was ! 
Genera! Co]in Powell confident that even the larger structure dubbed the Base Force in 
199 l was capable of dealing with two such wars at the same time. In testimony in 19~2. 
General Powe]] stated that dealing simultaneously with a DESERT STORM contingency 
at the same time as a Korean contingency would push U.S. forces to "the breaking point" 
and that the U.S. would then "no longer have the capability to deal with anything elsci that 
might happen elsewhere in the world."' That is not a true 2-MRC capability, and, of i 
course, the armed forces have been cut significantly even since General Powell made that 
statement. Abandoning the 2-MRC force-sizing construct does not provide any honest or 
rational basis for reducing the armed forces. 1 

Second, the 2-MRC requirement is not simply a randomly-generated force-sizinf 
construct. It is a vital component of any rational strategy. Failure to maintain a force! 
capable of dealing simultaneously with two major theater wars means that, in 
contemplating the response to one major- act of aggression, the president must be 
prepared to be unabk to respond to any others for the duration of the conflict. Such an 
inability will likely have two consequences. First, the national command authority is i 
very likely to shirk from committing all or most of its disposable forces to a single i 

contingency if doing so will leave U.S. interests and allies around the world utterly 
1 

vulnerable. The likelihood is that we will once again be self-deterred and fail to take ! 
action essential to protecting our interests and maintainin~ the peace and stability of the 
world. I 

This is precisely what happened to the British in the 1920s and 1930s. Faced with 
the need to contemplate major theater conflicts in Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Far 
East, Britain nevertheless did not support armed forces to meet even a 2-MRC standard. 
let alone the 3-MRC danger they faced. As a result during the Corlu crisis of 1923, the 
Ethiopian crisis of 1935-6 and Hitler's remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936, the ! 
British military leaders repeatedly advised againsc takinp action on the grounds that doing 
so would expose vital national interests in the Far East to Japanese aggression. In pan as 
a result of that advice, Britain did not respond adequately to any of those crises and so 
paved the way for further aggression, especially on the part of a Hitler now encouraged in 
his boldness and England's paralysis. This threat is no less real for America today. j 

Second, the fact, known to the world, that a great power can meet only one m4jor 
cha]]en,ge at a time makes it infinitely more likely that a second aggressor will take I 
advantage of that power's preoccupation with the first. There can be no doubt that l 
Britain's exclusive focus on the European conflict in 1941 was a critical precondition ~o 
the Japanese attack on British--and American--possessions in December of that year. 1 

Britain looked to the U.S. to protect her- interests in the Far East. but one cannot control 
the military policy of one's would-be allies. In that instance, British interests suffere~ 
because of America's unwisdom--all because Britain had not maintained the force I 
necessary to deal with two major threats at the same time. As a result, although Brita in 
ultimately won the war, her position in the Far East, and in the world, was seriously 

1 

compromised, and thousands of English soldiers and sailors lost their lives needlessly to 
fight a war- that could have been detened. There is no reason now for, say, an Iraq to isign 
a treaty with ·a North Korea. But should the U.S. become involved m one region withi° no 

I 

1 See While America Sleeps, />. 296 

11-L-0559/0SD/1773 



capability to respond in the second, we may well encourage an attack upon our intcren ~ 
and allies by that very weakness by a state that, to that point, had not serious]~ 
contemp]ated attacking us. Ab~mdoning the 2-MRC capability creates vulnerabilities hat 
will be readily apparent to prospective foes. and will: in itself. be a destabilizing facto m 
the world today. 

Preparing for Largl'-Scale C01~f]ic1 

Major theater wars are by no means the limit of the dangers the U.S. may face 
within the next few decades. Although there is no state now that can challenge u~ 
gJobaJJy, it is not at all inconceivable that such a threat might arise, either in the form of a 
single state like Russja or China that devotes all its energies into obtaining such a 
capability, or in the form of a coalition of states that arises to challenge our current 
hegemony. In that regard, the steady improvement in relations between Russia and China 
that has pone largely unremarked upon over the last few years may be an ominous sign. 

It has been commonplace in strategic- discussions over the last decade to assert 
that the U.S. would have ample warning of the rise of such a state or coalition. and th~t 
we would have plenty of time in which to prepare our own forces to meet and deter Of! 

defeat that challenge. The truth is that that confidence is unwarranted. We probably will 
have considerable warning of the rise of a major challenger, but the waming that tells thr 
strategist and the force planner that it is time to rearm is almost always insufficient to i 
convince the democratic leader and legislature to do so. The rise of Hitler to power in 
1933 should have.be.en warning cnou!!h to Great Britain. and, indeed, her military leaders 
had already concluded in 1932 that the time to rearm had come. But it was only the 
crises of 1935-1936, coupled with the rapid expansion of the Luftwaffe. that con vi need 
the politicians to support massive increases in defense spending, and by then it was 100 

late. 
There is absolutely no reason to imagine that the U.S. will behave more 

responsibly in a similar situation. Our desire to maintain peace, in fact, is likely to work 
against it, for as potential enemies arise, there is always a powerful desire to avoid i 
provoking them \\'ith large arms build-ups. What is more, the event that triggered the hse 
of Hitler and Germany's tum toward aggression was the Great Depression--an event that 
also seriously hampered Britain's ability to respond. It is not at all unlikely that a major 
global economic slowdown will be the event that precipitates--quite without warning and 
unpredictably--the growth of our next major adversary. We, like the English in the i 
1930s, are likely to focus on the domestic consequences of that economic crisis for far 
too long at the expense of staning the prudent rearmament relied upon by those who I 
think there will be time enough to respond when the danger is clear. I 

We must, rather, be considering even now what wi]l be necessary to meet a major 
challenge in the future. and taking such steps as are possible to prepare for it. It is a 

1 

matter of grave concern, in this regard. that America's military industrial base has been so 
dramatically contracted in tandem with the reduction of our armed forces over the past 
decade. The defense conversion efforts that have been made a.priority since the end of 
the Cold War have succeeded too well. It is highly likely that when the next major crisis 
arises. we will find ourselves unable to spend the money that a nervous Congress 
appropriates because there will be no industrial firms to take the contracts. This is 
prcciscJy what occurred in England in the mid-1930s. Her military industry had 
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atrophied and convert-red to civilian production du1inp the lean years of peace, and wh11n 
Parliament finally authorized dramatically increased expenditures on defense, the motjey 
literally could not be spent. This is the sort of problem that can only be addressed ov~f
the long term--when the crisis is upon us it will be far too late. 

Cutting the armed forces excessively will also prove very harmful to long-tern~ 
preparation for major war. To contemplate major conflict, we must be prepared to 
expand the armed forces dramatically. That expansion will require a significant cadre!

1
of 

experienced leaders at all levels of command who can train others even as they comm~nd 
their units. A force that is too small will not be able to meet that challenge, with the I 
result that training will be rushed and haphazard. and units will be sent into combat in lthe 
hands of inexperienced and untried leaders--exactly the situation we faced during Wo/Jd 
War II, with painful consequences. We must remember at all times that, although the 1 

armed forces are sized primarily to deal with current and likely future contingencies, \f,'e 
cannot entirely ignore the need to be able to expand them rapidly should unforeseen i 
circumstances require us to do so. 

Conclusion 
These three tasks must all be achieved at the same time. We cannot afford to ijUl 

one off in favor of the others, for they all accomplish different and essential parts of t~c 
same whole. We must be continually engapcd in shapinp the international environmetit 
by the use of force and its threat. and by stability and peacekeeping operations when I 
appropriate. These operations signal to potential disturbers of the international peace put 
unwillingness to tolerate such disruptions, and are likely t~ have ~ profound dampe~i~g 
cf1 ect on the efforts of those who seek to alter the current mtemational order that sm tsi us 

I 

so well. We must always be prepared to deter and defeat major theater adversaries, atjd 
real preparation in this area must mean the ability to defeat at least two such threats at ithe 
same time. Because of the danger of self-deterrence, the truth is that a "one-MRC" 

1! 
capability is really a "no-MRC" capability. Lastly we must never lose sight of the 
possibility that we will one day face a significant 2Jobal challenge, and that preparatio~s 
to meet that challenge will be too late when it is u'pon us. To "take advantage" of the i 
current peaceful era in order to focus on other priorities? as many now urge, is to ignm\e 
our responsibility to act prudently to safeguard the nation's security. The best way to take 
advantage of the cun-cnt era of peace is to prolonp it as long as possible, but only ! 
aggressive involvement in the world and the maintenance of adequate armed forces to! 
accomplish all three of the tasks outlined above will make that possible. 

Technological Change 

In addition to the three main tasks that any leading state in an era of peace mu* 
perform, the U.S. faces the additional challcn?e today of transforming its armed force$ to 
be able to fight and win as the nature of war itself rapidly changes. This challenge is I 
particularly great precisely because our apparent technolo!!ical lead is so large that m~ny 
people do not seriously believe that an enemy will ever be able to challenge us ! 
technologically. As a result, technological transformation now presents two great ! 
dangers. First, we are likely to be too complacent, to put off transformation, avoid 
fielding systems, and defer costs on the grounds that we still have a comfortable lead. 1 

The likely result of that course of action will be to fail to prepare the armed forces to ijght 
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the wars of thr future. Second. we may be led into the comfortable belief that we have 
found a technological panacea that makes it unnecessary to maintain large armed fore s 
at all, since small, highly-technical forces seem now to be so devastatingly effective. 4 he 
danger there is that we will move toward having the best, most technically advanced 
brigade in the world. that will be overwhelmed by much larger, if far less techno]ogic~H~ 
sophisticated, foes. i 

Such was the fate' that the British Expeditionary Force suffered in 1934. At th at 
time Britain was thr only major power to retain a long-service volunteer force rather than 
one based on universal military service and a trained reserve. As a result, the BEF wilS 
by far the best combat force in the world in 1914. and it fought with incredible skill and 
tenacity against the German attack. But it had been far too small to deter that attack, it 
was too small to stop it, and irwas wiped out almost to a man in the attempt. As a res uk 
Britain was forced to sit the war out in 19] 5 and into 1916 as a new force was raised and 
trained from scratch. That force, in its turn. inadequately trained and inexpertly led, i 

suffered horrendous casualties in the remaining years of the war and came very near to 
complete collapse before the U.S. was drawn into the conflict. 1 

Worse still, since the emphasis on technology now is on long-range precision-: 
guided munitions, we may come to ima!!ine that our global presence is unnecessary, ! 
because we can respond decisively with forces based in CONUS. Action taken on such a 
conviction could be catastrophic. It makes sense only when military capabilities are : 
divorced entirely from the strategic goals they arc designed to accomplish, which occurs 
in academic discussions, but not in the real world. Our forward presence in the world! 
signals our commitment to opposfag Hggression and maintaining peace. Withdrawin,r 
forces from their forward positions would automatically and immediately greatly increase 
global instability by making the statement that America is no ]on!!er as committed to the 
peace as she had been. We may tell ourselves and others that that is not true--that we are 
just as committed only now we seek to use new systems to accomplish the old aims, bfl 
we \1,1j]1 not be believed. For over half a century the U.S. has taught the world to 1 

understand that our seriousness about our commitments in any given region can be I 
measured by the presence or absence of our troops deployed in that region, and not b~ 
our global strike capabilities. Global strike capabilities did not deter North Korea in 1 

1950, North Vietnam in the 1960s, Saddam Hussein in 1990, or Slobodan Milosevic II 
thereafter. They are unlikely to deter potential aggressors in the future. 

We must also not lose sight of the fact that a mixture of ground forces, theater air 
and missile forces, and global strike capabilities is far more powerful and effective than 
simply global strike capabilities alone. When an enemy knows that he faces only a ! 
missile attack: he can turn off his radars, bury his equipment, disperse his forces, and sit 
tight. If his will does not break under our attack--and there is considerable historical : 
evidence to sug~est that it will not--then we will have only two options. We will eith ~r 
have to abandon the conflict without achieving our objectives, or we will have to 
exterminate the enemy's armed forces to a man. Even then, we may well fail of achieving 
our objectives if we still fight shy of deploying ground forces to secure them. Air po~er 
can only provide an aqmment, however persuasive. that the enemy should change his ' 
way of doing business. Ground forces can force him to do so whether we persuade him 
or not. 
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For when ground forces or the threat of their deployment are added to th~ mix pj 

precision-strike systems, then the enemy's task is greatly complicated. Now he must 
maintain his forces in combat formations, which provide heller targets for our missile 
strikes. he must keep his radar on and his communications going, making it easier to b · 1 

those targets as well. In short, by eliminating the possibility that ground forces will b< 
deployed, we will greatly complicate our efforts to use our precision-strike capabilitie , 
and we may fail of our objectives entirely. The history of the military art is the historl of 
the increasing integration of all types of forces into combined-arms and joint units tha 
bring to bear an anay of capabilities against the enemy. The for-ces that have perform d 
that integration best have almost always won--those that have failed to integrate all of 
their capabilities have generally lost. 

All of which is to say that technological transformation must be a fully joint 
endeavor. It must be tied to an agreed-upon vision of future warfare, but it must be a 
flexible enough vision to allow us to meet the unforeseen changes in war and the 
international environment that we are certain to encounter. Above all, it must be 
undertaken much more urgently than hither-to. Our apparent technological lead is 
illusory. It rests more upon the fact that no state has been working very hard recently~< 
prepare to fight us. We depend on computerization very heavily for our advantages, aihd 
yet civilian computer technology is rapidly spreading across the globe. If an enem~ 
concludes that war with us is imminent, we can be certain that he will find ways rapid ) 
to convert that civilian technology for military purposes. and we will be shocked to 
discover our technological lead evaporating much more rapidly than we had ever thaw hi 
possible. 

We must never lose sight, in this regard, of the fact that the next war will almo 1 

certainly begin at a time and place of the enemy's choosing not of our own. That me, ns 
that when the enemy thinks that he has the best chance 01 success: then is when he wi l 
attack. Our own delays ~nd failure to maintain and deploy adequate armed forces ma: ' 
even encourage a pre-emptive enemy attack. as happened in 1939. Hitler was well a~ are 
that by 1942 the British were going to field large and modern armed forces equipped ' ith 
excellent aircraft and decent tanks. His determination to attack Poland in 1939 result d 
in part from the feeling that it was then or never. We must be careful to ensure that Wf 
arc never presenting the enemy with a window of temptation during which he may hope 
to succeed before we are ready for him, but the cunent pace of our technological 
transformation suggests that we will be doing precisely that. 

1 

This consideration highlights the fact that transformation cannot come at the i 
expense of readiness to accomplish the three main tasks described above. If we cut dfwn 
our curren.t capabilities to prepare for future transfonnation, we will signal to our ene ie~ 
that now is their time to prepare and act before it is too late. In this way, the simple fr ct 
of our adopting such a military policy will be destabihzing internationally and will ac to 
encourage, rather than deter, war in the middle distance. We must accomplish J 

transformation while also maintaining the full spectrum of other necessary capabilitief . 

Force Strncwre Considerations I 

Our current force structure is based upon a completely unfounded assumption:j 
that the U.S. active armed forces in 1990 were prepared to fight and defeat a Soviet at/tack 
and that, since the Soviet threat was clearly so much greater than any threat or 
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combination of threats we now 1acc, armed forces in this interwar pc1iod should i 
necessarily be smaller and less costly. This assumption is not in accord with historical 
reality. and it prejudges the question of what force structure we need, coming to what~~ 
clearly a wrong answer. : 

America's strategy during the Cold War was supported by three separate milit$ry 
pillars: our nuclear forces. our conventional forces, and NA TO' s forces, both nuclear ~nd 
convcntionaJ. By far the most impo11ant elements of that strategy from the standpoint! of 
deterring the Soviets were America's nuclear forces within Europe and without, and t~e 
independent nuclear forces of France and England. The ground forces of Great Britaib. 
France. and Germany, moreover. added 18 heavy and 6 light divisions to America's 
forces in the theater, bringin~ the total number of immediately available divisions to I 
almost 43. Such a force might conceivably have been able to halt the advance of the !I 

I 

more than 200 divisions in the Soviet order of battle and those of their Warsaw Pact avies 
as NATO hoped. It is certain that American forces alone could not have met that thre fl• 
nor were they ever intended to. : 

But in the post-Cold War world, only America's active-duty conventional forc~s 
remain to be figured into the calculus of responding to major regional aggressors. It i~ 
universally believed that the United States would never use nuclear weapons against a! 
regional foe, at least as long as that foe refrained from using weapons of mass destruc~ion 
of its own (and probably not even then). Our nuclear capabilities, therefore, so impo*nt 
to deterring the Soviets. have become irrelevant with regard to regional aggressors to ay. 
Nor can we rely upon NATO's forces to take up the challenge with us. In the first pl.a e, 
NATO's forces arc not ours to command. Their significant involvement in an) i 
campaign, particularly an out-of-area campaign as any MRC or smaller scale conflict !!-
likely 10 be. will require time to convince them to join us and to work out the 'I 
aJTangements for their participation. In the second place, all of our NATO allies have cut 
their armed forces at least as dramatically as we have. The only forces the U.S. can rejl) 
upon to be in existence and ready to deter or oppose regional aggressors are its own. i 

Finally, the conventional armed force maintained during the Cold War werr 1 

always merely the leading edge of America's military power. War with the Soviet U~ion 
would certainly be a war of national mobilization. Hundreds of thousands if not mil1iyns 
of Americans would have had to be drawn into the war to see it through to the end. TIile 
provision of standing conventional forces: then, represented a calculation of what was ! 
necessary to halt or delay a Soviet advance for Jong enough to allow the nations to i 
mobilize behind that shield, not an evaluation of what would be necessary to win the tar. 
MR Cs are 1101 wars of national mobilization. Whatever conventional forces are · 
maintained in peacetime will be the only forces available to pursue such conflicts. 
Mobilization could result only from real military catastrophe. 1 

If we consider more carefully the likely flow of events of a major theater war-. 
moreover, it becomes clear that our force posture is as wrong as our force structure. 'Jlhe 
MTW of the future is likely to begin when an enemy attacks a regional ally of the u.si It 
will begin on the enemy's timetable when he feels tirnt he is ready and we are not. Oui· 
likely foes have probably all learned the salient lesson of the Gulf War--don't let the 
Amcrjcans build up. Their plans, theref'ore, will likely be designed on the one hand td 

deny us access to the region in a timely manner and, on the other, ·to culminate in a 
situation acceptable lo them before we can respond in a meaningful way. Our task. 
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therefore, will be to respond rapidly and decisively to a fast-paced no-notice attack in he 
face of considerable efforts at denying us access to the region. If we are able to 
accomplish that task, then the likelihood of rapid and relatively inexpensive success ii 
high. If we arc unable IO do so, then the likelihood that ·the war will drag out, perhap~. 
reaching stalemate. certainly imposing a great burden upon us, probably inflicting hig 
casualties upon us and our allies than we had expected or were prepared to bear, beco 
very high. Speed and decisiveness of response will be the keys. 

It is true that the equipment the Army currently fields militates against such a 
rapid deployment, and that issue must be carefully addressed, although it is essential n. t 
IO compromise our forces'lethality and survivability once they arrive in theater. But 
transformation plans that focus only or even primarily on the technology miss the maiim 
point here. The real test will be how many forces we have ready to go at no notice at 4ny 
given time. The short answer to that question is that one third of our force can be · 
expected to be ready at any moment, while another third trains up to relieve it and the last 
third stands down from its ready-to-deploy status. The basic force-sizing metric, 
therefore, must be that our forces must be large enough that one-third of them will be 
able to deploy IO and decisively halt or defeat a large-scale attack. 

This metric must not be applied to our potential foes as they are now, howeve1 
For if it is true: as many believe, that Iraq for certain and North Korea in all likelihood 
could not attack with any reasonable hope of success now even in the face of a minim1 I 
U.S. commitment, then they will not attack now. Instead, if they (or other states) are 
determined to take actions that will bring them into conflict with us, they are almost 
certain to wait until they are better prepared for the struggle. Our forces must be size 
therefore, not against what our enemies can field today. but against what they could fii Id 
in five or ten years if they now set their minds to crcatjnp forces that could defeat us. 
should be immediately apparent that, for instance. our ten-division Army, yielding in 
principle (but not in practice due to budget-related training shortfalls) three ready 
divisions at any moment: could not face such a threat, nor will the three air expeditiorl' ry 
forces the Air Force might reasonably expect to keep on alert at all times be enough t 
handle the tasks that would fall to them in such a conflict. The precise size of the fore 
cannot be calculated without reference to possible threats and possible theaters and 
possible missions, information to which J do not have access, but it seems unlikely th it 
any force short of fifteen divisions and fifteen AEFs could be adequate to this task. 

Forces needed to conduct smaller scale operations such as Bosnia and Haiti 
cannot be drawn from this pool for an extended period of time. To do so will be to cul 
into our ability to respond to no-notice attacks. and that fact will not be lost on potent i~ 
adversaries--we may, once again, create windows of temptation for potential aggressls. 
The record of the past decade suggests that we will need another division-equivalent, n 
call all the time, prepared to deploy to sustained operations in smaller scale continge ies 
around the world. 

Finally, it is time to abandon the Cold War mode] of organization in the Ann), 
The Air Force and Marines have already largely done so. The Army, however, still ! 
retains the division as the basic maneuver unit and the corps as the fundamental chess+ 
piece in the operational theater. It still attempts to benefit from the economies of seal¢ 
such an organization provides in the areas of combat suppon and combat service supprn 
units. Unfortunately: the Army has not, on the whole. deployed divisions this past 
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decade. but has sent brigade-sized units hither and yon as necessary, supported by CS •nd 
CSS units drawn from the division and corps support groups. As a result, when one I 
brigade deploys. the ability of the entire division to train and/or deploy suffers. At the: 
same time, divisions do not train to fight as a unit: rather the Army trains one brigade at a 
time. In order to send forces at no notice into a large-scale conflict, therefore, the Arrnf 
would either have to send divisions that were a hodge-podge of ready and unready uni k 
or it would have to cobble together the ready bri!!ades from all of the divisions in the ,i 
force. It is time to break this pattern, and the concepts laid out by Douglas MacGrego~ in 
Breaking rlw Phalanx point the way to one solution. MacGregor would create all-arm$ 
brigade-sized units with robust orpanir CS and CSS able to deploy, fight , and sustain 
themselves independently. Whether we choose the precise program he outlines or [ 
another similar one. it seems clear from a strategic perspective that such an organizatiqnal 
transformation is essential. 

Conclusion 
America stands today at a crossroads. We can either address the serious 

underfunding from which our armed forces have suffered for the past decade. undertakb 
the reorganization, re-equipping? and re-orientation of our forces so badly needed in th js 
interwar period, and take seriously the tasks we must accomplish in order to maintain 1tre 
peace, or we can withdraw from international involvements, cut our forces, reduce our 
preparedness, fail to transform, and r-eap the whirlwind that we will have sown. Jt lies 
largely in our hands today whether the world will continue to have peace over the Jongl 
term or whether the present era of stability and prosperity will collapse quickly. Our c,~ly 
hope of doing the right thing lies in learning the lessons of history and avoiding the 
mistakes that we and others have already made. 
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TO: 

cc: 

FROM: 

Steve Cambone 

Paul W olfowitz 
General Shelton 

Donald Rwnsfeld 1 ~ 
SU BJ ECT: Paper from Estes 

May 4, 2001 2:38 PM 

Attached is a note from Andy commenting on Howell Estes' paper. It is useful in 
helping us think this through. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
5/4/01 Marshall memo to SecDef re: Threat v. Capabilities 

DHR:dh 
050401-30 

-

C --
U12599 /02 
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TO: SecDef 

FROM: Andy Marshall ~ 
SUBJECT: Threat v. Capabilities 

May 4, 2001 08:30 AM 

Read the paper you forwarded by Howell Estes and agree that there is merit 

there. I believe it is very similar in intent to what we had provided earlier 

responding to Pete Aldridge's force sizing paper where we proposed ideas about 

linking the force sizing method and written strategy more closely. Key points we 

agree on: 

- Moving away from an MTW construct 

- Considering a broad range of likely threats or scenarios in designing your 

forces 

- Using a system of establishing and then managing advantages as the 

mechanism for implementing strategy 

- And, although not explicitly stated, the benefits of having the strategy 

itself and force sizing method consistent with one another. 

Our idea differs somewhat from Estes approach in that we would 

recommend more specific task-organizing for four, rather than two, "tiers" 

- Day to day (forward presence, "engagement" and small crises) 

- Experimentation/transformation 

- U.S. territorial defense (including NMD) 

- Global power projection (expeditionary and decisive) 

Second, although this is a little rhetorical, the strategy review more 

accurately defines this idea as an "advantage-based" approach. Establishing and 
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• 

maintaining the portfolio of advantages will require study of both threats and 

capabilities, but wouldn't necessarily be framed by either of those factors. 

Regardless of these minor differences, the main ideas seem to be gaining 

some recognition and support from a number of people, and there are likely a 

variety of techniques of approach that would be workable. 

2 
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July 11,2001 9:05 AM 

TO: 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 
Steve Cambone 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld~ 

SUBJECT: China Fellows Program 

Please take a look at this memo from Chris Williams and see what we ought to do 
about the China Fellows program. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
7/10/01 Williams ltr to SecDef 

DHR:dh 
071101-3 

-
C -

U12618 /02 
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July 10,2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEF~ S~~ /\ 
FROM: Chris Williams [ \) ~ 

\.i 

SUBJECT: Severa] Matters 

Sir, I wanted to bring you up to speed on several matters regarding my 
activities as a DOD consultant. 

As you may know, I meet with Dan Gallington regularly in an effort 
to assist him with on-going policy issues. Topics I've worked on with Dan 
comprise the gamut of issues that the Policy routinely deals with, as well as 
"crisisH actions that have cropped up from time to time. In addition, I have 
consulted with Steve Cambone on various matters, including intelligence 
policy and funding, the QDR, missile defense strategy,budget issues. Dov 
Zakheim asked me to assist in one project related to up-coming U.S.
Republic of Korea burdensharing negotiations. Steve Cambone and Rich 
Haver contacted me recently to ask whether I would be wi11ing to represent 
Defense in the Presidentially mandated inter-agency review of U.S. 
intelligence capabilities. I informed them that I'd be pleased to assist, if you 
believe my participation would be appropriate. 

I am looking forward to the first meeting of the Defense Policy Board. 
I provided a list of possible study topics for Richard Perle's consideration. 
Obviously, Richard's and my shared objective is to use the Board to support 
your efforts to transform Defense policy, organizations, and processes in 
ways beneficial to U.S. national security. 

John Gordon of the National Nuclear Security Administration recently 
asked me to serve on his Advisory Board that is reviewing various issues 
associated with the Department of Energy's capabilities to maintain a safe, 
reliable, and effective nuc1ear stockpile. In addition to providing John with 
advice and recommendations on this important subject, I intend to provide 
you with regular updates on this topic. 

I've met with Andy Marshall on several occasions, at his request, to 
review a number of his on-going projects, especially his proposals for 
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enhancing Defense's analytical understanding of China. He will soon 
forward to you a memorandum laying out his proposals for (I) standing up a 
so-called "Secretary of Defense China Fellows Program" and (2) an 
expanded set of China-related research projects. I strongly endorse Andy's 
recommendations. The "China Fellows Program" is, in my view, a highly 
innovative way of focussing much-needed attention on China's security 
policies, plans, and capabilities. I'm convinced that Andy's suggested 
approach is a cost-effective and means of enhancing Defense's 
understanding of the security challenge posed by a "rising China." (Andy's 
approach is certainly a better than the poorly conceived, expensive and 
unmanageable "China Center at NDU" that the Congress established years 
ago in response to Clinton Administration foibles on China.) I would be 
happy to discuss Andy's proposals with you at your convenience. 

If there are other means by which I might contribute, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. I hope my efforts have aided "the cause." 

Once again, thank you for allowing me to serve. Warmest regards. 
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TO: Tom White 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1)~ 
SUBJECT: National Guard 

December 28, 2001 7:22 AM 

Should we make some changes in the National Guard? Please take a look at this 

file. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
1212 1/0 l GC memo to SecDef re: National Guard 

DHR:dh 
122801-1 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by -----------
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

December 21, 2001, SEctJE,: IJAn .. ~ .... 
·~ St: .. ,;' DEC 1...t.J SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 2 8 2001 

William J. Haynes II, General Counsel ~t/"' 
USA Today Articles About the National Guard: "Tarnished G•rnrdiaus" 

You asked for my views about the series .. Tarnished Guardians,"which was printed in 
USA Todaybeginning with the December I 7 edition. 

• I understand that the articles have David Chu' s personal attention and that he has 
asked the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs to 
evaluate the assertions in them. I also understand that Dr. Chu is providing an 
Information Paper to you on this matter. 

• My office has offered to work closely with the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Reserve Affairs. 

• I recommend that Legislative Affairs and Public Affairs work with Personnel and 
Readiness and my office to develop a comprehensive approach for responding to 
the USA Today series. 

COORDINATION: None. 

Attachment 

Prepared by: Jim Smyser, ... l(b-)(_
5

) ___ 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 19, 2001 5:48 PM 

Daniel Dell' Orto, Acting General Counsel 

Donald Rumsfeld;~ . .,.u /J. __ 
Reimbursement for Air Travel 

When I take a private trip, I am required to be on a government aircraft so I have 
secure communication available at all times. When I make a trip that I would have 
normally used a charter flight, my inclination is to not pay the first-class fare as 
the regulations suggest, but to pay the charter fare that I would have paid were I 
doing it myself, which of course would be considerably more. 

I have taken two personal flights thus far. The first was to New York for a 
funeral. I would have taken the shuttle, so a first-class ticket is fine. It is a bit 
more than I would have paid on the shuttle, but that is fine. 

My second personal flight was to Taos, New Mexico. In that case, I would 
normally have flown to Denver first class (on coach tickets with upgrades) and 
then chartered to Taos and the same thing coming back. Therefore, I plan to pay 
the government for a coach-class round-trip ticket plus upgrades from 
Washington, D.C., to Denver, and, in addition, pay the cost of a charter round trip 
from Denver to Taos. 

DHR:dh 
021901-9 
*******************************************i********************* 

DATE/TIME: 
REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
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OFFICE of DoD GENERAL COUNSEL 
The Pentagon, Room 3E980 

Washington, D.C. 20301-1600 

February 2 1, 200 I 

NOTE FOR SECRET ARY RUMSFELD 

SUBJECT: Reimbursement for Air Travel 

7":"l r'"."'.' '":· ·: ,. : • •t'). fl ' 
l •.-.; • :.. ·: LL ( . , .. · : ,J 

There is no objection to your paying the amounts you suggested in your memo. 
However, based upon the fact<; that you have provided, the actual reimbursement required 
is less. The rate of reimbursement required under Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-126 for personal use of the military aircraft is the equivalent commercial full 
coach fare for the actual flights taken, regardless of how you otherwise would have 
traveled. The Circular defines "full coach fare" as "a coach fare available to the general 
public between the day that the travel was planned and the day the travel occurred." 

The Circular does not address the rate of reimbursement where no regularly 
scheduled airline service exists. Based upon informal consultation with 0MB staff, we 
conclude that the appropriate reimbursement is the full coach round-trip fare available to 
the general public between the day that the travel was planned and the day the travel 
occurred to the nearest regularly scheduled location. With respect to Taos, this appears to 
be Santa Fe. Therefore, reimbursement to the government of the cost of the full coach 
fare of a round-trip ticket from Washington, D.C. to Santa Fe is the appropriate rate. 

I note also that the same rate of reimbursement would be required with respect to 

any other individual who was aboard '03ft 9an ~i;,;city. 

Daniel J. Dell' Orto 
Acting General Counsel 
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OFFICE of DoD GENERAL COUNSEL 
The Pentagon, Room 3E980 

Washington, D.C. 20301-1600 

February 21, 200 I 

NOTE FOR SECRET ARY RUMSFELD 

SUBJECT: Reimbursement for Air Travel 

7":"l r'"."'.' '":· ·: ,. : • •t'). fl ' 
l •.-.; • :.. ·: LL ( . , .. · : ,J 

There is no objection to your paying the amounts you suggested in your memo. 
However, based upon the fact<; that you have provided, the actual reimbursement required 
is less. The rate of reimbursement required under Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-126 for personal use of the military aircraft is the equivalent commercial full 
coach fare for the actual flights taken, regardless of how you otherwise would have 
traveled. The Circular defines "full coach fare" as "a coach fare available to the general 
public between the day that the travel was planned and the day the travel occurred." 

The Circular does not address the rate of reimbursement where no regularly 
scheduled airline service exists. Based upon informal consultation with 0MB staff, we 
conclude that the appropriate reimbursement is the full coach round-trip fare available to 
the general public between the day that the travel was planned and the day the travel 
occurred to the neares t regularly scheduled location. Wi th respect to Taos, this appears to 
be Santa Fe. Therefore, reimbursement to the government of the cost of the full coach 
fare of a round-trip ticket from Washington, D.C. to Santa Fe is the appropriate rate. 

I note also that the same rate of reimbursement would be required with respect to 

any other individual who was aboard '03ft 9an ~i;,;city. 

Daniel J. Dell' Orto 
Acting General Counsel 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 19, 2001 5:48 PM 

TO: Daniel Dell'Orto, Acting General Counsel 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld~ fi ~ 
SUBJECT: Reimbursement for Air Travel 

When I take a private trip, I am required to be on a government aircraft sol have 
secure communication available at all times. When I make a trip that [ would have 
normally used a charter flight, my inclination is to not pay the first-class fare as 
the regulations suggest, but to pay the charter fare that l would have paid were I 
doing it myself, which of course would be considerably more. 

I have taken two personal flights thus far. The first was to New York for a 
funeral. I would have taken the shuttle, so a first-class ticket is fine. It is a bit 
more than I would have paid on the shuttle, but that is fine. 

My second personal flight was to Taos, New Mexico. In that case, I would 
normally have flown to Denver first class ( on coach tickets with upgrades) and 
then chartered to Taos and the same thing coming back. Therefore, I plan to pay 
the government for a coach-class round-trip ticket plus upgrades from 
Washington, D.C., to Denver, and, in addition, pay the cost of a charter round trip 
from Denver to Taos. 

DHR:dh 
021901-9 
* * ***"' * * * * ** ****** * * ****ll: )I:********"'**** *****':1: *"'*)I:*~'******** **~:,i, ** 

DATE/TIME: 
REPLY TCi THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
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• . .. DEC. 17. 2001 . 7: 16AM • . • NQ.047. P.4-

December 17, 2001 1 :00 PM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld f 
SUBJECT: Memberships 

Is it possible for me to indicate a representative to attend some of these various 

memberships that I don't have time for, such as numbers s, 6, 7, SJ 9, 10, 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,19,20,21,22,23,24,2S. 

Also, I would like to know who represents me on numbers 2, 3 and 4. 

Thanks. 

Attach 
I J/07 /01 GC memo to SccDef: A~tomatic Memberships 

DHR:dh 
121701-4 

................................. 
•' ' , •1 II•• I••••• lo•• I••••• 1•111• a1a1 •11 •• 11 llf 

Please respond by __________ _ 

~ 
C 
(1) 
l\ 

l\ ..._ 

U04096 /02. 'i 
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. November 12, 2001 4:3, PM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FR.OM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Memberships 

We ought to review this list of membershipJ and find out who my representative is 

on each orte. Then we o·ught to change the representatives to make sure we have 

the people we want. 

. Please co~e rip with a current list and a proposed list of changes. 

Thanks. 

Attach, . . 
11/07/0l.GC memo to SecDef re:Automauc Membership 

·······--············· ... ·•·········· ......... ···············•········ ...... . 
Please respond by----------
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I~ 

GENERAL COUN$£L OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301•1600 

SECDEFHAS ·sEEN 
INFOMEMO NOV .1 2 2Il01 

November7, 2001, 11:11am: 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 
. ~ ,.;y,~, 

FROM: William J. Haynes II; General Co.~se], Department of Defe?Jre 

SUBJECT: Response to Your Query Concerning Automatic Membership 

• · You-requested (tab B) a list of groups of which yo~ are a member by virtue of your · 
position as Secretary &Defense. · 

The list at tab A is the result of our search of statutes and Executive Orders 
establishing Secretary of Defense ni~bership on councils, c~mmittees, and other 
groups. 

We have. not unde~en an exhaustive effort to determine the exact status ~f many 
of these committees, For most, representation ~ been delegated or b~ devolved 
to subordinate Dob officials. Some of these committees, although still "on tho 
books," are moribund. 

. your note tnentloned the Red Cross. The Presi.dtmt appbints eight members of'the 
Red Cross BDard of Governors, traditionally mcluding the Secretary of Defense, 
President Bush has not yet made his appointments. 

·COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepartd by: . John A. Casciotti, ~ .... (b-)(_
5
) __ ..., 

UN~SlFIED 
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. . 

•, . .. 
Secretary of Defense Membership1 

MOST SIGNIFICANT MEMBERSHIPS 

J.Natlona)SecurityCouncU,member 
CommitteeonForeign Intelligence, member 
Committee on Transnational Threats, member 

-50 U,S~C. $402 

2. President's Critical Inftastructute Protectioil Board 
-Exec. Order No. 13;231, 66 Fed. Reg. 202 (Oct.16, 2001) 
-SccDef or desigpee 

. 3. Homeland Seturity Council, member 1 

-Exec. Order·No.13,228, 66 Fed. Reg. 51812 (Oct. 8, 2001) 

4. Coonterprolif eration Program Revitw ~omntlttee, Chairman 
-22 U.S.C. §27Sl 
-SecD.ef may designate a DASD-Ievel or above representative to perform his 
routine duties 
-DepSecDef designated Committee Chairman 
-USD(AT&L) Chairs.interagericy group supporting committee 

OTHEll MEMBERSHIPS 

5. Invasive Species Counc~ member 
-Exec. Order No. 1311364 fed. Reg. ,6183 (FeQ. 3, 1999) 
-Priinazy Representative is ADUSD (E), Mr. John P. Woodley 

6. U.S. Coral Reef Task Force, member 
-Exec.Order No, 13089i 63 Fed. Reg. 32701 (JUJL 11, 1998), 16 U.S.C. §6401', note 

7. American Heritage Rivers InteragencyCominittee, member 
-Exec. Order No. 13061, 62 Fed. Reg. 48445 (Sep.11, 1997) 
-SecDe:f or ASD-level designee 

8. Export Administrative Review Board, member , 
-Exec. Order No. U981, 60 Fed. Reg. 62981 (Dec. S, 1995), continues the Board 
established by Exec .. Order No. 11533, (Jun. 4, 1970) ~d Exec. Order No. 12002 (Jul. 7, 
1977), amended by Exec. Order'No.13020 (Oct.12, 1996),Exec. OrderNo.13026 
(Nov.15, 1996) andExec. Order No. 13118 (Mar. 31, 1999) 

1· 
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.. ~ ' 
-No alternate Board member shall be designated, but the acting SecDef or Deputy 
Secretary may serve in lieu of SecDef 
-Board responsible for interagency dispute resolution concerning export license 
applications; Board meets only when necessary to resolve dispute 

9. Board ·.of Diredon, National Veterans Business Development Corporation; nonvoting 
ex officio member 

-15 U.S.C. §6S7c 

10. Nadonai Advisory Committee on Semiconductors, member 
-15 u.s.c. $4632 
-SeeDef or designee 
-DDR&E advised that the Committee ceased activities in 1992 

11. Trade Policy Co:mmfttee, member · 
-Exec. OrderNo.12188, 45 Fed. Reg. 989 (Jan 2, 1980);reprinted in i9 ti.s.c. §2171 note 
-:SecDef may designate. a subordinate officer at the ASD-level to go .in his stead to 
meetings when he is unable to attend 

12. National Anne.d Forces Museum Advisory Board, ex officio member 
-20 u.s.c. §80 
-DoD Historian advised that Board met once in 1980 

13. DoD Advis.oryCouncil on DeJ.!_endent's Education, cochairman 
-20 USC. $929 
•SecDef or SecDef designee 

14. Board of Directors, U.S. ln'stitute of Peace, member 
-22 U.S.C. §460S 
~SecOef may designate an DoD PAS official 

15, White Hou·ie Commission on the National Moment of Remembrance; member 
-Pub.L. No.106-S79(36U.S.C.§ 116 note) 
-SecDef or designee 

. . 
16 .. AdvfforyCommittee onWomeJi Veterails,exofliciomember 

-38 U.S.C.§542 
-SecDef orSecDef designee (aftercon-su1tati6n withDACOWITS) 
·DACOWITS Military Director is SecDef designee 

17. Advisory Council on Senicemembers' Group Life Insurance, member 
-38 u.s.c. $1974 
-DoDD 1341.3, "Servicemen's Group Life Insutance," .assign& the DoD Comptroller 
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. . .. " 
responsibility for .tmanciaJ policy and ASD(FMP) responsibility for administrative policy 
of the SGLI Program 
-Council meets once a year 

18. Professional Certilkatfon and Licensure Advis.ory Committee, ex officio member 
-38 u.s.c. §3689 

19. AdvisotyCornmittee on Veterans Employment ,and Training, ex oflido non-voting 
member 

-38 u.s.c. 54110 
-Committee meets quarterly 

~O. National Capital Planning ComJD.ission, es officio member 
-40 U.S.C. §71a 
-SecDef ttom timeto-time may designate an alternate to serve in his stead 
-SecDef designee is Jetty Shiplett, Special Assistant to the Director, Real Estate and 
Facilities 

21. Interagency CouJ1cil on the Homeless 
-42 u.s.c. §11312 
-SecDef or designee 

22. Civilian Community Corps Advisory Board, member 
-42 u.s.c. §12623 

. 
23. Corporation for National and Community Service, ex officio non-voting member 

-42 U.S.C. §126Sla 

24. Interagency Task Force on the Economic Development of the Southwest Border, member 
-Exec. Order No.13,12Z, 64 Fed. Reg. 29201 (May 2S, 1999) 
-Task Force tenninates May 15, 2002 unless the Task Force reaches a consensus 
recommending continuation of activities 

25. Economic Adjurtment Committee, Chairman (year]y rotating basis w/ Secretaries of 
Commerce· and Labor)° or member 

.Exec. Order N~.12,788, 51 Fed. Reg.- 2213 (Jan. 21, 1992) 
-SecDef or designated principal deputy 
-Director Office of Economic Adjustment (DUSD(IA&I)), serves as Committee Chair 
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.· ... -... 

October 17, 2001 7:04 AM 

Jim Haynes 

OM: Donald Rumsfeld .')P\ 
SUBJECT: Automatic Membership 

Ple·ase pull together a list of all the things I am automatically a member of because 

of my role as Secretary of Defense. For example, I understand I am now .a 

member of the Homeland Security Council. Of course, I am al~o a member of the 

Cabinet and the National Security Council. 

Are there other things like that? As I recall, the last time. I was here I was a ' 

member of the board of the Red Cross. 

Please let me know. 

Thanks. 

l>HR:dh 
101701·3 
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GENERALCOUNSEL 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENS,t}aJ f•MR -9 Af1 fl: ufl
6 1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

MAR O 8 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

··· FROM ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL IJ9-g., 3/i/01 
(Prepared by: Paul Koffsky, Deputy General Counsel, P&HP, 
l(b )(6) I 

SUBJECT: Studies and Analyses by Federally Funded Research and 
Development Centers (FFRDCs) - INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

You have asked for a legal opinion on the ordering of studies and analyses 
from FFRDCs in support of four specific areas of the Department's business. 
These studies would focus on: I) Financial Management, 2) Acquisition Reform, 
3) Transformation, and 4) Quality of Life. 

The specific legal concerns are whether these efforts violate either the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) or the rules concerning personal 
services contracting. The fo11owing guidelines govern proper use of the FFRDC 
contractors. 

Studies and analyses conducted by an FFRDC, functioning as an 
independent contractor, do not fall under the FACA or implicate the rules against 
personal services contracting. DoD lawfully may issue task orders to an FFRDC 
for studies and analyses if they are within the purpose, mission, general scope of 
effort, and special competency for which the FFRDC has been established and 
maintained. Such orders must set forth a specific statement of work and defined 
deliverables, such as reports or briefing slides, to DoD as the product of the study 
effort. DoD personnel may not perform the task order in whole or in part, direct 
the day-to-day performance of the task order, or direct the specific personnel or 
resources to be used by the FFRDC to accomplish its work under the task order. It 
is permissible for the FFRDC to obtain information it needs to conduct the study 
from DoD personnel and DoD personnel may facilitate locating and providing that 
information. 

The statements of work for each of the four studies are now under 
development by the respective OSD proponent activities, in coordination with the 
OSD Studies Office in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics). My staff and I are providing legal advice to each of 

0 
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the proponent activities within OSD for these efforts. The OSD Studies and 
FFRDC Policy Offices are also assisting in the development of the task orders. 
Once the statements of work for these task orders are completed, they will be 
reviewed by the General Counsel, Washington Headquarters Services, and by 
legal counsel for the contracting activity before any orders are placed. A written 
legal opinion will be prepared for each order. The FFRDCs should not begin work 
until the contracting formalities are concluded 

I am providing copies of this memorandum to the Offices of the Under 
Secretaries of Defense and the Director, Administration and Management for their 

guidance. 

cc: OUSD (Policy) 
Acting USO (A, T&L) 
OUSD (Comptroller) 
Acting USO (P&R) 
Director, A&M 
General Counsel, WHS 
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TO: Rudy de Leon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld '91l
SUBJECT: Excess Equipment 

March 29, 2001 7:48 AM 

Do we have a process of getting rid of excess equipment, selling it, stopping the 
cost of managing it, housing it, auditing it, inventorying it, etc.? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
032901-S 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

April 4, 2001 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Rudy de Leon ~ 
Excess Equipment 

Mr. Secretary, 

The Acting General Counsel has prepared the attached paper on 
the property disposal process. The law is fairly straightforward in 
this area. 

I would note, however, that the Army & Air Force have a different 
philosophy in using these authorities than does the Navy. This is 
especially true in the BRAG process. 

The Army and Air Force prefer to liquidate the excess property 
quickly, and by doing so, find their savings in the prompt reduction 
of their overhead. 

The Navy, on the other hand, prefers to hold the property for a 
longer period and attempt to obtain maximum value. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1803 
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OFFICE OF DoD GENERAL COUNSEL 
The Pentagon, Room 33980 

Washington, DC 20301-1600 

April 3, 2001 

NOTE FOR SECRETARY DE LEON 

SUBJECT: Property Disposal Process 

The fo11owing information is provided in response to Secretary Rumsfeldl1s 
question concerning the Department's process for managing and disposing of 
excess equipment: 

• The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. Chapter 10) governs the process for disposal. 

• The General Services Administration (GSA) has issued regulations on 
the utilization and disposal of property by Federal agencies ( 41 CFR 
Chapter IO I, Subchapter H) . 

• Under the authority of DoD Directive 4140.1 and DoD 4140.1-R, the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has issued the Defense Materiel 
Disposition Manual (DoD 4160.2 l-M) which contains the DoD 
procedures and policies for the reutilization, transfer and disposal of 
government property . 

• Numerous DoD directives, instructions, re!!ulations and manuals in thel ,._, 

4100 series of the Directives System govern the process for property 
storage, audit and inventory. 

<i!lfif/:!k 
Acting General Counse] 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Mr. Secretary, 

April 4, 2001 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Rudy de Leon ~ 
Excess Equipment 

The Acting General Counsel has prepared the attached paper on 
the property disposal process. The law is fairly straightforward in 
this area. 

I would note, however, that the Army & Air Force have a different 
philosophy in using these authorities than does the Navy. This is 
especially true in the BRAC process. 

The Army and Air Force prefer to liquidate the excess property 
quickly, and by doing so, find their savings in the prompt reduction 
of their overhead. 

The Navy, on the other hand, prefers to hold the property for a 
longer period and attempt to obtain maximum value. 
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OFFICE OF DoD GENERAL COUNSEL 
The Pentagon, Room 33980 

Washington, DC 20301-1600 

April 3, 2001 

NOTE FOR SECRETARY DE LEON 

SUBJECT: Property Disposal Process 

The following information is provided in response to Secretary Rumsfeldl's 
question concerning the Department's process for managing and disposing of 
excess equipment: 

• The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended ( 40 U.S. C. Chapter 10) governs the process for disposal. 

• The General Services Administration (GSA) has issued regulations on 
the utilization and disposal of property by Federal agencies ( 41 CFR 
Chapter IO I, Subchapter H). 

• Under the authority ofDoD Directive 4140. I and DoD 4140. 1-R, the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has issued the Defense Materiel 
Disposition Manual (DoD 4 160.2 I -M) which contains the DoD 
procedures and policies for the reutilization, transfer and disposal of 
government property. 

• Numerous DoD directives, instructions, regulations and manuals in thel 
4100 series of the Directives System govern the process for property 
storage, audit and inventory. 

@£4:fk 
Acting General Counsel 

11-L-0559/0SD/1806 



' ' . ·,\... 

TO : Rudy de Leon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld n.
SU BJ ECT: Excess Equipment 

March 29, 2001 7:48 A.l\f 

Do we have a process of getting rid of excess equipment, selling it, stopping the 
cost of managing it, housing it, auditing it, inventorying it, etc.? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
032901-5 
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TO: Paul Wolfowitz 
Steve Cambone 
RADM Quigley 

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld 1)~ 
SUBJECT: EP-3 Legal Issues 

April 10, 2001 6:03A 

Attached is some material from Dan Dell'Orlo on the legal situation with respec·q 
to the EP-3. Let's make sure we feed this into any final statement after the crew lis 
out. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
4/6/01 GC Memo: "EP-3 Incident-Guidance on Legal Issues" 

DHR:dh 
041001-4 
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April 16, 2001 2:21 P 

TO: Undersecretary-designates 
Service Secretary-designates 

CC: Paul W olfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld 1) /L 
SUBJECT: Legislative and Statutory Provisions 

Attached is a compendium of major legislative and statutory provisions that affe :t 
the Department. 

I would appreciate it if you would take a look at this compendium, review the 
legislative provisions, and then recommend any modifications and/or eliminatio s 
you feel would be appropriate for us to propose to the Congress this year. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
04/09/01 de Leon memo to SecDef re: "Significant Statutory, Regulatory and Judici .1 

Changes 1974-2000" 

DHR:dh 
041601 -41 
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To: 

CC: 

From: 

Subject: 

'\ 

April 9, 2001 

\-'Secretary Rumsfeld 

Deputy Secretary Woitowitz 
Acting General Counsel Dan Dell'Orto 

Rudy de Leon~ 

Significant $tatutory, Regulatory and Judicial 
Changes 1974 - 2000 

Mr. Secretary, 

Attached is a compendium of major legislative / statutory 
provisions that affect the Department of Defense. I asked the 
General Counsel's office to put these materials together because 
they help explain the rather complex regulatory environment that 
impacts the DOD. 

The survey tracks the period 1974 to 2000, but we also 
included the Buy American provisions. · 

Other provisions include the 60/40 Depot Rule, Revolving 
Door/Conflict of Interest, Procurement Reform/Acquisition 
Workforce Requirements, Goldwater-Nichols, etc. ft is a long list. 

While the list is interesting, my suggestion is to farm this fist 
out to the senior members of your team - the three service 
secretaries and the four OSD under secretaries - and ask them to 
review these legislative provisions and recommend modifications 
and eliminations. 
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1933--Buy American Act, ch. 268, Title III,§§ 1 to 3, 47 Stat, 1520 (1933), amenc !d by 
1988 Pub. L. No. 86-70, §43, 73 Stat. 151 (1959), as further amended by Pub. L. t ). 

100-418, Title VII, 102 Stat. 1545 (1988). 
The "Buy American Act" ( 41 USC 1 Oa--41 USC 1 Od) requires the 
procurement only of articles, materials, and supplies that have been 
manufactured in the United States substantially all from components 1 at 
have been manufactured in the United States. The Act does not apply Fuse 
of a domestic product is inconsistent with the public interest, if dome: ic 
products are not available in reasonable quality and quantity, or if the ost 
is unreasonable. Basically, in DoD procurements, offers of foreign pre iucts 
are adjusted for evaluation purposes by adding a 50% differential. If e 
adjusted foreign product price is lower than the domestic product pric , the 
foreign product may be acquired. 

The Buy American Act has been waived by the United States Trade 
Representative for purchases of eligible products from designated cou tries 
under the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, It has also been waived by 1e 
Secretary of Defense for purchases of defense products from NATO a d 
other friendly countries. 

1974 Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-400, 
88 Stat. 796 (1974). 

Created the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) to provide 
overall direction of government-wide procurement policies, iegulatiot , 
and procedures. 

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 197 , 
42 U.S.C. § 5121, et seq. (1974). 

Authorizes the federal government to provide supplemental assistance :o 
State and local governments in actions to alleviate the suffering and 
damage resulting from catastrophic or major disasters or emergencies. 

1975 Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization Act, 1976, 
Pub. L. No. 94-106, 89 Stat. 531 (codified as amended in scattered sections f 
10 U.S.C.). 

Permanently codified emergency and extraordinary expense authority 

1976 Presidential Reserve Call-up (PRC), 10 U.S.C. § 12304 (1976). 
When the President determines that it is necessary to augment the acti e 
forces for any operational mission he may authorize the Secretary of 
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Defense to order to active duty involuntarily up to 200,000 members f the 
Selected Reserve and Individual Ready Reserve (limited to 30,000 of the 
200,000) for not more than 270 days. This authority may be used to rder 
members and units to active duty to provide assistance in responding o an 
emergency involving a use or threatened use of a WMD but not to pr vide 
assistance for other domestic disasters or emergencies. When this aut ority 
is used a report must be forwarded to Congress within 24 hours. 

Arms Export Control Act (AECA), International Security Assistance and Anns 
Export Control Act, Pub. L. No. 94-329, 90 Stat. 729 (1976) (codified as amended 
at 22 U.S.C. § 2751 et seq.). 

Renamed the Foreign Military Sales Act of 1968 to be the Arms Export 
Control Act and authorized the President to control the export of all defense 
articles and services. The AECA is the statutory foundation for current 
controls on the export of weapons and weapons technology. Many of the 
President's AECA authorities have been delegated by Executive Order to 
either the Secretary of State or the Secretary of Defense. In DoD, the 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) is responsible for FMS 
under the Act. 

International Military Education and Training (IMET), International Se urity 
Assistance and Arms Export Control Act§ 106(a), Pub. L. No. 94-329, 90 S t. 
729 (1976) (codified as amended at 22 U.S.C. 2347); amended the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 196 1. 

1 

Authorizes international military education and training to be provided ( on 
a reimbursable basis whenever feasible) to military and related civilian 
personnel (to include foreign governmental personnel of ministries otper 
than ministries of defense) of foreign countries. I 

1977 International Emergency Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. Chapter 35 (1977). 
Authorizes the President to impose economic sanctions in response to 
certain international threats. 

1978 Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, Pub, L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. 1111 (codified 
and amended in scattered sections of 5 U.S.C.). 
Reformed the civil service system; established federal labor unions. 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act. 50 U.S.C. § 1801 et seq. (1978) and 
(1994). 

Establishes a warrant procedure for the conduct of electronic surveillance 
and physical searches conducted within the United States against for9ign 
powers or agents of foreign powers. 

2 
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Contract Disputes Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-563, 92 Stat. 2383 (codified s 
amended in scattered sections of 28 U.S.C.). 

Established uniform procedures for the submission of claims by 
contractors, decisions concerning such claims by contracting officers, nd 
appeals of contracting officers' decisions. 

Ethics in Government Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-521, 92 Stat. 1824, as 
amended. 

Established public disclosure and reporting of financial information b 
senior officials. I 

1979 Federal Emergency Management, Executive Qrder 12 148 (1979). J 

Delegated to the Director, FEMA the authority to establish policies fo , and 
coordinate, all civil defense and the civil emergency planning, 
management, mitigation and assistance functions of Federal executive 
agencies. 

1980 Classified Information Procedures Act, 18 U.S.C. Appendix 3 (1980). 
Established procedures for the handling and treatment of classified 
information to be used in a federal criminal trial. 

Burdensharing, Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1981, Pub.L. 9 -342, 
94 Stat. 1077, amended by Pub. L. No. 98-525, 98 Stat. 25 16 (set March 1 as 
annual reporting date) and Pub. L. No, 106-246 (broadened reporting require ent 
to include U.S. allies bordering Arabian Gulf). 

Entreats President to seek increases in Allied Contributions to the Co 
Defense. 

Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA), Public Law 96-5 3, 94 
Stat. 2835 (codified and amended in scattered sections of 10 U.S.C.) (1980) .. 

Revised and made uniform the laws relating to appointment, promotiT, 
separation and retirement of Regular commissioned officers of the A Y, 
Navy, Marine Corps and the Air Force. 

1981 Military Support for Civilian Law Enforcement Agencies, 10 u:S.C. 
Chapter 18 (provisions added 198 1- 1996). 

Provides authority for DoD support and assistance to civilian law 
enforcement agencies. Cost of most support is reimbursable to DoD. 

Congressional Oversight of Intelligence Activities, 50 U.S.C. §413 (198 1.j 
Establishes procedures for oversight of intelligence activities. 

3 
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1982 Military Assistance in Response to Nuclear Events, 18 U.S.C. §§ 83 l(d)(<: 
(l 982). 

Authorizes the Secretary of Defense, in response to requests from the 
Attorney General, to provide assistance in responding to emergencies 
involving nuclear weapons. 

Federal Managers' Financial.Integrity Act of 1982, Pub. L. No. 97-258~ 9 Stat. 
2467 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 3 1 U.S.C.). 

Eliminated the ''M-account" (the "M-account" was where all unoblig, ::d 
balances of expired appropriations merged and lost their fiscal year 
identity) and required that all appropriations close five years after the) 
exptre. 

Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1983, Pub. L. No. 97-252, 96 S it 
718(1982). 

Imposed significant new oversight and reporting requirements in 
connection with the procurement of major weapons systems. 

Other Domestic Source or Content Restrictions, IO U.S.C. § 2534 (1982), 
amended in 1987,1988,1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1997, and 1999, 

Additional miscellaneous restrictions on DoD procurements are at 10 U.S.C. 
§ 2534 which requires that specified defense items be manufactured by 
companies that are part of the national technology and industrial base. These 
restrictions may be waived by the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, and in some cases lower level 
officials, on a case-by-case basis if they would cause unreasonable delay'~or 
costs or if U.S. producers would not be jeopardized by foreign competiti n. 
Further Bounds for waiver include national security and the unavailabili of 
satisfactory domestic items. 

1983 Revision of Title 31, U.S.C.A., 3 1 U.S.C. §§3901-3906 (1983). 
Enacted "Prompt Payment" provisions requiring interest payments on 
overdue accounts. 

Nonappropriated Fund Whistleblower Protection, 10 U.S.C. § 1587 (1983). 
Prohibits reprisal against Nonappropriated Fund Instrumentality civilian 
employees for making protected disclosures regarding: a violation of any 
law, rule or regulation; waste: fraud or abuse; or a substantial an~ speiific 
danger to public health or safety. 

1984 Aircraft Sabotage Act, 18 U.S.C. § 32(b) ( 1984). 
Implements the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts Against the 
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Safety of Civil Aviation and expands the protection for aircraft and related 
facilities. 

Computer Fraud and Abuse Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1030 (1984). I 
Criminalizes specific conduct resulting from obtaining unauthorized , ccess 
to computers. 

Competition in Contracting Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-369, Div. B., title VII, 
98 Stat. 1175 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 10 U.S.C.). 

Substantially revised procedures for government contracting with full and 
open competition the requirement unless one of a limited number of 
exceptions is satisfied. 

Single Audit Act of 1984, 31 U.S.C. §§ 7501-7507 (1984). 
Provides for a single audit of nonprofit entities and state and local 
governments receiving Federal awards. 

1985 Cooperative Projects with Friendly Foreign Countries, Arms Export Co 

1986 

Act §27, 22 U.S.C. § 2767 (1985). 
Authorizes SecDef, on behalf of the President; to enter into agreement 
with NATO nations, specifically designated friendly foreign countries or 
NATO organizations, for cooperative research on and development, . ting, 
evaluation, or joint production of defense articles. 

Montgomery GI Bill - Active Duty, 38 U.S.C. Chapter 30 (1985) and 
Montgomery GI Bill - Selected Reserve, 10 U.S.C. Chapter 1606 (1985). 

Provides education assistance to active duty personnel and reservists. 

Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, r 
Pub. L. No. 99-433, 100 Stat. 992 (codified and amended in scattered section of 
10 U.S.C.). 

Restructured and strengthened the authorities and functions of the Secf tary 
of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Comma ders 
of the Combatant Commands. 

Establishment of Special Operations Command, 10 U.S.C. § 167 (1986). I 
Creates the Unified Command for special operations forces. 

Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Chapter 119 (1986). I 
Updates the federal wiretap statute to encompass computer surveillancF. 
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Stored Wire and Electronic Communications, 18 U.S.C. Chapter 121 (191 5). 
Updates the federal law governing how federal law enforcement agen ies 
obtain access to stored communications. 

Assignment of Coast Guard Personnel, 10 U.S.C. § 379 (1986). 
Assigns USCG legal detachments on USN vessels in drug interdictior 
areas. 

Partnership for Peace Exercises, DoD Authorization Act, FY 1987 $ 1321, Pub. 
L. No. 99-661 , Div. A, 100 Stat. 3816 (1986). 

Authorities for DoD to pay incremental expenses of developing countt · !S as 
a result of the participation in bilateral or multilateral exercises. 

Bilateral and Regional Cooperation, DoD Authorization Act, FY 1987 § 13 2(a), 
Pub. L. No. 99-661, Div. A, 100 Stat. 3816 (1986). 

Authorizes SecDef to pay the expenses of defense personnel from 
developing countries for attendance at bilateral and regional conferenc s, 
seminars and meetings. 

False Claims Amendments Act of 1986, Public Law 99-562, 100 Stat. 3 15~ 
(codified as amended in scattered sections of 3 1 U.S.C.). 

Significantly revised and strengthened the False Claims Act of 1863. 

NATO Mutual Support Act of 1979, 10 U.S.C. §§ 2321-2331 (1979). 
1986 Amendments to the Act create Acquisition and Cross-
Servicing Agreements (ACSAs); n&NATO countries eligible for AC ;As 
under 10 U.S.C. §§ 2341-2350. 

Humanitarian and Other Assistance, National Defense Authorization Act lf 

Fiscal Year 1987 § 333(a)(l), Pub. L. No. 99-661, 100 Stat. 3857-3859 (codi ied 
as further amended at 10 U.S.C. § 401). 

Authorizes the Secretary of Defense to carry out humanitarian and civ ~ 

assistance activities in conjunction with authorized military operation: m 
foreign countries. 

1987 Enhance Cooperation with Civilian Law Enforcement Officials, 
10 U.S.C § 380 (1987). 

The Secretary of Defense, in cooperation with the Attorney General, 
conduct annual briefings with civilian law enforcement to facilitate D, D 
support. 
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Military Whistleblower Protection Act, 10 U.S.C. § 1034 (1987). 
Prohibits reprisal against members of the Aimed Forces for making 
protected communications to a member of congress, an Inspector Ge eral, 
or other designated officials, regarding: mismanagement; gross waste: of· 
funds; abuse of authority; or a substantial and specific danger to publi 
health or safety. 

Obstruction of a Federal Audit, 18 U.S.C. § 15 16 (1987). 
Makes it a crime to obstruct the work of a Federal auditor or quality 
assurance inspector working on behalf of the United States. 

Special Access Programs, 10 U.S.C. § 119 (1987). 
Establishes requirements to facilitate congressional oversight over all 
special access programs. 

1988 Office of National Drug Control Policy, 21 U.S.C. Chapter 22 (1988). 
Establishes the Office and assigns it responsibility for developing nat nal 
drug control policy and overseeing its implementation. including 
authority over "Drug Control Program Agencies", including DoD. 

Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act Amendments of 1988, 
Pub. L. No. 100-679, 102 Stat. 4055 (codified as amended in scattered sectio s of 
5 U.S.C.). 

Prohibits contractors and procurement officials from offering, accepti g, or 
soliciting employment, gratuities, or et al. during the conduct of a 
procurement and imposed a 2 year ban on employment with the winnt g 
contractor. 

Exon-Florio Amendment of 1988 §5021, Pub. L. No. 100-418, title V, 102 tat. 
1425 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170). 

President may review the effects on national security of certain merge 
acquisitions, and takeovers by or with foreign persons. 

Executive Order No. 12674, (1989), as amended, 
Established principles of ethical conduct for the Executive Branch. 

Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities, Executive Ordt No. 
12656 (1988). 

Establishes the policy of the Federal government to have sufficient 
capabilities at all levels of government to meet essential defense and 
civilian needs during any National security emergency. 
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TRICARE Managed Care Program. 
Congress has enacted a series of authorities implementing managed care for 
DoD, including large TRICARE regional managed care contracts under 
which health care enterprises administer HMO-like programs (late 1980s
present). DoD also implemented major cost saving payment methods for 
reimbursing hospitals and physicians and is in the process of reforming 
pharmaceutical purchasing and management. Today, the Military Health 
System, following civilian sector practices, has fully integrawd managed 
health care into its civilian provider program. 

National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989, § 326, Pub, L. No. 100-456, 
102Stat. 1956(1988). 

Enacted 10 U.S.C. § 2466 to prohibit the Secretary of Defense from requiring the 
Secretary of the Army or the Air Force, in selecting an entity to perform depot 
maintenance workload, to carry out a competition for such selection either among 
in-house activities (Air Force or Army) or between an in-house activity antd a 
contractor. 

1989 Detection and Monitoring of Illegal Drugs, 10 U.S.C. § 124 (1989). 
DoD designated lead Federal agency for detection and monitoring of aerial 
and maritime traffic of illegal drugs into the United States in support oflaw 
enforcement agencies. 

National Guard Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Activities, 
32 u.s.c. § 112 (1989). 

Authorizes DoD to pay the costs of National Guard support to drug law 
enforcement agencies pursuant to plans submitted by state governors. 

Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989, 5 U.S.C. § 1201 et seq. (1989). 
Strengthens protections of federal employee whistleblowers when a 
personnel action is allegedly taken because of a protected disclosure. 

1990 Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990, Pub, L. No. 101-576, 104 Stat. 2838 
(codified as amended in scattered sections of 5 U.S.C.). 

Designates a Chief Financial Officer in each executive department an m 
each m~jor executive agency in the Federal Government. 

Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act, National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 199 l, Pub. L. No. 10 1-5 10, Title XII, as amended,, 10 
U.S.C. §§ 170 I er. al. 

Established the Defense Acquisition Workforce under the authority of the 
SecDef, to professionalize the workforce to education, training and c~1reer 
development programs. 
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DoS Foreign Military Financing (FMF) on the Decline. 
In 1990, DoS FMF budget was $5.02713; in 1994, $3.23 IB; and in 19 9, 
$3.276B. Costs of financing foreign assistance are migrating to DoD by 
direct and indirect means. 

Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 10 U.S.C. § 2687 (1990). 
Authority to recommend the closure or realignment of bases expired in 
I 995; the remaining authority to close or realign an installation is very 
limited. 

Authority to Accept Contributions of Money, Property, and Services, 10 
U.S.C. § 2608 (1990). 

Authorizes DoD to accept contributions of money and property frorr1 any 
person, foreign government, or international organization and contributions 
of services from any foreign government or international organization. 
Money contributions must be deposited into the Treasury and may be used 
only if appropriate& DoD may accept, retain, and use contributions of 
property and services. 

Defense Acquisition Workforce Established, 10 U.S.C. §§ 1701 et. seq. (I 990). 
Established the Defense Acquisition Workforce under the authority of the 
SecDef to professionalize the workforce through education, training and 
career development programs. 

DOD Support to Counterdrug Activities, National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 199 I§ 1004, Pub. L. No. 101-5 IO, as amended. 

Authorizes DoD to provide IO categories of counterdrug support to antY 
federal, state, local, and foreign agencies with counter drug responsibilities. 
Provision has been renewed continuously. · 

1991 Accountability for Intelligence Activities, 50 U.S.C. Chapter 15, Subchapter Ill 
(1991). 

Amends oversight procedures, defmes covert action, and prescribes 
requirements for Presidential findings. 

Intelligence Commercial Activities, l O U.S.C. § 43 l et seq ( 1991 ). 
Codifies the Secretary's authority to approve the conduct of commercial 
activity in support of intelligence activities conducted abroad. 

Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act of 1991, Pub. L. No. 87-297, 105 Stal. 
1693 (22 U.S.C. § 255 I note), renamed in subsequent legislation as the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction Act. 
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Authorizes DoD to assist States of the Former Soviet Union in the 
dismantlement and elimination of weapons of mass destruction and the 
prevention of weapons proliferation. 

GARDEN PLOT, DoD Civil Disturbance Plan (199 I). 
DoD's plan for military assistance to Federal, State and local govern ent 
agencies for civil disturbances and civil disturbance operations. Such 
operations are referred to within DoD as Military Assistance for Civil 
Disturbances (MACDIS). 

CINC Initiative Funds, 10 U.S.C. § 166a (1991). 
Authority established in 1991 to be available to cover CINC contingencies; 
$25M a year has been appropriated. 

Amendments to Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000(e)-16 (1991). 
Forbids discrimination in Federal employment based on race, color, 
creed, national origin, and retaliation for protesting discrimination~ 
compensatory and punitive damages up to $300,000 available. 

Armed Forces Retirement Home (AFRH), 24 U .S.C. § 401 et S· • ( 1991 ). 
Congress incorporated the U.S. Naval Home (Gulfport, Mje l) and the U.S. 
Soldiers' and Airmen's Home (Washington, D.C.) into a r1 fv indepen ent 
establishment in the Executive Branch, the AFRH. DoD rrf provide 
nonreimbursable administrative, legal, policy and investig? ;,e suppo : 
Navy officers run the Naval Home; and SecDef appoints tR members of 
the Board that runs AFRH. If SecDef decides to increase t mandato 

contribution that all enlisted and warrant officers make to AFRH om 
$.50/month to $1/month (Congress authorized SecDef to d )so in 199 ), 
Sec Def will gain authority, direction and control over the A RH. 

Compensatory Damages in EEO Cases, 4 2 U.S. C. § 1981 a (l 991). 
Provides SecDef authority to pay compensatory damages in complaint of 
discrimination filed under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended, and the Rehabilitation Act. 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, $314, Pub. L. 
No. 102-190, 105 Stat. 1336 (1991). 

Revised IO U.S.C. § 2466 to provide that not less than 60 percent of the fuldS; 
available for depot-level maintenance for the Department of the Anny and Air 
Force shall be used for the performance of such maintenance by military a11d 
civilian personnel of the Department of Defense, It also prohibited management 
by end-strength of depot-level maintenance civilian employees. The Secrebary of 
the Army or Air Force could waive the limitation when determined necessary for 
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reasons of national security, and after notification of congress of the reason~. 
Annual reports to Congress required on January 15, 1992 and 1993. I 

Expanded IMET (EIMET), Congress earmarked $1M of IMET appropriati ns in 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs Appropriad ns 
Act, 1991, Pub. L. No. 101-513, 104 Stat. 1997 (1990). 

Requires certain funds to be used for foreign training programs to 
emphasize (1) responsible defense resource management, (2) respect r 
and understanding of the principle of civilian control of the military, ( 
cooperation between military and law enforcement personnel with res 
to countemarcotics law enforcement efforts, and (4) military justice 
systems and procedures in accordance with internationally recognized 
human rights. 

I 
1992 National Telecommunications and Information Administration Organiz,ti~n 

Act of 1992, Pub. L. No. 102-538, title I, 106 Stat. 3533 (codified as amend d m 
scattered sections of 42 U.S.C.). 

Codifies certain authorities for government use of the radio spectrum e.g., 
Joint Warfighter requirements) in the Department of Commerce. Ulti ate 
authority on issues of most concern to DoD remain vested in the Presii J ent 
and the Director, 0MB, pursuant to Executive Order 12046. 

Land Remote Sensing Policy, 15 U.S.C. § 5601 et seq. (1992). 
Grants the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State authority t deny 
imagery from U.S.- licensed remote sensing satellites in the interests f 
national security and foreign policy. 

5 C.F.R. § 2635 (1992). 
Established the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the 
Executive Branch. 

Federal Response Plan, April 1992. 
An umbrella plan that guides Federal government support to State and local 
governments during disasters and emergencies. Includes outlining Fe eral, 
including DoD, responsibilities providing framework for coordinating civil
military requirements between DoD and other Federal agencies. 

Humanitarian Assistance (HA), 10 U.S.C. § 2551 (1992). I 
Broad authority to provide limited HA funds in conjunction with crea1on 
of new appropriation account (Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and ivic 
Aid (OHDACA). 
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Fines and Penalties under Environmental Statutes, Federal Facility 
Compliance Act of 1992, Pub. L. No. I 02-386, title I, I 06 Stat. 1505 ( codifi~d as 
amended in scattered sections of 42 U.S.C.); Safe Drinking Water Act of 19 4, 
Pub. L. No. 93-523, 88 Stat. 1660; Clean Air Act of 1955, ch. 360, 69 Stat, 22. 

Subjects Federal facilities, including military installations, to the 
substantive and procedural requirements of various environmental laws, 
including fine and penalty provisions, and in several important 
environmental areas federal facilities are fully subject to State, Interstate, 
and local laws. 

Obligation to Consult with American Indian and Alaska Native Entities, 1992 
Amendments to National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 470 to 470x-6), 
Executive Order No. 13007: "Indian Sacred Sites" ( 1996); Executive 
Memorandum: "Government-to-Government Relations with Native American 
Tribal Governments" (April 29, 1994); and DoD American Indian and Alaska 
Native Policy (October 20, 1998). 

Obligate DoD to consult with potentially affected Indian tribes before 
taking any action that may adversely affect traditional cultural properties or 
reserved treaty rights to hunt, fish, or gather plants, or may restrict acf ss to 
sacred sites. Although this obligation is not a "veto" authority, consul tion 
can be time-consuming and resource-intensive. 

Improving the Management and Use of Government Aircraft, 0MB Circular 
A-126 (1992). 

Establishes a preference for the use of commercial airline service, 
prescribes criteria that must be satisfied before government aircraft may be 
used, and identifies certain categories of travel, such as ''required use;" 
which permits use of a government aircraft due to bona fide 
communications or security needs or exceptional scheduling requirements. 
SecDef is authorized to make such determinations for DoD personnel. 

Defense Health Program Funding Account ( 1992). 
Health program funding (but not management authority) was consolidated 
under a unified Defense Health Prograip account, under the authority, 
direction, and control of the ASD(HA), as opposed to the budgets and~ 
appropriations of the Military Departments. 

Increased DCI Involvement in DoD, 50 U.S.C. § 403-6 (1992, amended 1996). 
Requires DCI concurrence with appointments for the Directors of NSA, 
NRO, and NIMA, and mandates consultation with the DCI for the 
appointment of the Director, DIA. 50 U.S.C. § 403-5(d) ( 1992, ame:nded 
1996) requires the DCI, in consultation with the SecDef and the Chairman, 

to evaluate and report to congressional intelligence committees on the 
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performance of their national missions. 50 U.S.C. 403-4 ( 1992, amem ed 
1996) requires DCI, in coordination with Intelligence Community (IC 
department heads, to consolidate personnel, administration, and securi y 
programs within the IC whenever possible. 1999-2000 DCI initiative 
updated DCI regulations to support DCI oversight (and management) ver 
National Foreign Intelligence Program (NFIP) programs (including D ID 
programs) by functional (not organizational) lines across the IC, with 
stated goal of increased direct DCI management of IC programs. 

Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, IO U .S.C. § 151 (a) ( 1992). 
Position of Vice Chairman established. 

DoD Education Activity (DoDEA), DoDD 1342.20, "Department of Defen:s 
Education Activity," Oct. 13, 1992. 

The SecDef has clarified his authority over DoD domestic and overse; s 
schools through the establishment of DoDEA. The SecDef has authoni 
over DoD domestic dependent elementary and secondary schools purn 
to 10 U.S.C. § 2164. 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, § 352, Pub. L. No. 
106 Stat. 2378 ( 1992). 

Amended 10 U.S.C. § 2466 to expand the requirement that not less than 60 
percent of the funds available for depot-level maintenance be used for the 
performance of such maintenance by employees of the Department of Def en e to 

the military departments and the defense agencies, in lieu of the former limi tion 
applicable only to the Departments of the Army and Air Force. 

Humanitarian Assistance, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y ar 
1993 § 304, Pub. L. No. I 02-494, I 06 Stat. 2361, as later amended by the NaL ional 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 § 13 12, Pub. L. No. 104- I 06 110 
Stat. 186 ( codified and amended at 10 U.S.C. § 2561 ). 

Authorizes DoD to provide transportation of humanitarian relief and o, er 
humanitarian activities worldwide, to the extent provided in DoD 
authorization and appropriations acts. 

Berry Amendment, Department of Defense Appropriations Act of 1993, § 8: 05, 
10 U.S.C. § 2241 note (1992), further amended by Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act of FY 1994, § 8005, 10 U.S.C. § 2241 note (1993). 

The Berry Amendment prohibits the purchase of foreign source article: , 
such as food; clothing; tents, tarpaulins, and covers; cotton; wool; wov 
silk and woven silk blends; spun silk yam for cartridge cloth; synthetic~ · 
fabric or coated synthetic fabric; canvas products; specialty metals; an 
hand or measuring tools, as well as individual items of equipment 
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manufactured from or containing any of the listed fibers, fabrics, or 
materials. Exceptions may be granted by Secretaries of the Military 
Departments, or their designees, for emergencies, combat support or 
acquiring perishable food items. Also excepted are procurements belc, 
simplified acquisition threshold, which is currently $100,000. 

1993 Provide Procurement Support for State and Local Civilian Law Enforce ent 
Officials, 10 U.S.C § 381 (1993). 

Enables State and Local law enforcement authorities to enjoy some oJ the 
benefits of the "Economy Act" 31 U.S.C. § 1535. 

DoD Support to Civil Authorities, DoD Directive 3025.1, January 15, 199J. 
Establishes SECARMY as SECDEF's Executive Agent for Military 
Support to Civil Authorities and establishes the processes by which D D 
provides support to FEMA. 

Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, Pub. L. No. 103-62, 1 7 
Stat. 285 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 5 U.S.C.). 

Requires each federal agency to annually submit a performance plan a d a 
performance report to 0MB and the Congress. 

Family and Medical Leave Act, 5 U.S.C. § 63xl-6387 (1993). 
Entitles a civilian employee to a total of 12 administrative workweeks: f 
leave, during any 12-month period, due to (1) the birth of a child, (2) 1t e 
placement of a child with the employee for adoption or foster care, (3) the 
care of a close family member with a serious health condition, or (4) t e 
employee has a serious health condition. 

Restrictions on Basing Aircraft and Carriers, The General Conformity Rue, 40 
C.F.R. § 51 .850(1993), implementing the Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1955, Ch. 360, 
69 Stat. 322). 

Provides that federal agencies are prohibited from taking actions not i 
conformity with state plans to bring their states into compliance with 
ambient air quality standards. Since basing actions .can significantly 
increase the emissions of air pollutants controlled under the CAA, the le 
prevents the DoD from taking the action unless the State has accounte: 
the federal action in the state's plan to reach attainment with the ambi 
quality standard, or unless the federal government can obtain an "offsl " of 
the increase in emissions. In particular this has presented major obstac; es to 
the basing of the Joint Strike Fighter, V-22 Osprey, and re-basing Na, , 
carriers. 
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Joint Duty Assignments, 10 U.S.C. § 663 (1993). 
Congress provided SecDef with more flexibility in the timing of place ent 
of graduates from a joint professional military education school in thei 
post-education joint duty assignments. 

Military Aid Debt Forgiveness, Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1994, Pub. L. No. 103-87, Title II, 10 Stat. 
931,937 (1993). 

Provides general authority for the President to forgive market-rate fon gn 
aid debt, military aid loans, and Ex-Im Bank loans in conjunction with debt 
relief plans organized by the Paris Club, to the extent it was supported! 'Y 
appropriations. 

Continued Military Aid Debt Forgiveness, Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1995, Pub. L. No. IOJ_ 06, 
title II, 108 Stat. 1608, 1613 (1994). 

Provides general authority for the President to forgive covered debt fo 
countries that do not have excessive military spending levels, do not 
repeatedly support terrorism, do not fail to cooperate in international 
control of narcotics, and have not engaged in a consistent pattern of gr ,s 
violations of internationally recognized human rights. 

Defense Export Loan Guarantee Program (DELG Program), National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, Div A., Title XIII, Subtitle l § 
132l(a)(l), 10 U.S.C. § 2540 (1995). 

Authorizes DoD to issue guarantees assuring lenders against losses of 
principal or interest, or both, arising out of the financing of FMS sales r 
long-term leases for NATO member nations, major non-NATO allies 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2350(a)(3) and countries in Central Europe purs ant 
to a determination by the Secretary of State, to the extent or in such 
amounts as provided in advance in appropriations Acts. (See 61 Fed. 1 eg. 
57,853 (1996) for DoD's DELG Program announcement. DELG is n1 
currently funded.) 

Demining, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, Div. A 
Title XIII, Subtitle B, § 1313, Pub. L. No. 104-106, 110 Stat. 474 (1995). 

Amended 10 U.S.C. § 401(a) to ensure that, while providing assistance no 
military member engages in the physical detection, lifting, or destroyin of 
landmines, unless the member does so for the concurrent purpose of 
supporting a U.S. military operation, or provides such assistance as pa: of 
a military operation that does not involve the Armed Forces. 
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Waiver of Recoupment for Nonrecurring Costs (NRC) of Research, 
Development and Production of Major Defense Equipment (MDE). National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, § 4303(a), Pub. L. No. 104-106, 
110 Stat. 658 ( 1995). 

Authorized the President to waive recoupment of NRC on a determination 
that ( l) imposing NRC likely would result in the loss of the FMS sale, or 
(2) that waiver would result in U.S. savings on equipment procured by 
DoD. Section 3303(e) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1997 (Pub. L. No. I 04-201) provided DoD authority to sell up to $693 
million of items from the National Defense stockpile to offset any lost 
revenue and brought the waiver authority into effect. 

1994 War Reserve Stockpiles for Allies, Foreign Relations Authorization Act, FY 
I 994 and 1955 §509, Pub. L. No. 103-236, 108 Stat. 382 ( 1994). 

Authorizes the transfer of obsolete or surplus defense articles to Kore:a from 
the war reserve stockpile. 

Reciprocal Status of Forces Legislation, Foreign Relations Authorization 1ct, 
FY 1994 and 1995 §514, Pub. L. No. 103-236, 108 Stat. 382 (1994). 

Authorizes the negotiation and conclusion of agreements providing for 
reciprocal status of forces rights. 

National Defense Authorization Act of 1994 § 845, Pub. L. No. 103-160, 1 07 
Stat. 1547 (1993). 

Authorizes the Secretaries of the Military Departments and other 
officials designated by the Secretary of Defense to enter into "other" 
transactions to carry out prototype projects by DoD. 

Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994, Pub; L. No. 103-355, 108 S at. 
3243 (1993). 

Fundamentally reformed required procurement procedures and establi hed 
a preference for the acquisition of commercial items. 

Military Assistance for Civil Disturbances (MACDIS), DoD Directive 3025.12, 
February 4, 1994. 

Establishes SECARMY as SECDEF's Executive Agent for MACDIS and 
set out procedures for engaging DoD assets in a MACDIS situation. 

Reserve Officer Personnel Management Act (ROPMA), Pub, L. No. 103-337, 
Div. A, Title XVI, 108 Stat. 2921 (1994). 

Does basically the same thing for commissioned officers of the Reserve 
components of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps and the Air Force that 
DOPMA did for the Regular components. (Seep. 3, above, for DOPMA.) 
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1995 

10 u.s.c. § 2409 (1994). 
Prohibits reprisal against contractor employees who disclose substanti I 
violations of law related to contracts to Justice authorized a!!ency offi ials ' w , 

or Members of Congress. 

Migrant Operations. 
Historical precedent for use of military resources during migrant operations 
has not been resolved. 1994 Cuban migration emergency required use of 
US military facilities and employed 18,000 US military personnel over a 
period of two years at a cost of $400M. Housing and processing illegal 
immigrants is not a DoD mission; fiscal legal authority for these 
expenditures is limited. lnteragency did not agree to 1998 NSC burden
sharing plan. There has been continuous interagency pressure to migrate 
costs inappropriately to DoD in planning for future emergencies.(IA) 

Foreign Disaster Assistance,§ 10 U.S.C. 404 (l 984). 
Authorizes the President to direct DoD to provide disaster assistance 
outside the U.S. to include transportation, supplies, services, an1d equi!ment 
to prevent loss of lives. 

Defense Against Weapons of Mass Destruction Act of 1996, Pub. L- No. 1 4-
201, Title XIV, 110 Stat. 2714 (1996). 

Established requirements for DoD to assist in preparing 
State and local first responders to respond to a terrorist incident involving a 
weapon of mass destruction and authorized DoD assistance to DOi in 
responding to a chemical or biological terrorist incident. Section 382 is 
part of Chapter 18, title I 0, US Code. 

'Administration of Export Controls, Executive Order No. 12984 (1995). 
Establishes a structured inter-agency process and deadlines for review of 
dual-use export license applications with cabinet-level appeal to the 
President on controversial issues. 

Classification and Declassification of Information, Executive Order No. 12958 
(1995). 

Established new rules for the classification and declassification of 
information. Doubts about the need to classify information al'e resolved in· 
favor of not classifying or classifying at a lower level. There is a mandatory 
declassification program, which requires automatic declassification o~ · 
information based on time limits, with some exceptions, and systemat c 
reviews of classified records to determine whether they still need to b 
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classified. The Order also instituted an automatic declassification of records 
25 years old and pre-1975 records on 17 Apr 00 (extended to 17 Oct O I), 
unless agencies can justify continued classification. 

Personnel Security Clearances, Executive Order No. 12968 (1995), issued ·n 
part to implement 50 U.S.C. §§ 435,436. 

Established a uniform program for background investigations and st 
for adjudications of security clearances and access to classified info ation, 
and provided authority for investigative access to financial and travel 
records of applicants and holders of clearances. 10 U.S.C. § 986 (200 ) 
prohibits granting or renewing security clearances for persons with fe ony 
convictions, who are unlawful drug users (not waivable), who are me tally 
incompetent (not waivable), or who have been discharged/dismissed om 
the armed forces under dishonorable conditions. I 

Limitations on Affirmative Action, Adarand Constructors v. ~' 5 15 U.S. 200, 
224 (1995). 

The Supreme Court found that federal affirmative action programs that use 
racial and ethnic criteria as a basis for decisionmaking are subject to strict 
judicial scrutiny. Thus, SecDef must ensure that any such programs serve a 
compelling governmental interest and are narrowly tailored to serve that 
interest. Applies primarily to personnel matters, including military officer 
promotion boards~ education and training; and acquisitions. 

Exchange of Defense Personnel, DoD Authorization Act, FY 1996 § 1082, Pub. 
L. No. I 04-20 I , l IO Stat. 2672 ( 1995). 

Authorizes the exchange of military personnel between the United States 
and Allied countries. 

1996 Military Assistance in Response to Biological Weapons of Mass Destruction, 
18 U.S.C. § 175a (1996). 

Authorizes the Secretary of Defense, in response to requests from the 
Attorney General, to provide assistance in responding to emergencies 
involving biological weapons of mass destruction. 

National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA), 10 U.S.C. § 441 et seq. 
(1996). 

Establishes NIMA as a combat support agency of DOD. 

War Crimes Act, 18 U.S.C. § 2441 (1996). 
Establishes the conduct of war crimes as a crime under U.S. domestic law. 
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Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1996, Division D, Clinger-Cohen Act of 
1996, Public Law 104-106, 110 Stat. 642 (1996). 

Established additional streamlining for procurement and acquisition of 
information technology. 

Chief Information Officer (CIO) Established, Division D, Clinger-Cohen Act 
of 1996, Public Law 104-106, 110 Stat. 642 ( 1996). 

Required the establishment of the position of Chief Information Officer 
(CIO) with clear authority, responsibility, and accountability for the 
Department's information resources management activities. Clinger-Cohen 
also repealed the Brooks Automatic Data Processing Act under which the 
General Services Administration had exclusive authority over the 
acquisition of automatic data processing equipment. 

Antipersonnel Landmines, PDD. 
Limits U.S. uses of all non-self-destructing antipersonnel 
landmines (APL) not needed to train personnel or defend the United States 
and its allies from armed aggression. 

Emergency and Extraordinary Expense Authority, 10 U.S.C. § 127 (1996). 
Amended the Secretary's emergency and extraordinary expenses autltPrity 
("E&E". or "EEE") (10 U.S.C. § 127, in conjunction with the annual DoD 
Appropriations Act) to prohibit the use of E&E for an expenditure in excess 
of $500,000 unless Congress is notified in advance (5 days in advance for 
expenditures in excess of $500,000, and 15 days in advance for 
expenditures in excess of $1 ,000,000). The primary purpose of E&E i to 
permit the use of DoD funds for activities or purposes for which there is no 
statutory authority and for which DoD funds could not otherwise be s6ent. 

Military Housing Privatization Initiative, 10 U.S.C. §§ 2871-2885 (1996). 
Allows DoD to tap private sector capital and expertise and to leverage 
scarce military construction dollars to design, build, and manage housi g 
for military members and their families. 

Electronic Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. §552 ( 1996). 
Amended the FOIA to add requirements that documents requested be I 
provided in electronic format if that format is readily available and that 
increase the electronic availability of information in the reading rooms 
FOIA mandates. 

Increased DCI Involvement in DoD Budget, 50 U.S.C. § 403-3 (amended 1996). 
Mandates DCI participation in development of Joint Military Intelligence 
Program (JMIP) and Tactical Intelligence and Related Activities (TIARA) 
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annual budgets, 50 U.S.C. § 403-4 ( 1992, amended 2000) prohibits 
National Foreign Intelligence Program (NFIP) reprogramming withou DCI 
approval, or under DCI procedures, and authorizes the DCI to transfel' 
funds or personnel from lower to higher priority NFIP programs unles the 
affected Department Head [SecDef or DepSecDef only, may not be 
delegated] objects in writing. 

Intelligence Support to Law Enforcement Agencies, 50 U.S.C. § 403-5a (1996). 
Establishes authority for intelligence agencies, including Defense 
intelligence agencies, to collect information on behalf of law enforce: ent 
agencies. 

Military Assistance in Response to Biological Weapon, I 8 U.S.C. § 175a 
(1996). 

Authorizes military assistance in response to emergencies involving 
biological weapons of mass destruction. 

Defense Export Loan Guarantee (DELG) Program, IO U.S.C. § 2540-2540d 
( 1996). 

Directs the SecDef to establish a program of loan guarantees of the ~if e or 
long-term lease of defense articles, defense services, or design and 
construction services to "eligible countries," Terms and conditions may not 
be more favorable than those of the Export-Import Bank, and DoD rnust 
charge a country, receiving a guaranteed loan, an exposure fee in an amount 
that is sufficient to meet potential liabilities of the United States undMfie 
loan guarantee. 

Defense Civilian Intelligence Personnel System (DCIPS) Established, I 
IO U.S.C. §§ 160 I et. seq. ( 1996). ~ 

The Defense Civilian Inte11igence Personnel Policy Act of 1996, in th 
NDAA FY97, consolidated the intelligence personnel authorities for SA, 
DIA, NIMA, NRO, and the Military Departments into a single personnel 
system under the authority, direction, and control of the SecDef. 

Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC), 10 U.S.C. § 181 (1996). 
JROC established. 

IC Resource Consolidation, 50 U.S.C. § 403-4 (1996). 
DCI's authority to consolidate personnel, administration and security 
programs with the Intelligence community. 
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Expanded IMET (EIMET) changes, Foreign Operations, Export Financing and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1996, § l 12(a), 22 U.S.C. § 2347 (199 ). 

Further expanded EIMET to include foreign government non-military 
personnel and legislators and those who are not members of the 
government if the training would ( 1) contribute to responsible defense 
resource management, (2) foster greater respect for and understanding ,f 
the principle of civilian control of the military, (3) contribute to coope1 ation 
between military and law enforcement personnel with respect to 
counternarcotics law enforcement efforts or (4) improve military justic 
systems and procedures in accordance with internationally recognized 
human rights. 

1997 Dismantlement of Strategic Nuclear Delivery Systems, National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 1998 $1302, Pub, L. No. 105-85, 111 Stat. 1948 (1~ n). 

Limits retirement or dismantlement of strategic nuclear delivery syster s 
below certain specified levels. 

Additional Support for Counter-Drug Activities of Peru and Colombia, 
National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1998 § 1033, Pub. L. No. 105-85, 11 
Stat. 1948 ( 1997), as amended. 

Authorizes DoD to provide counterdrug support and transfer nonlethal 
equipment to Colombia and Peru. 

Military Assistance to Civil Authorities, DoD Directive 3025.15, February 8, 
1997. 

Establishes the procedures by which DoD will provide support to civil 
authorities. 

CONPLAN/OPLAN Interagency Coordination Annex, PDD 56. 
CONPLANs/ OPLANs now contain a new Interagency Coordination 
Annex --Annex V. The goal, ultimately, is to staff Annex V with the 
Interagency to get approval -- before the CONPLAN/OPLAN is appro ~d 
by the Chairman and SecDef. 

Anti-Terrorism and Force Protection, DoD-DoS MOU (Dec 97), 
Title 22, U.S.C. 

Delegates DoS's security functions to SecDef for designated DoD 
elements and personnel present outside the United States in a CINC's 
geographic area of responsibility, but not under the CINC's 
command. 
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Force Protection in Peacekeeping Operations, National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 1998 § 1052, Pub. L. No. 105-85, 111 Stat. 1948 
(1997). 

Requires SecDef to "take appropriate actions to ensure that units of th 
Armed Forces engaged in a peacekeeping operation are provided 
adequate troop protection for that operation." 

Chemical Warfare Convention (CWC), ewe ratified by US on 24 Apr 97· 
ewe Implementation Act of I 997, 19 Oct 98. Article I of ewe. 

Requires US. destroy all chemical weapons it owns or possesses or 
abandoned on territory of another state, and destroy any chemical weapons 
production facilities; ~nd authorize on-site challenge inspections. 

Utility Privatization, IO U.S.C. § 2688 (1997). 
Authorizes DoD to privatize utility systems owned by the Department, such 
as power plants, electric distribution lines. 

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMPs), Sikes Act 
Improvement Act of 1997, 16 U.S.C. § 670a (1997). 

Requires preparation of an INRMP that integrates military mission 
requirements with the conservation and rehabilitation of natural resources 
for more than 400 military installations nationwide by November 2())01. 
INRMPs must be prepared in cooperation with the Director oft:he Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the heads of appropriate State fish and wildlife 
agencies; reflect the mutual agreement of the parties concerning the 
conservation and protection of fish and wildlife resources; and undergo a 
public comment period before the plans go into effect. 

FDA Regulation of Force Health Protection Activities. 
Massive attention on Gulf War Illnesses has focused criticism on Do 
procedures employed during the war and resulted in a new law requiring 
that only the President can waive informed consent for the miliitary to use 
investigational new drugs as if they were FDA approved. FD1A regulation 
is now a major factor in force health protection, particularly regarding; 
medical defense against chemical and biological weapons. This extends 
well beyond the use of investigational new drugs. The FDA has had a 
major impact on the anthrax vaccine immunization program, resulting in 
acquisition and supply challenges much greater than were anticipated. 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998, § 357, Pub. L. No. 105-85, 
111 Stat. 1695 (1997). 

Amended IO U.S.C. § 2466 to change the previous 60/40 limitation to a limitation 
that not more than 50% of the funds available to a military department or a 
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defense agency for depot-level maintenance and repair workload may be us: 
contract for the performance of such workload by non-federal government 
personnel. The Secretary of Defense (for a defense agency), and the Secret 
a military department may waive the .limitation when necessary for reasons 
national security, and Congress must be notified of reasons. The Secretary 
Defense must report annually to Congress. Reports are ,audited by the 
Comptroller General. 

1998 Military Assistance in Response to Chemical Weapons Events, 
18 U.S.C. § 229E (1998). 

Authorizes the Secretary of Defense, in response to requests from the 
Attorney General, to provide assistance in responding to emergencies 
involving chemical weapons. 

Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO), Executive Order No. 1265 
(amended 1998). 

Gives SecDef lead responsibility for the deployment and use of milit 
forces to protect US citizens and nationals in support·of their evacuati n 
from threatened areas overseas, In conjunction with a Jul98 DoD-Do 
MOU, this gives SecDef greater voice in NEO planning, but also great r 
responsibility for funding NEO around the world. 

Joint Combined Exchange Training (JCET), 10 U.S.C. § 2011 (1998). ~ 
Authorizes DoD special operations forces to train and train with arme 
and other secmity forces of foreign countries, requires training activiti s 
to occur only with the prior approval of the Secretary of Defense. I 

Monitoring of Foreign Launches of Commercial Communications Satelli es, 
Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act for FY99 § 15 14, Pub. 
No. 105-261, 112 Stat. 1920 (1998). 

Requires SecDef "in any case in which a license is approved for the ex ort 
of a satellite or related items for launch in a foreign country" to monito all 
aspects of the launch (including failure/crash investigations); to be 
reimbursed for the costs of monitoring; and to establish a program for 
recruiting, training, and maintaining a staff dedicated to monitoring 
launches in foreign countries of US-origin satellites. 

Policy Oversight of Export Controls, 10 U.S.C. § 134b (1998). 
Establishes the position of Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 
Technology Security Policy (DUSD(TSP)), in the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy (OUSD(P)). The DUSD(TSP) serves the 
Director of the former Defense Technology Security Administration (n w 
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under the Defense Threat Reduction Agency). 10 U.S.C. § 134 also lakes 
the USD(P) the primary advisor to the Secretary on export controls. 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973, $508, as amended by section 408(b) of the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, 29 U.S.C: § 794d (1998). 

Requires agencies to ensure that persons with disabilities have access: o 
government electronic or information technology that is comparable t 1that 
of persons who are not disabled. 

Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998, 5 U.S.C. §§ 3345-3349 (1998). 
Establishes requirements for filing PAS positions in an "Acting" 
capacity. 

Intelligence Community Whistleblower Protection Act of 1998, Pub. L. N 
105-272, Title VII, 112 Stat. 2413 (1998). 

Protects Intelligence Community employees who report urgent conce 
Congress. 

Foreign Government Claims for Cleanup of Overseas Sites, Strom Thum nd 
National Defense Authorization Act for FY99 § 32 I , Pub. L. No. 105-261, I • 2 
Stat. 1920 (1998). 

Prohibits use of funds--without prior Congressional approval--for 
settlement of claims of foreign governments for environmental cleanu of 
overseas sites formerly used by DoD. 

Coral Reef Protection, Executive Order No. 13089 (1998). 
Imposes requirements concerning actions by all Federal agencies that ~ight 
affect coral reef ecosystems. This includes national security activities ~n 
coral reef areas. 

Government Paperwork Elimination Act, 44 U.S.C. 3504 (1998). 
Requires agencies to provide for the option of electronic maintenance, 
submission, or disclosure of information as a substitute for paper and r 
the use and acceptance of electronic signatures whenever practicable l 
October 2003. 0MB M-1 0-00 required agencies to submit plans for 
implementation by October 2000. 

Information Technology Access for the Disabled, Workforce Investment Act of 
1998 §408(b), Pub. L. No. 105-220, 112 Stat. 936 (1998), revising Section 5l8 of 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Requires SecDef to ensure that electronic and information technologi s 
developed, maintained, procured, or used by DoD programs are accesfible 
to the disabled. I . 
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Commissary Operations, 10 U.S.C. § 192(d) (1998). 
The SecDef may not transfer responsibility to manage and fund the D fense 
Commissary Agency (DeCA) to a Military Department unless the tra sfer 
is specifically authorized by a law enacted after October 17, 1998. 10 
U.S.C. § 2482 (1998) requires the SecDef to establish a governing bo rd 
for the commissary system to provide advice to the Secretary regardin the 
prudent operation of the commissary system and to assist in the overa: I 
supervision of DeCA. The Board is accountable only to the SecDef ar 
the civilian officer assigned the responsibility for the overall supervisi 
DeCA. 

1999 National Missile Defense Act of 1999, Pub. L. No. 106-38, 113 Stat, 205 (1· 199). 
Declares national policy (1) to deploy as soon as is technologically po sible 
an effective NMD system against a limited ballistic missile attack, an (2) 
to seek continued negotiated reductions in Russian nuclear forces. 

Military Assistance to Civil Authorities to Respond to Act or Threat of 
Terrorism, National Defense Authorization Act for FY2000 § 1023, Public 1 aw 
106-65, 113 Stat. 512 (1999). 

Provides limited authority for DoD to provide assistance to DOJ in 
preparing for, or actually responding to, a terrorist incident. Except in 
extraordinary circumstances, DOJ must reimburse DoD. 

Helms-Biden Amendment, 22 U.S.C.§ 287e-2 (1999). 
Establishes requirement to seek and obtain reimbursement from 
UN when providing assistance to UN, as well as the requirement to no fy 
Congress before the President waives the reimbursement requirement. 

Allocation of Radio Spectrum, National Defense Authorization Act for FY: )00 
§ I062(b), Public Law 106-65, 113 Stat. 512 (1999). 

Essentially gives SecDef &/or CJCS veto power over any effort to req ire 
DoD to move out of spectrum to make it available to the private sector 
unless, alternative comparable spectrum is provided. 

Cooperative Threat Reduction Program, 22 U.S.C. § 2551 (1999). 
Creates a complicated legal and fiscal framework to DoD resources to 
provide assistance to former Soviet states to facilitate elimination of nu lear, 
chemical and biological weapons and the demilitarization of related mi tary 
facilities, technologies and capabilities. 
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Restrictions on Military-to-Military Contacts with the Peoples Republic rr 
China, National Defense Authorization Act for FY2000 § 1201, Public Law 06-
65, 113 Stat. 512 (1999). 

Precludes the SecDef from authorizing certain military-to-military 
exchanges or contacts between US Armed Forces and representatives f the 
People's Liberation Army of the People's Republic of China. 

Invasive -Species, Executive Order No. 13 112 (1999). 
Directs all agencies to take steps to prevent the introduction of invasi v 
species (those that are not native to the region). This may restrict or delay 
movement of military units both within and outside US. 

Computer Network Operations (CNO), UCP 99. 
Directed USSPACECOM to be the military lead for computer networ 
defense and computer network attack. 

Operational Reports, 10 U.S.C. §§ 486,487 (1999). 
Congress required SecDef to submit a new quadrennial report and an 
optempo/perstempo report. 

Military Funeral Honors, 10 U.S.C. § 1491 (1999). 
Congress made military funeral honors (defined as a ceremony performed 
by at least two military members, and consisting of the folding and 
presentation of a flag and the playing of taps, by recording if necessary an 
entitlement for all eligible veterans and authorized veterans' groups to e 
part of the funeral detail. 

Military Child Care Act of 1989, Pub. L. No.101-189, Div. A. title XV, 10 
Stat. 1589, amended by Child Care Services, 10 U.S.C. §1791-1800 (1999). 

The SecDef is authorized to establish and provide financial assistance to 
military child care centers on military installations; he may also provi le 
funds for home-based child care services and to civilian providers of hild 
care services who are not home-based who meet specified criteria. 

Cap on OSD and WHS Staffs, 10 U.S.C. § 143 (1999). 
The number of military and civilian personnel assigned to, or employ, 3 in 
OSD, OSD Direct Support Activities, and WHS is capped at 3767. 

Cap on Major Headquarters Staffs, 10 U.S.C. § 130a (1999). 
Congress has iirnited the number of military and civilian personnel in I naj or 
headquarters activities across DoD to 85%; of the total as of October I 
1999. Affected headquarters elements are specified in DoD Directive 
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2000 

5 I 00.73, "Major DoD Headquarters Activities," and may not be changed 
"except as provided by law." 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics and Materials Readiness), 10 
U.S.C. § 133b (1999). 

Established the DUSD(L&MR), a PAS position, as one of two DUSDs 
under the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology,. anr 
Material Readiness, and as the principal logistics official within the: se ior 
management of the Department of Defense. Statutory position of 
PDUSD(AT&L) abolished. 

War Reserve Stockpiles for Allies, DoD Appropriations Act, FY 2000 $123r.· 
Pub. L. No. 106 -113, 113 Stat. 1212 (1999). 

Authorizes the transfer of obsolete or surplus defense articles to Korea 'Lnd 
Thailand from war reserve stockpiles. I 

Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2001 $220, Pub. 
L. No. 106-398 (2000). 

Establishes goals of the Armed Services to achieve the fielding of 
unmanned. remote)y controlled technology such that (I) by 2010, one-Fhird 
of the operational deep strike force aircraft fleet is unmanned and (2) ~ 
2015, one-third of the operational ground combat vehteies is unmanned. 

Emergency Supplemental Act for Fiscal Year 2000 § 3 l O 1, Public Law 
106-246, Div. B (l 999). 

Authorizes DoD to provide additional counterdrug support and transfe 
nonlethal equipment to Colombia. 

Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Assistance, DoD Appropriations Act for FYO 1 
§ 8070, Pub. L. No. I 06-259 (2000). 

Prohibits any use of DoD funds for transfer of defense articles or defense 
services to a foreign country or international organization for use in ail 
international peacekeeping or humanitarian assistance operation without 15 
days advance notice to Congress. 

Leahy Amendment--Human Rights Vetting, DoD Appropriations Act for 
FYOl §8092, Pub. L. No. 106-259 (2000). 

Mandates human rights vetting before expending funds to train 
foreign military personnel. 

Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster and Civic Aid [OHDACA], FYOI DoD 
Appropriations Act (2000). 

Provides DoD a specific amount of funds ($55.6 million in two-year 
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money in the FYO 1 DoD Appropriations Act) to support DoD 
OHDACA program, 

Establishment of Regional Centers, Floyd D. Spence National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 200 I § 912, Pub. L. No. I 06-398 (2000). 

Establishes a requirement for 90-day advanced notice before the Sec ef 
may establish a new regional center for national security studies, and 
requires an annual report on the operation of existing regional centers IO 
U.S.C. § 184). 

Former U.S. Army School of the Americas, 10 U.S.C. § 2166 (2000). 
Authorizes the SecDef to operate a "Western Hemisphere Institute for 
. Security Cooperation" to provide professional education and training 
military, law enforcement, and civilian personnel of Western Hemispl ere 
nations. 

The NOAA FYOI also repealed the Secretary of the Army's authority o 
operate the U.S. Army School of the Americas (former 10 U.S.C. § 44 5). 

Vieques Range Complex, Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authorization LCt 

for FY 2001, Title XV, Pub. L. No. 106-398 (2000). 
Two PDDs issued in Jan 2000 restrict use of range. These PDDs are 
largely incorporated in NOAA FYOl, Title XV. 

Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), Executive Order No. 13 158 (2000). 
Developed national system of MP As. Establishment of MP As could r< trict 
operations, training, and testing in designated MP As. 

Northwest Hawaii Island (NWHI) Reserve, Executive Order No. 13 178 (2000). 
Temporarily designated the NWI-JI as a Marine Protected Area, poten ally 
restricting operations, training, and testing in the area. 

Expanded Outleasing Authority, 10 USC $2667 (2000). 
Authorizes DoD to obtain ''in-kind" consideration for the lease of pro1 :rty 
or facilities owned by the Department; such in-kind consideration incl, ies 
services, maintenance, repair, environmental remediation, and new 
construction. 
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Environmental Compliance at Overseas DoD Installations, Overseas 
Environmental Baseline Guidance Document (OEGBD), DoD 4715.5 ], 
March 15, 2000. 
Sets criteria and management practices for environmental compliance tt 
DoD installations overseas as required by Public Law 10 1-5 10, sectio 
342(b). 

Kosovo, Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2001 
$1211, Pub. L. No. 106-398 (2000). 

Requires the President to establish "militarily significant benchmarks or 
conditions that would achieve a sustainable peace in Kosovo and ultin 1tely 
allow for the withdrawal of the United States military presence in Kos vo." 
A semiannual report on progress in achieving these benchmarks is req1 ired, 
and is prepared by DoD. A Bosnia report is also required as is a more 
general repo1t on peacekeeping forces and funds expended for 
peacekeeping. 

Contracting for Performance of Commercial or Industrial Type Functio s, 
Changes to 10 U.S.C. chapter 146 (amended most by the NDAA FYOI). 

Require studies and reports to Congress before a DoD commercial or 
industrial type function may be converted to contract; requires an anm 11 
report to Congress on the results of monitoring the performance of eac 
DoD function that is the subject of a workforce review under 0MB Ci ::ular 
A-76; require that "core logistics capabilities," identified by the SecD< : be 
performed in government-owned and operated facilities and not be pla ed 
under contract; limit funds available in a fiscal year to a military 
department or defense agency for depot-level maintenance and repair 
workload performed by non-Federal government personnel to no mon than 

. 50 percent; require SecDef to submit an annual Strategic Sourcing Pla of 
Action, concurrent with the President's annual budget request, for the 
Department of Defense for the following year. 

New Retiree Health Care Benefit, Floyd D. Spence National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 2001, Pub. L. No. 106-398 (2000). 

Enacted a senior pharmacy benefit, effective April 1,200 1, and 
reinstatement of CHAMPUS/TRICARE eligibility at age 65, effective 
October 1,200 1, which becomes second payer to Medicare. Congress lso 
established an accrual funding mechanism to help fund the new benefi 
estimated to require an additional approximately $4 billion per year. 
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Appropriations Act Domestic Source and Content Restrictions, Departm nt of 
Defense Appropriations Act for FY 2001, Pub. Law. No. 106-259 (2000). 

The DoD appropriations acts annually contain other restrictions on t~ I 
purchase of foreign products. Current restrictions cover: welded sh1p oard 
anchor and mooring chains (sec. 80 16); carbon, alloy or armor steel pl te 
(sec. 8033); vessel propellers and ball and roller bearings (sec. 8064); 
supercomputers (sec. 8066); main propulsion diesel engines and prop asors 
for the ADC(X) class of ships. 

GRATUITIES REGULATION IN DOD 

The initial prohibition on acceptance of gratuities in DoD was in DoD Directive 10 0.8, 
"Acceptance of Gifts, Use of Government facilities, and Use of Official Representation Fu ds", 
dated April 14, 1961. It prohibited Defense personnel from accepting gifts "which might 
reasonably be interpreted by others as being of such nature that it could affect their impartiality." 

This language was generally incorporated in successive directives on Standards of 
Conduct until DoD Directive 5500.7, dated January 15, 1977, which allowed gifts up to $5 
This exception was raised to $10 in DoD Directive 5500.7 dated May 6, 1987, and again tc> $20 
in DoD 5500.7-R, dated August 30, 1993. 

1958 Edition 
• 725 pages 

1970 Edition 
• 8 l 7pages 

1976 Edition 
• 984 pages 

1988 Edition 
• 1268 pages 

1994 Edition 
• 1694 pages 

Title 1 O, United States Code 

30 

11-L-0559/0S DI 1861 



April 16, 2001 3:10 PM 

TO: Rudy de Leon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfek4 

SUBJECT: SecDef Authorities 

Please take a look at this packet on the authorities of the Secretary of Defense an~ 
see me about it. I would like to get a sense from you as to how it could be 
presented in an orderly way and what you think I ought to do with it. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
03/29/01 memo attached to 03/01/01 Info Memo from GC re: Changes in SecDef 

Authorities/Prerogatives 

DHR:dh 
041601-48 
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. Mr. Secretary, this responds to your note of "What's this about" 

3/29/0II 

You asked General Counsel what has changed over the last ten years in 
terms of his authority to execute missions, structure forces, and spend money. 

In general, SecDers powers have sharply declined in those areas noted 
above. This is due to legislative and cultural/societal changes since the end 
the Cold War; 

• The shift to Operations Other Than War has put a significant fiscal burde 
on DoD, impacting O&M and procurement funds. 

• Societal expectations concerning the environment including BRAC and 
encroachment issues has greatly restricted training and operations. 

• Required interagency involvement ( e.g. the drug war) is a drain on the ful 
spectrum of DoD resources. I 

• Congress has restricted SecDef s authority to structure and reorganize 
DoD/OSD components. 

• The attached package from the Office of the General Counsel 
addresses the question you brought up and presents detailed analysi 
at the Tabs. 

Prepared by LtCol K.A. Seiwell 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 OEFENSE PENTAGON I 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301·1600 ~::i.~~rf,:f,i~ r:~:.:f ... ~~)·2{.>\ 

MAR O 1 2001 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE l~S{!q,py 

FROM: ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL D ~ '1 ,\,,,...Q\ __ _ 
(Prepared by: Paul S. Koffsky and Hele1~ ulliva~(b)(5) ~ 

SUBJECT: Changes in SecDef Authorities/Prerogatives - INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: 
• Respond to SecDef request for list of changes in his authorities and 

prerogatives over the last ten years. 

DISCUSSION: 
• Significant changes are summarized by subject area (fiscal, environment/ 

installations, operations, information, international, intelligence, acquisition/ 
logistics, personnel, organizational and other issues), at Tabs A through I. 

• The most significant, overall, are: 

o Fiscal: There is an increasing reliance on DoD to fund Humanitatian 
Assistance, Military Operations, and Peacekeeping Operations (Tab A). 

o Environment/Installations: Laws and regulation place increased restrictions 
on training and operations (Tab B). 

o Operations: J 
• There are increased statutory requirements and restrictions for 

deployments of US Armed Forces; plus an expansion of DoD missio 
requirements (Tab C) . 

.;. Interagency role: Interagency involvement in CONPLAN/OPLAN 
development exemplifies growing/changing interagency role (Tab C). 

o Organization: Congress has restricted SecDef s authority to structure, 
reorganize and staff OSD and the DoD Components (Tab I). 

Attachments: 

As stated 
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FISCAL ISSUES 

• Emergency and Extraordinary Expense Authority.1 In 1 996 Congres: 
amended the Secretary's emergency and extraordinary expenses authorit) 
("E&E" or "EEE") (10 U.S.C. § 127, in conjunction with the annual DoI 
Appropriations Act) to prohibit the use of E&E for an expenditure in exc ss 
of $500,000 unless Congress is notified in advance (5 days in advance fo 
expenditures in excess of $500,000, and 15 days in advance for 
expenditures in excess of $1,000,000). The primary purpose of E&E is ti 
permit the use of DoD funds for activities or purposes for which there is o 
statutory authority and for which DoD funds could not otherwise be spen 

• DoS Foreiim Military Financine (FMF} on the Decline. In 1990, DoS 
FMF budget was $5.027B; in 1994, $3.23 lB; and in 1999, $3.276B. CO! 
of financing foreign assistance are migrating to DoD by direct and indire t 
means. 

• Humanitarian Assistance (HA}. Broad authority to provide limited HA 
funds (10 USC§ 2551) in conjunction with creation of new appropriatio 
account (Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid (OHDACA) 
(1992). 

• Helms-Biden Amendment. This law establishes requirement to seek am 
obtain reimbursement from UN when providing assistance to UN, as wel 
as the requirement to notify Congress before the President waives the 
reimbursement requirement. (22 USC § 287e-2, amended 1999) 

• CINC Initiative Funds, Authority established in 1991 to be avai table to 
cover Cl NC contingencies; $25M a year has been appropriated. (IO USC § 
166a) 

• Mierant Operations. Historical precedent for use of military resources 
during migrant operations has not been resolved, 1994 Cuban migration 
emergency required use of US military facilities and employed 18,000 ur 
military personnel over a period of two years at a cost of $400M. I lousii ~ 
and processing illegal immigrants is not a DoD mission; fiscal legal 
authority for these expenditures is limited. Interagency did not agree to 
1998 NSC burden-sharing plan. There has been continuous interagency 
pressure to migrate costs inappropriately to DoD in planning for future 
emergencies. 

1 • Bolding denotes key item. 
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• Funding for CJNC Theater Engagement. Several purpose-specific funding 
authorities have been created and are now used to support CINC theater 
engagement plans (e.g., Warsaw Initiative Fund, Cooperative Threat 
Reduction). 

• Chief Financial Officers Act. The Act ( 1990) established a Chief Financi.al 
Officer (CFO) with certain statutory duties in each agency. In DoD, the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) is by law DoD's CFO (IO U.S.C. 
§ 135). The CFO's statutory duties include overseeing DoD's fmancial 
management activities and evaluating the cost goals proposed for each 
agency major acquisition program. 

• Acquisition and Cross-Servicing Agreements (ACSAs). 1986 Amendmertts 
to NA TO Mutual Support Act of 1979 create ACSAs; non-NATO countri~s 
eligible for ACSAs under IO USC.§§ 2341-2350. 
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ENVIRONMENT AND INSTALLATION ISSUES 

• Viegues Range Complex.' Two PDDs issued in Jan 00, both of which were 
codified in sections 1501 and following of the Floyd D. Spence National Defense· 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 200 I (NDAA FYO 1 ), restrict use of range .. 

• Restrictions on basing aircraft and carriers. The General Conformity' Rule ( 40 
C.F.R. 5 1.850) (1993), implementing the Clean Air Act (CAA), provides that 
federal agencies are prohibited from taking actions not in conformity with state 
plans to bring their states into compliance with ambient air quality standards .. 
Since basing actions can significantly increase the emissions of air pollutants 
controlled under the CAA, the rule prevents the DoD from taking the action unless 
the State has accounted for the federal action in the state's plan to reach attainment 
with the ambient air quality standard, or unless the federal government can obtain 
an "offset" of the increase in emissions. In particular this has presented major 
obstacles to the basing of the Joint Strike Fighter, Y-22 Osprey, and re-basin, 
Navy carriers, 

• Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). EO 13 158 (26 May 00) developed national 
system of MP As. Establishment of MP As could restrict operations, training, rd 
testing in designated MP As. 

• Northwest Hawaii Island (NWHI) Reserve. EO 13178 ( 4 Dec 00) tempor~ly 
designated the NWI-JI as a Marine Protected Area, potentially restricting 
operations, training, and testing in the area. 

• Military Housing Privatization Initiative. IO U.S.C. §§ 2871-2885 ( 1996) allows 
DoD to tap private sector capital and expertise and to leverage scarce military 
construction dollars to design, build, and manage housing for military members 
and their families. I 

• Utilitv Privatization. IO U.S.C. § 2688 ( 1997) authorizes DoD to privatize utility 
systems owned by the Department, such as power plants, electric distribution 
lines. 

• Expiration of Base Closure Authority. Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
authority to recommend the closure or realignment of bases expired in 1995; the 
remaining authority to close or realign an installation (IO USC § 2687) is very 
limited. 

1 Bolding denotes key item. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1867 



• Expanded Outleasing Authority. IO USC§ 2667 (as amended in 2000) authori:zes 
DoD to obtain "in-kind" consideration for the lease of property or facilities owned 
by the Department; such in-kind consideration includes services, maintenance~, 
repair, environmental remediation, and new construction. 

• Fines and Penalties under Environmental Statutes. Current law ( e.g., Federal. 
Facility Compliance Act of 1992; Safe Drinking Water Act; Clean Air Act) 
subjects Federal facilities, including military installations, to the substantive and 
procedural requirements of various environmental laws, including fine and penalty 
provisions, and in several important environmental areas federal facilities are fully 
subject to State, Interstate, and local laws. 

• Foreign Government Claims for Cleanup of Overseas Sites. FY99 National 
Defense Authorization Act, Section 321, prohibits use of funds--without prior 
Congressional approval--for settlement of claims of foreign governments for 
environmental cleanup of overseas sites formerly used by DoD. 

• Transboundazy Movements of Hazardous Waste. Although the US is not a party 
to the Basel Convention on the transboundazy movement of hazardous waste:s, 
almost every other nation in the world is a party; there are significant constraints 
on DoD's ability to move hazardous wastes from an area of operation outside the 
United States to a third country, or even back to the United States. Under U.S. law, 
there are special constraints on our ability to move PCBs (polychlorinated 
biphenyls ). 

• Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMPs). Sikes Act 
Improvement Act of I 997 ( 16 U .S.C. § 670a) requires preparation of an INRMP 
that integrates military mission requirements with the conservation and 
rehabilitation of natural resources for more than 400 military installations 
nationwide by November 200 1. INRMPs must be prepared in cooperation witlh t b e 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service and the heads of appropriate State fish 
and wildlife agencies; reflect the mutual agreement of the parties concerning he 
conservation and protection of fish and wildlife resources; and undergo a pul 1c 

comment period before the plans go into effect. 

• Obligation to Consult with American Indian and Alaska Native Entities. 19~2 
Amendments to National Historic Preservation Act ( I 6 U.S.C. §§ 470 to 471@x-6), 
Executive Order I 3007: "Indian Sacred Sites" (May 24, 1996); Executive 
Memorandum: "Government-to-Government Relations with Native AmericaLil 
Tribal Governments" (April 29, 1994); and DoD American Indian and Alasl< 
Native Policy (October 20, 1998) obligate DoD to consult with potentially ru[lected 
Indian tribes before taking any action that may adversely affect traditional Cl tural 
properties or reserved treaty rights to hunt, fish, or gather plants, or may restnct 
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access to sacred sites. Although this obligation is not a 'veto" authority, 
consultation can be time-consuming and resource-intensive. 

• Invasive Species. EO 13 112 (3 Feb 99) directs all agencies to take steps to 
prevent the introduction of invasive species. This may restrict or delay mover 
of military units both within and outside US. 

• Coral Reef Protection. EO 13089 (11 Jun 98) imposes requirements concern g 
actions by all Federal agencies that might affect coral reef ecosystems. This 
includes national security activities in coral reef areas. 

• Environmental Compliance at Overseas DoD Installations. Overseas 
Environmental Baseline Guidance Document (OEGBD), DoD 47 15.5-G, 15 ¥ar 
00, sets criteria and management practices for environmental compliance at lQoD 
installations overseas as required by Public Law 10 I ~5 10, section 342(b ). 
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OPERATIONS ISSUES 

• Counterdrug (CD) Activities.' Section I 004 of NOAA FYO l allows SecDef 
to provide equipment, transportation, construction, training, and C3 I support 
for CD activities of federal, state, and local governments; 10 U.S.C. § 124 
( amended 1991) establishes DoD as the lead agency for detection and 
monitoring of aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs; PDD-73 (U.S. 
Colombia Initiative) establishes the scope of the support DoD can provide to 
state and federal law enforcement agencies and foreign governments in 
furtherance of their CD missions. 

• CONPLAN/OPLAN Interagency Coordination Annex. CONPLANs/ 
OPLANs now contain a new Interagency Coordination Annex --Annex V. s 
requirement grows out of POD 56, Managing Complex Contingency 
Operations (May 97). The goal, ultimately, is to staff Annex V with the 
Interagency to get approval -- before the CONPLAN/OPLAN is approved by 
the Chairman and SecDef. 

• Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Assistance. A recurring general 
appropriations provision (Section 8070, FYO 1 DoD Appropriations Act), 
prohibits any use of DoD funds for transfer of defense articles or defense 
services to a foreign country or international organization ( on a reimbursable 
basis or otherwise) for use in an international peacekeeping or humanitarian 
assistance operation without 15 days advance notice to Congress. DoD I 
provides advance notification at the beginning of each fiscal year and as 1 

necessary to give the Congress notice of operations where such support may ~e 
provided. 

• Support to Civil Authorities. Section 1023 of NOAA FYOO gives SecDef 
authority to provide personnel and other DoD resources to assistance civil 
authorities in responding to an act or threat of terrorism. Unified Command 
Plan (UCP) 99 assigned USJFCOM mission to provide military assistance to 
civil authorities for consequence management (CM) of weapons of mass 
destruction (WMD) incidents in CONUS and to support WMD CM efforts o 
other CINCs. Related authorities are: DoDD 3025.15, "Military Assistance to 
Civil Authorities," Feb 18, 1997; DoDD 3025.1, "Military Support to Civil 
Authorities," Jan 15, 1993; Public Law 106-65, sec. 1023, Oct 5, 1999; 18 
U.S. C. § 83 I ; IO U.S. C. § 3 82; I nteragency ''Domestic Guide) i nes," signed late 
last year; and "Defense Against Weapons of Mass Destruction Act of 1996,'' 
Public Law 104-201, Title XIV, Sept 23, 1996; 10 U.S.C. § 2554 (support to 
special events such as the Olympics). 

1 Bolding denotes key item. 
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• Anti-Terrorism and Force Protection, DoD-DoS MOU (Dec 97) delegates I 
DoS's security functions under Title 22, U.S.C., to SecDef for designated Do 
elements and personnel present outside the United States in a CINC's 
geographic area of responsibility, but not under the command of the 
geographic CINC. 

• Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO). EO 12656 (amended 1998) 
Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities, gives SecDef lead 
responsibility for the deployment and use of military forces for protection of 
US citizens and nationals in support of their evacuation from threatened areal 
overseas. In conjunction with a Jul 98 DoD-DoS MOU, this gives SecDef 
greater voice in NEO planning, but also greater responsibility for funding N 
around the world. 

• Force Protection in Peacekeeping Operations. Section 1052 NOAA FY98I 
requires SecDef to "take appropriate actions to ensure that units of the Arme1 
Forces engaged in a peacekeeping operation are provided adequate troop 

protection for that operation." It also provides for a report on DoD's 
antiterrorism activities, specifically on how the roles of the SecDef, Chairmi, 
and the Secretaries of the Military Departments have changed since the Kh> ar 
Towers incident. 

• Joint Combined Exchange Training (JCET). DoD authority for special 
operations forces to tram and tram with armed and other security forces of 
foreign countties was amended in the NDAA FY99 to require training 
activities to occur only with the prior approval of the Secretary of Defense. 
This requirement is in addition to the "Leahy'' human rights verification 
requirements for DoD-funded training (10 U.S.C. § 2011). 

• Leahv Amendment -- Human Right Vetting. This law mandates human right 
vetting before expending funds to tram foreign military, and prohibits any us 
of DoD funds to support any training program involving units of foreign 
security forces, if the Secretary of Defense has received from the Departme~ 
of State credible information of gross violations of human rights by that uni 
unless all necessary corrective steps have been taken. (Section 8092, NOAA 
FYOl) I 

• Computer Network Operations (CNO). UCP 99 assigned computer networ~ 
defense and computer network attack (CNA) missions to USSPACECOM. I 
PDD 56 requires interagency coordination on CNO; new policy risks dilution 
of SecDef authority/autonomy, especially in area of CNA. 11 
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• Kosovo. Section 1211 NDAA FYO 1 requires the President to establish 
"militarily significant benchmarks for conditions that would achieve a 
sustainable peace in Kosovo and ultimately allow for the withdrawal of the 
United States military presence in Kosovo." A semiannual report on progress 
in achieving these benchmarks is required, and is prepared by DoD. A Bosnita 
report is also required as is a more general report on peacekeeping forces andl 
funds expended for peacekeeping. 

• Overseas Humanitarian. Disaster and Civic Aid [OHDACAI. A recurring Do,D 
appropriation provides the Department a specific amount of funds ($55.6 
million in two-year money in the FYOl DoD Appropriations Act) to support 
DoD OHDACA program, which include disaster relief, humanitarian dernini:ng 
training, excess property donation, space availablk airlift (Denton) and other 
humanitarian assistance programs. Although relatively small, the OHDACA 
appropriation and its programs are a significant part of the regional CINCs' 
theater engagement strategies, 

• Operational Reports. Congress required SecDef to submit a new quadrennial 
report and an optempo/perstempo report (IO USC § § 486,487) ( 1999). 
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INFORMATION ISSUES 

I 

• Classification and Declassification of Information, EO 12958 (April 20, 1 195) 
established new rules for the classification and declassification of informatio 
Doubts about the need to classify information are resolved in favor of not 
classifying or classifying at a lower level. There is a mandatory declassificab n 
program, which requires automatic declassification of info1mation based on · e 
limits, with some exceptions, and systematic reviews of classified records to 
determine whether they still need to be classified. The Order also instituted 
automatic declassification of records 25 years old and pre-197 5 records on 1 
00 (extended to 17 Oct 01), unless agencies can justify continued classificati 

• Electronic Freedom of Information Act. Public Law 104-23 1 amended the F 
to add requirements that documents requested be provided in electronic form t if 
that format is readily available and that increase the electronic availability of 
information in the reading rooms FOIA mandates. 

• Chief Information Officer (CIO) Established. The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1991 

required the establishment of the position of Chief Information Officer (CIO) with 
clear authority, responsibility, and accountability for the Department's info ation 
resources management activities. Clinger-Cohen also repealed the Brooks 
Automatic Data Processing Act under which the General Services Administ:I tion 
had exclusive authority over the acquisition of automatic data processing 
equipment. 

• Government Paperwork Elimination Act, Ch 5, Title XVII, Pub, L. 105-277 
(1998). Act requires agencies to provide for the option of electronic mainten ce, 
submission, or disclosure of information as a substitute for paper and for the 1e 
and acceptance of electronic signatures whenever practicable by October 20 3. 
0MB M-10-00 required agencies to submit plans for implementation by Oct ber 
2000. 
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INTERNATIONAL ISSUES 

• Allocation of Radio Spectrum.' Sec. l062(b) NDAA FYOO essentially gives 
SecDef &/or CJCS veto power over any effort to require DoD to move out of 
spectrum to make it available to the private sector unless, in their judgment, the 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration, in consultation 
with the FCC, has made available to DoD alternative spectrum that ''provides I 
comparable technical characteristics to restore essential military capability th~ 
will be lost as a result of the band of frequencies to be surrendered"; 47 U.S.C. § 
923(g) (codifying provisions of the Balanced Budget Act 'of 1997, as amended by 
NDAA FY99) essentially requires the private sector to pay agencies, including 
DoD, for costs of "relocating" to different spectrum before agencies can be 
required to vacate spectrum to make it available to the private sector. 

• Chemical Warfare Convention (CWC). CWC ratified by US on 24 Apr 97; CWC 
Implementation Act of 1997, 19 Oct 98. Article I of CWC: To destroy all che~cal 
weapons it owns or possesses or abandoned on territory of another state, and 
destroy any chemical weapons production facilities. Article IX of CWC: Eac 
state party can demand an on-site challenge inspection of any facility or che ·cat 
weapon located in the territory of another state party or in any other place u11 er 
jurisdiction or control of another state party. CWC Implementation Act, secti n 
304 (22 U.S.C. § 670 I and following) specifies inspection procedures. 

• Ca ; alive I hreat Reduetion Program. The Nunn-Lugar Act (22 u.s.c. § :~551) 
creates a complicated legal and fiscal framework to DoD resources to provide 
assistance to former Soviet states in order to facilitate the elimination of nuclear, 
chemical and biological weapons and the demilitarization of related military 
facilities, technologies and capabilities, and to help prevent the proliferation of 
weapons and weapons technologies from those states (199 1). Since the enactment 
of the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 (22 U.S.C. §§ 5951-5958), DoD 
frequently refers to the program as the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program. 

• Monitoring of Foreign Launches of Commercial Communications Satellites. Sec. 
15 14 NDAA FY99 requires SecDef "in any case in which a license is approved for 
the export of a satellite or related items for launch in a foreign country" to m~nitor 
all aspects of the launch (including failure/crash investigations) to ensure that no 
unauthorized transfer of technology occurs, including technical assistance and 
technical data; to be reimbursed for the costs of monitoring; and to establish ~ 
program for recruiting, training, and maintaining a staff dedicated to monitoqng 
launches in foreign countries of US-origin satellites. 

1 Bolding denotes key item. 
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• Administration of Export Controls. EO 12984 (1995) establishes a structured 
inter-agency process and deadlines for review of dual-use export license 
applications ( chaired by the Secretary of Commerce) that ensures full DoD 
participation in the process (as well as State, Energy, and Justice) and provide for 
cabinet-level appeal to the President on controversial issues. 

• Antipersonnel Landmines. In 1996, the President directed that the United States 
will unilaterally undertake not to use, and will place in inactive stockpile status 
with intent to demilitarize by the end of 1999, all non-self-destructing I 
antipersonnel landmines (APL) not needed to (a) train personnel engaged in I 
demining and countermining operations, or (b) to defend the United States an1 its 
allies from armed aggression. This PDD directed SecDef to undertake a progr 
of research, procurement, and other measures to eliminate the requirement for and 
reliance on, APL as soon as possible. In 1998 the President established a goal of 
ending the use of APL outside Korea by 2003, and to sign the Ottawa conven ·on 
by 2006 (thus also eliminating APL in Korea) if suitable options can be foun to 
maintain war fighting capability and safety of our military personnel, I 

• Restrictions on Milit a. 
Section 1201 NDAA FYOO precludes the SecDef from authorizing certain 
military-to-military exchanges or contacts between US Armed Forces and 
representatives of the People's Liberation Army of the People's Republic of China 
if that exchange or contact would create a national security risk due to 
inappropriate exposure" to 12 specified activities (including force projection 
operations; nuclear operations, military space operations, and access to DoD 
laboratories). 

• Establishment of Regional Centers. Section 912 NOAA FYO I establishes a 
requirement for 90-day advanced notice before the SecDef may establish an 
regional center for national security studies, and requires an annual report on ~e 
operation of existing regional centers (10 U.S.C. § 184). I 

• Former U.S. Army School of the Americas. 10 U.S.C. § 2166 (NDAA FYOl 
authorizes the SecDef to operate a "Western Hemisphere Institute for Securi 
Cooperation" to provide professional education and training to military, law 
enforcement, and civilian personnel of Western Hemisphere nations, and to 
designate the Secretary of a Military Department as the executive agent. The 
NOAA FYOI also repealed the Secretary of the A1my's authority to operate e 
US Army School of the Americas (former 10 U.S.C. § 4415). 
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INTELLIGENCE ISSUES 

• Increased DCI Involvement in DoD Budget. 50 U.S.C. § 403-3 (amended 1996) 
mandates DCI participation in development of Joint Military Intelligence Pro;am 
(JMIP) and Tactical Intelligence and Related Activities (TIARA) annual budg ts. 
50 U.S.C. § 403-4 ( 1992, amended 2000) prohibits National Foreign Intellige <:e 
Program (NFIP) reprogramming without DCI approval, or under DCI procedures, 
and authorizes the DCI to transfer funds or personnel from lower to higher priority 
NFIP programs unless the affected Department Head [SecDef or DepSecDef 1nly, 
may not be delegatedj objects in writing. : 

• National Imagezy and Mapping: Agency (NIMA).10 U.S.C. § 441 and follo g. 
( 1996) established NIMA as a new combat support agency of DoD, with nati nal 
m1ss10ns. 

• Special Access Programs. IO U.S.C. § 119 ( 1987) establishes requirements to 
facilitate congressional oversight over all special access programs. 

7 

• Land Remote Sensing Policy. 15 U.S.C. § 5601 and following. (1992) Grant~: 
SecDef and the Secretary of State authority to deny imagery from U.S.- lice ed 
remote sensing satellites in the interests of national security and foreign polic . 

• Covert Action. 50 U .S.C. § 413b ( 1991) defines covert action and prescribes 
requirements for Presidential fmdings. 

• Intelligence Support to Law Enforcement Agencies. 50 U.S.C. § 403-5a ( I 99i) 
establishes authority for intelligence agencies, including Defense intelligence I 
agencies, to collect information on behalf of law enforcement agencies. 

• Intelligence Commercial Activities. IO U.S.C. § 43 I and following (1991) co ifies 
the SecDef s authority to approve the conduct of commercial activity in supp rt of 
intelligence activities conducted abroad. 

• Milit.arv Assistance in response to Chemical, Biological and Nuclear Events. 18 
U .S.C. § 175a ( 1996) authorizes military assistance in response to emergenci1 s 
involving biological weapons of mass destruction 18 U.S.C. § 229E (1998) 
authorizes military assistance in response to emergencies involving chemical 
weapons. 
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ACQUISITION & LOGISTICS ISSUES 

• Authority to Accept Contributions of Monev, Property, and Services.' 1 
U.S .. C. § 2608 ( 1990) authorizes DoD to accept contributions of money and 
property from any person, foreign government, or international organization and 
contributions of services from any foreign government or international 
organization. Money contributions must be deposited into the Treasury and may 
be used only if appropriated. DoD may accept, retain and use contributions of 
property and services. 

• Defense Export Loan Guarantee (DELG) Program. IO U.S.C. § 2540-2540d ~ 
( I 996) directs the SecDef to establish a program of loan guarantees of the sail or 
long-term lease of defense articles, defense services, or design and constructi. n 
services to "eligible countries." Terms and cqnditions may not be more favo·able 
than those of the Export-Import Bank, and DoD must charge a country, receiving a 
guaranteed loan, an exposure fee in an amount that is sufficient to meet potential 
liabilities of the United States under the loan guarantee. I 

• Contracting for Performance of Commercial or Industrial Type Functions. 
Changes to 10 U.S.C. chapter 146 (amended most by the NOAA FYOI) require 
studies and reports to Congress before a DoD commercial or industrial type 
function may be converted to contract~ requires an annual report to Congress on 
the results of monitoring the performance of each DoD function that is the subject 
of a workforce review under 0MB Circular A-76; requires that "core logistics 
capabilities," identified by the SecDef, be performed in government-owned and 
operated facilities and not be placed under contract; limits funds available in. a 
fiscal year to a military department or defense agency for depot-level maintenance 
and repair workload performed by non-Federal government personnel to no more 
than 50 percent; requires SecDef to submit an annual Strategic Sourcing Plan of 
Action, concurrent with the President's annual budget request, for the Depanment 
of Defense for the following year. 

• Federal Activities Inventory Reform Act 1998. Requires agencies to develop and 
submit to 0MB an annual list of activities performed by Federal Government 
sources for that, in the judgment of the agency head, are not inherently 
governmental functions. The list is published and subject to challenge by 
interested parties. 

• 0MB Circular A-126. "Improving the Management and Use of Government 
Aircraft." This rule ( 1992) establishes a preference for the use of commercial 
airline service, prescribes 'criteria that must be satisfied before government arcraft 

1 Bolding denotes key item. 
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' may be used, and identifies certain categories of travel, such as "required use,' 
which permits use of a government aircraft due to bona fide communications r 
security needs or exceptional scheduling requirements. SecDef is authorized t 
make such determinations for DoD personnel. 
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MILITARY AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL ISSUES 

• Personnel Security Clearances. EO 12968 (1995), issued in part to implement 0 
U.S.C. §§ 435 and 436, established a uniform program for background 
investigations and standards for adjudications of security clearances and acce~s .to 
classified information, and provided authority for investigative access to fmatjc1al 
and travel records of applicants and holders of clearances. 10 U.S.C. § 986 (2 1 00) 
prohibits granting or renewing security clearances for persons with felony 
convictions, who are unlawful drug users (not waivable), who are mentally 
incompetent (not waivable), or who have been discharged/dismissed from the 
armed forces under dishonorable conditions. 

• Joint Duty Assignments. Congress provided SecDef with more flexibility in te 
timing of placement of graduates from a joint professional military education 
school in their post-education joint duty assignments (10 U.S.C. § 663) (1993D. 

• Presidential Reserve Call-up (PRC). Under 10 U.S.C. § 12304, when the I 
President determines that it is necessary to augment the active forces for an~' 1

1 

operational mission he may authorize the Secretary of Defense to order to a;~"e 
duty involuntarily up to 200,000 members of the Selected Reserve and lndivi nal 
Ready Reserve (limited to 30,000 of the 200,000) for not more than 270 days 
This authority may be used to order members and units to active duty to pro de 
assistance in responding to an emergency involving a use or threatened use of a 
WMD but not to provide assistance for other domestic disasters or emergenc,ies. 
When this authority is used a report must be forwarded to Congress within 2 
hours. 

• Armed Forces Retirement Home (AFRH). In 1991, Congress incorporated 1e 
U.S. Naval Home (Gulfport, Miss.) and the U.S. Soldiers' and Aiimen's Ho e 
(Washington, D.C.) into a new independent establishment in the Executive 
Branch, the AFRH (24 U.S.C. §-401 and following). DoD may provide 
nonreimbursable administrative, legal, policy and investigative support; Naf 
officers run the Naval Home; and SecDef appoints the members of the Boar that 
runs AFRH. If SecDef decides to increase the mandatory contribution that al 
enlisted and warrant officers make to the AFRH from $.SO/month to $1/mon 
(Congress authorized SecDef to do so in 1997), SecDef will gain authority, 
direction and control over the AFRH. 

• Militazy Funeral Honors. Congress made military funeral honors ( defined a a 
ceremony performed by at least two military members, and consisting of the 
folding and presentation of a flag and the playing of taps, by recording if 
necessary) an entitlement for all eligible veterans and authorized veterans' 
to be part of the funeral detail. (10 U.S.C. § 1491) (1999). 
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• Limitations on Affirmation Action. Under Adarand Constructors v. Penil, 5 151 U.S. 
200,224 (1995), the Supreme Court found that federal affirmative action , 
programs that use racial and ethnic criteria as a basis for decisionmaking are 
subject to strict judicial scrutiny. Thus, SecDef must ensure that any such 

1 

programs serve a compelling governmental interest and are narrowly tailored to 
serve that interest. Applies primarily to employment, education and training, and 
acquisitions, including military officer promotion boards. 

• Defense Health Program Funding: Account. Health program funding (but not 
management authority) was consolidated under a unified Defense Health Program 
account, under the authority, direction, and control of the ASD(HA), as opposed to 
the budgets and appropriations of the Military Departments ( 1992). · 

• TRICARE Managed Care Program, Congress has enacted a series of authorii · es 
implementing managed care for DoD, including large TRICARE regional 
managed care contracts under which health care enterprises administer HMO like 
programs (late 1980s-present). DoD also implemented major cost saving pa ent 
methods for reimbursing hospitals and physicians and is in the process of 
reforming pharmaceutical purchasing and management. Today, the Militacy 
Health System, following civilian sector practices, has fully integrated managed 
health care into its civilian provider program. -I 

• New Retiree Health Care Benefit. NOAA FYOl enacted a senior pharmacy I 
benefit, effective April 1,200 1, and reinstatement ofCHAMPUS/TRICARE 
eligibility at age 65, effective October 1, 2001, which becomes second payer to 
Medicare. Congress also established an accrual funding mechanism to help fund 
the new benefit, estimated to require an additional approximately $4 billion per 
year. 

• FDA Regulation of Force Health Protection Activities. Massive attention on \~ulf 
War Illnesses has focused criticism on DoD procedures employed during the nar 
and resulted in a new law requiring that only the President can waive informed 
consent for the military to use investigational new drugs as if they were FDA 
approved. FDA regulation is now a m~jor factor in force health protection, 
particularly regarding medical defense against chemical and biological weapons. 
This extends well beyond the use of investigational new drugs. The FDA has had 
a major impact on the anthrax vaccine immunization program, resulting in 
acquisition and supply challenges much greater than were anticipated. 

• Child Care Services. The SecDef is authorized to establish and provide financial 
assistance to military child care centers on military installations; he may also 
provide funds for home-based child care services and to civilian providers of child 
care services who are not home-based who meet specified criteria, of 10 U.S.C. 

2 
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§1791-1800 (1999). 

• Compensatozy Damages in EEO Cases.The SecDef has authority to P!1Y _ 
compensatory damages in complaints of discrimination fi1ed under Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of I 964, as amended, and the Rehabilitation Act. 42 USC. § 
l98ta (1991). I 

• Defense Acquisition Workforce Established. The Defense Acquisition Workforce 
Improvement Act (DA WIA), Title XII, NOAA FY9 I, established the Defense 
Acquisition Workforce under the authority of the SecDef to professiona1ize the 
workforce to education, training and career development programs. 10 U.S.C. §§ 
I 70 I and fo11owing. 

• Defense Civilian Intelligence Personnel Svstem (DCIPS) Established, The ~ 
Defense Civilian Intelhgence Personnel Policy Act of I 996, in the NOAA F 97, 
consolidated the intelhgence personnel authorities for NSA, DIA, NIMA, N O, 
and the Mi1itary Departments into a single personnel system under the authority, 
direction, and control of the SecDef. 10 U.S.C. §§ 1601 and following. 

• Information Techno]ogy Access for the Disabled. SecDef must ensure that 
electronic and information technologies developed, maintained, procured, or sed 
by DoD programs are accessible to the disabled. Section 408(b) of yie Wor orce 
Investment Act of 1998, Pub. L. No. 105-220, 112 Stat. 936 (1998), revising 
Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

3 

11-L-0559/0SD/1881 



ORGANIZATIONAL AND OTHER ISSUES 

• Cap on OSD and WHS staff.1 The number of military and civilian personnel 
assigned to, or employed in OSD, OSD Direct Support Activities, and WHS i~ 
capped at 3767 (10 U.S.C. § 143) (1999). I 

• Overall Supervision of DoD Activities for Combating Terrorism. Sectio 
NDAA FYOI requires that one the Assistant Secretary of Defense with 
responsibilities for combating terrorism have as among his/her duties, the du to 
provide overall direction and supervision for policy, program planning and 
execution, and allocation and use of resources for the activities of the Dep ent 
of Defense for combating terrorism, including antiterrorism activities, 1 

counterterrorism activities, terrorism consequences management activities, and 
terrorism-related intelligence support activities. If the selected ASD is not the 
ASD(SO/LIC), then the ASD(SO/LIC) 's responsibilities for combating tenorism 
must be exercised by the selected ASD. [This may conflict with DoDD 5 107.1, 
''Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Civil Support (ATSD(CS))t January 5, 
2001. l 

• Increased DCI ,Involvement in DoD. 50 U.S.C. § 403-6 ( 1992, amended 1996) 
requires DCI concurrence with appointments for the Directors of NSA, NRO, and 
NIMA, and consultation with the DCI for the appointment of the Director, DIA. 
50 U.S.C. § 403-5(d) (1992, amended 1996) requires the DCI, in consultation with 
the SecDef and the Chairman, to evaluate and report to congressional intelligence 
committees on the performance of their national missions. 50 U .S.C. 403-4 (1992, 
amended 1996) requires DCI, in coordination with Intelligence Community (IC) 
department heads, to consolidate personnel, administration, and security programs 
within the IC whenever possible. 1999-2000 DCI initiative updated DCI 1 

regulations to support DCI oversight (and management) over National Foreign 
Intelligence Program (NFIP) programs (including DoD programs) by functional 
(not organizational) lines across the IC, with a stated goal of increased direct DCI 
management of IC programs. 

• Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Congress added the Vice Chairman as 
a member of the JCS (10 U.S.C. § 15l(a)) (1992). 

• Joint Requirements Oversight Council {JROC). Congress directed SecDef to 
establish the JROC (10 U.S.C. § 181) (1996). 

• Cap on Major Headquarters Staff. Congress has limited the number of milituy 
and civilian personnel in m~jor headquarters activities across DoD to 85% of the 

1 Bolding denotes key item. 
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total as of October I, 1999. Affected headquarters elements are specified in DoD 
Directive 5 100.73, "Major DoD Headquarters Activities," and may not be changed 
"except as provided by law," (10 U.S.C. § 130a) (1999). 

• DoD Education Activity (DoDEA). The SecDef has clarified his authority over 
DoD domestic and overseas schools through the establishment of DoDEA. Di)DD 
I 342.20, "Department of Defense Education Activity," Oct. 13, 1992. The 
SecDef s authority over DoD domestic dependent elementary and secondary 
schools was clarified and revised pursuant to IO USC. § 2 164, 

• Defense Reorganization. Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986, Public Law 99-433, October 6, 1986. 

• Policy Oversight of Export Controls. 10 U.S.C. § 134b (1998) establishes the 
position of Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Technology Security Policy 
(DUSD(TSP)), in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
(OUSD(P)), who serves as the Director of the Defense Technology Security I 
Administration (now renamed, it has been consolidated as a division in the 1 
Defense Threat Reduction Agency). IO U.S.C. § 134 also makes the USD(P the 
primary advisor to the Secretary on export controls. 

• New Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Lol?istics and Materials Readiness . 10 
U.S.C. § 133b (1999) established the DUSD(L&MR), a PAS position, as one of 
two DUSDs under the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, TeclmoloJgY, 
and Material Readiness, and as the principal logistics official within the seni~r 
management of the Department of Defense. ! 

• Commissary Operations. IO U .S.C. § 192( d) ( 1998). The SecDef may not transfer 
responsibility to manage and fund the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) to a 
Military Department unless the transfer is specifically authorized by a law enacted 
after October 17, 1998. IO U .S .C. § 2482 ( 1998) requires the Sec Def to establish 
a governing board for the commissary system to provide advice to the Secret:ary 
regarding the prudent operation of the commissary system and to assist in the 
overall supervision of DeCA. The Board is accountable only to the Sec Def and to 
the civilian officer assigned the responsibility for the overall supervision ofDeCA. 
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TO: 

CC: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Dov Zakheim 

Paul W olfowitz 
Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

Excess Equipment;< 

April 26, 2001 7:02 AM 

Attached are some thoughts from Rudy de Leon on your memo on excess 
equipment, which I thought were helpful. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
4/10/01 Zakheim memo to SecDef re: "Excess Equipment" and attachments 

DHR:dh 
04260 1-3 
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April 10, 2001/1515 

MEMORANDUM TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
FROM: Dov S. Zakheim~ 
SUBJECT: Excess Equipmeztt-' 

On its face it would make sense that the Navy follow the policy of the other services. 
Prompt disposal and prompt savings would provide at least some modicum of relief to 
DoD's budget strains. We need to know how quickly the Anny and Air Force actually 
dispose of their property, however. 

In addition, and as a courtesy, I think it would be worthwhile to have the Navy explain
succinctly-why it does not dispose of its equipment in the same manner as the other 
Services. Unless you are swayed by the Navy's arguments, you might then issue a DoD
wide Directive that all DoD components liquidate their excess property within a given 
number of days-that number being determined by your findings regarding Air Force and 
Army disposal policy. 



, A~R-10-2001 14:02 

April 9, 2001 6:00 PM 

TO: Dov Zakheim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Excess Equipment 

Please take a look at this memo from Rudy de Leon on excess equipment. What 
do you think we ought to do? Shouldn't we have a Department-wide policy, a 
single policy? If so, what should it be? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
4/4 Memo from Mr. de Leon re: Excess Equipment 

DHR:dh 
040901-Sl 

PPR 10 200114:07 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

April 4, 2001 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Rudy de Leon ~ 
Excess Equipment 

Mr. Secretary, 

The Acting General Counsel has prepared the attached paper on 
the property disposal process. The law is fairly straightforward in 
this area. 

I would note, however, that the Army & Air Force have a different 
philosophy in using these authorities than does the Navy. This is 
especially true in the BRAC process. 

The Army and Air Force prefer to liquidate the excess property 
quickly, and by doing so, find their savings in the prompt reduction 
of their overhead. 

The Navy, on the other hand, prefers to hold the property for a 
longer period and attempt to obtain maximum value. 

APR 1 0 2 001 14 : 0 7 11-L-0559/0SD/1887 
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OFFICE OFDoDGENERAL COUNSEL 
The Pentagon, Room 3E980 

Washington, DC 20301-1600 

April 3, 2001 

NOTE FOR SECRETARY DE LEON 

SUBJECT: Property Disposal Process 

The following information is provided in response to Secretary Rumsfeld's 
question concerning the Department's process for managing and disposing of 
excess equipment: 

• The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. Chapter 10) governs the process for disposal. 

• The General Services Administration (GSA) has issued regulations on 
the utilization and disposal of property by Federal agencies ( 41 CFR 
Chapter IO I, Subchapter H). 

• Under the authority of DoD Directive 4140.1 and DoD 4140. 1-R, the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has issued the Defense Materiel 
Disposition Manual (DoD 4160.2 1-M) which contains the DoD 
procedures and policies for the reutilization, transfer and disposal of 
government property, 

• Numerous DoD directives, instructions, regulations and manuals in the 
4 100 series of the Directives System govern the process for property 
storage, audit and inventory. 

{JJff:!M 
Acting General Counsel 

11-L-0559/0SD/1888 
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March 29, 2001 7:48 AM 

TO: Rudy de Leon 

PROM: Donald Rumsfeld '9i--
SUBJECT: Excess Equipment 

Do we have a process of getting rid of excess equipment, selling it, stopping the 
cost of managing it, housing it, auditing it, inventorying it, etc,? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
032901~5 

/ti ru n1 t9fc11AJEc 
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April 9, 2001 6:00 PM 

TO: Dov Zakheim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Excess Equipment 

Please take a look at this memo from Rudy de Leon on excess equipment. What 
do you think we ought to do? Shouldn't we have a Department-wide policy, a 
single policy? If so, what should it be? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
414 Memo from Mr. de Leon re: Excess Equipment 

DHR:dh 
040901-Sl 

U08314 /01 
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. . ..... 

To: 

From: 

Subject; 

April 4, 2001 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Rudy de Leon ~ 
Excess Equipment 

Mr. Secretary, 

The Acting General Counsel has prepared the attached paper on 
the property disposal process, The law is fairly straightforward in 
this area. 

I would note, however, that the Army & Air Force have a different 
philosophy in using these authorities than does the Navy. This is 
especially true in the BRAC process 

The Army and Air force prefer to liquidate the excess property 
quickly, and by doing so, find their savings in the prompt reduction 
of their overhead. 

The Navy, on the other hand, prefers to hold the property for a 
longer period and attempt to obtain maximum value, 

11-L-0559/0SD/1891 
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OFFICE OF DoD GENERAL COUNSEL 
The Pentagon, Room 3E980 
Washington, DC 20301-1600 

April 3, 2001 

NOTE FORSECRETARY DE LEON 

SUBJECT: Property Disposal Process 

The following information is provided in response to Secretary Rumsfeld' s 
question concerning the Department's process for managing and disposing of 
excess equipment: 

• The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. Chapter 10) governs the process for disposal. 

• The General Services Administration (GSA) has issued regulations on 
the utilization and disposal of property by Federal agencies (41 CFR 
Chapter IO I, Subchapter H). 

• Under the authority of DoD Directive 4140.1 and DoD 4140.1-R, the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has issued the Defense Materiel 
Disposition Manual (DoD 4160.21-M) which contains the DoD 
procedures and policies for the reutilization, transfer and disposal of 
government property. 

• Numerous DoD directives, instructions, regulations and manuals in the 
4 I 00 series of the Directives System govern the process for property 
storage, audit and inventory. 

@ff:!!¥ 
Acting General Counsel 

RPR 10 2001 14:0? 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Larry Di Rita 

Donald Rumsfeld ·v A-. 
May 7, 2001 

SUBJECT: Secretary's Management Committee 

I think we need to set up a meeting with Wolfowitz, Herbits,Cambone, Rumsfeld 
and Aldridge and go over this directive. 

I can't understand why we wouldn't have two other Under Secretaries, Personnel 
and Readiness and Controller, as part of the group. 

Second, I don't understand why we would mention some possible other people 
who could attend and not all. 

Third, I am concerned about the idea of making it effective immediately since we 
don't have our people on board. 

Also, we will want to discuss the directive that is being replaced and see if there 
are any good ideas there that we left out, The most notable omission is there is not 
a uniformed person on this and in the prior one dated 1989, they have the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. That could be considered a significant difference. 

Thanks. 

(C: fa v \ Llc\fu w~-+"2.. 
Sk"e.... \4e,~~~ 
Sfe-11<- C~""' boo~ 
f q.r A\Jc,J0~ 

DHR/azn 
030701,02 
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May 6, 2001 1:00 PM 

MEMOTO: SECRETARY RUMSFELD 

S. Herbits FROM: 

Re: Secretary's Management Committee 

Attached is the directive setting up the Secretary's Management Committee(SMC). 

It is ready to go. 

Would you like to hold its announcement to coincide with the swearing in of the three 
Service Secretaries? 
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.ADM INl~TR,4.TION ANO 

Ml\"'ACEM£N·r 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1950 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1950 

2 0 APR 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ~ 

FROM:t,6. 0. Cooke, Director, Administration and Managemen~5-4436 ~ 
(Prepared by: J. S. Spaeth, OMP-ODA&M, 695-4281 )(6t/ 

SUBJECT: Establishment of the Secretary's Management Committee 
(SMC) and SMC Charter Directive--ACTION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: Secure SecDef signature on documents establishing the SMC. 

DISCUSSION: 

• A Department of Defense Directive establishing the SMC is attached at Tab A. 

• A memorandum announcing this action is attached at Tab B. 

• We have worked with your transition staff to refine these documents. They 
are now ready for publication. 

• The DoD General Counsel has reviewed and concurs with comment (Tab C). 

• Once you have signed, we will cancel DoD Directive 5 160.69, "The Defense 
Management Council," December 22, 1997 (Tab D) and DoD Directive 
5 105 .54, "Executive Committee of the Department of Defense," June 26, 1989 
(Tab E). 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend signature on documents at Tab A and Tab B. 

Attachments: 
1. DoDD 5105.66 
2. Memo Establishing SMC 
3. DoD General Counsel Memorandum 
4. DoDD 5 160.69 
5. DoDD 5105.54 

SECDEF DECISION 
APPROVED -----
DISAPPROVED -----
OTHER~~~~~~~ 

11-L-0559/0SD/1895 
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Department of Defense 

DIRECTIVE 

NUMBER 5105.66 

SUBJECT: Secretary's Management Committee (SMC) 

Reference: Title 10, United States Code 

I. PURPOSE 

DA&M 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense by section' I 13 of title 10, U.S.C., 
this Directive establishes the Secretary's Management Committee (SMC), and assigns associated 
membership, functions, and administrative support responsibilities. 

2. MISSION 
' 

~1aC 
The SMC is the pr.imafy mechanism for recommending to the Secretary of Defense major 
changes needed to effect his transformation goals, and ensuring that management priorities for 
Defense transformation directed by the Secretary of Defense are carried out within the 
Department of Defense. / · 

3. ORGANIZATION AND MEMBERSHIP wh. ('J- r~f ;-t\ef/ 
3.1 The SMC shall be composed of the Secretary of Defense, who shall serve as its Cfiafr; 

the Deputy Secretary of Defense; the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, 
and Logistics; and the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

3.2. Other officials of the Department of Defense and other officials of Departments and 
Agencies of the Executive Branch ~i I r g the Oiliee 9fMaoag.ement and Budget and 1be > 

· · · may be invited, as appropriate, to attend meetings of the SMC. 

4. FUN~IIONS t,.~ ~\..>- f • ...:-a k,d , tl.,_) I -l.~".;.· 
The SMC shall: 

4.1. Assist the Secretary of Defense in determining broad policy and implementing 
initiatives relating to Defense transformation, the efficient organization and management of the 
Department of Defense, and other matters as the Secretary deems appropriate. 

4.2. Identify opportunities to achieve improved efficiency and effectiveness in DoD 
operations through: 

4.2.1. Initiatives to improve DoD business practices. 

11-L-055btOSD/1896 



DoDD5l05. 66 

4.2.2. Competition of in-house products and services with private sector sources. 

4.2.3. Consolidation of managerial functions and activities of the Military Departments, 
Defense Agencies, DoD Field Activities, and other organizational entities within the Department 
of Defense. 

4.3. Monitor progress of the Military Departments, Defense Agencies, DoD Field Activities, 
and other DoD Components in implementing management improvements and other 
transformation initiatives. 

4.4. Consult with members of the business and the academic communities to seek innovative 
methods to resolve management problems,- business practices, and streamline 
operations. \ IY\ff'IV< 

5.ADMINISTRATION 

5.1. The SMC shall meet on the third Thursday of every month, or at the call of the Chair. 

5.2. The Executive Secretary of the SMC shall be selected by, and report to, the Chair of the 
SMC, or his designee. 

5.3. The Executive Secretary of the SMC shall: 

5.3.1. Assemble and prepare material on matters under consideration for use by the Chair 
and members of the SMC and distribute them in a timely manner. 

5.3.2. Disseminate, to the members of the SMC, requirements for information and 
actions needed to support SMC deliberations. 

5.3.3. Disseminate, to appropriate DoD officials, results of SMC meetings, to include 
Secretary of Defense decisions. 

5.3.4. Monitor the progress of follow-on actions, provide status reports, and prepare DoD 
issuances or other appropriate administrative materials for consideration by the SMC. 

5.3.5. Prepare minutes of each meeting of the SMC. 

5.3.6. Maintain and safeguard records and ensure their appropriate disposition when they 
are no longer required. 

5.4. The General Counsel, DoD, shall provide legal counsel to the SMC, as required. 

5.5. The Director, Washington Headquarters Services, shall provide personnel resources and 
such other technical, administrative, and logistical support, as required by the SMC. 
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DoDD 5105.66 

6. EFFECTIVE DATE -\ l . ( (_ / [ 
j" 't o' {){\ \\'\t. G .r...t,-.JV~ ~, r i~ Ck Ct ~-Jc 

6.1. This Directive is effective immediawly. )'\~~...n.,i/ 

6.2. Nothing in this Directive limits or otherwise affects the authority, direction, and control 
of the Secretary of Defense over the Department of Defense, or the Defense Agency and DoD 
Field Activity oversight responsibilities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense officials 
required by Section 192 of lO U.S.C. 

6.3. This Directive will be reviewed every 3 years for continued need and/or applicability. 

Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301•1000 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIR MAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRET ARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSIST ANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTOR, NET ASSESSMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DIRECTORS OF THE DOD FIELD ACTIVITIES 

SUBJECT: Establishment of Secretary's Management Committee 

The Department's transformation will require a new set of management structures, 
processes, and tools. To that end, I am establishing the Secretary's Management Committee 
(SMC). The SMC will be my team to carry out needed management initiatives. ~ , ~ 

The membership for the SMC is myself; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; the uJre1. ""lll',.. 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics; and the Secretaries of the 

1 

Army, Navy, and Air Force. The full cooperation of all concerned is expected as the SMC_,..,,...-·· 
moves ahead. 

Accordingly, I have signed DoD Directive 5 105.66 formally chartering the SMC. A copy 
of the Charter is attached for your information. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

Q 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1 600 

APR 2 0 2001 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, ADM1N1STRAT10N AND 
MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: Proposed Secretary's Management Committee Chartering DoD 
Directive 

I concur with the proposed Directive, subject to incorporation of the 
revisions in the attached draft and with one caveat. 

While there is no legal objection to paragraph 4.4 as written, there are 
potential legal pitfalls in such consultations Therefore, 1 recommend that my 
office brief the SMC members regarding such matters, including the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act and defense acquisition issues. 

Acting 
Attachment: a/s 

G 
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- ' Department of Defense 

DIRECTIVE 

NUMBER5 105.66 

SUBJECT: Secretary's Management Committee .(SMC) 

Reference: Title I 0, United States Code 

I. PURPOSE 

DA&M 

./ Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense by .Section 113 of~l OJU.S.C.t this 
Directive establishes tbe Secretary's Management Committee (SMC), and assigns assoc'iated 
membership, functions, and administrative support responsibilities. 

2. MISSION 

The SMC is the primary mechanism for recommending to the Secretary of Defense major 
changes needed to effect his transformation goals, and ensuring that management priorities for 
Defense transformation directed by the Secretary of Defense are carried out within the 
Department of Defense. 

3. ORGANIZATION AND MEMBERSHIP 

3.1 The SMC shall be composed of the Secretary of Defense, who shall serve as its Chair; 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense; the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, 
and Logistics; and the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

3.2. Other officials of the Department of Defense and other officials of Departments and 
Agencies of the Executive Branch (including the Office of Management and Budget and the 
National Security Council) may be invited, as appropriate, to attend meetings of the SMC. 

4. FUNCTIONS 

The SMC sha11: 

4.1. Assist the Secretary of Defense in determining broad policy and implementing 
initiatives relating to Defense transformation, the efficient organization and management of the 
Department of Defense, and-ewk other matters as the Secretary deems appropriate. 

4.2. Identify opportunities to achieve improved efficiency and effectiveness in DoD 
operations through: · 

4.2.1. Initiatives to improveDoD business practices. 
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4.2.2. Competition of in-house products and services with private sector sources. 

4.2.3. Consolidation of managerial functions and activities of the Military Departments, 
Defense Agencies, DoD Field Activities, and other organizational entities within the Department 
of Defense. 

4.3. Monitor progress of the Military Departments, Defense Agencies, DoD Field Activities, 
and other DoD Components in implementing management improvements and other 
transformation initiatives. 

4.4. Consult with members of the business and the academic communities to seek innovative 
methods to resolve management problems, reengineer business practices, and streamline 
operations. 

5. ADMINISTRATION 

5.1. The SMC shall meet on the third Wednesday of every month, or at the call of the Chair. 

5.2. The Executive Secretary of the SMC shall: 

5.2.1. Assemble and prepare material on matters under consideration for use by the Chair 
and members of the SMC and distribute them in a timely manner. 

5.2.2. Disseminate, to the members of the SMC, requirements for information and 
actions needed to support SMC deliberations. 

5.2.3. Disseminate, to appropriate DoD officials, results of SMC meetings, to include 
Secretary of Defense swaa,ed decisions.of the SMC. 

I\ 
5.2.4. Monitor the progress of follow-on actions, provide status reports, and prepare DoD 

issuances or other appropriate administrative materials for consideration by the SMC. 

5.2.5. Prepare minutes of each meeting of the SMC. 

5.2.6. Maintain and safeguard records and ensure their appropriate disposition when they 
are no longer required. 

5.3. The General Counsel, DoD, shall provide legal counsel to the SMC, as required. 

6. EFFECTIVE DATE 

6.1 • This Directive is effective immediately. 

6.2. Nothing in this Directive limits or otherwise affects the authority, direction, and control 
of the Secretary of Defense over the Department of Defense, or the Defense Agency and DoD 
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Field Activity oversight responsibilities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense officials 
required by Section 192 of 10 U.S.C. 

6.3. This Directive will be reviewed every 3 years for continued need and/or applicability. 

Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
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Department of Defense 

DIRECTIVE ·-)I·~ 
Cecember 22, 1997 

NUMBER 5160.69 

SUBJECT: Defense Management Council @MC) 

References: (a) Title 10, United States Code 

DA&M 

(b) Office of Management and Budget (0MB) Circular No. A-76 (Revised),, 
"Performance of Commercial Activities," August 4, 1983 

1. PURPOSE 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense by Section 113 of reference (a), 
this Directive establishes the DMC, and assigns associated membership, functions, and 
administrative support responsibilities. 

2. MISSION. 

The DMC is the primary mechanism for ensuring that reform initiatives directed by the 
a Secretary of Defense are can-ied out within the Department of Defense, recommending to the 

Secretary of Defense m~jor reforms still needed, and serving as a DoD Board of Dir~ctors for 
oversight of the Defense Agencies. 

' ;;·--. --··-

3. ORGANIZATION AND MEMBERSHIP 
., 

3.1 The DMC shall be composed of the Deputy Secretary of Defense, who shall serve as its 
Chair; the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology (USD(A&T)); the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P)); the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
(USD(C)); the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness(USD(P&R)); the 
General Counsel of the' Department of Defense (GC, DoD); the Director, Administration and 
Management; the Under Secretary of the Army, the Under Secretary of the Navy, the Under 
Secretary of the Air Force, the Vice Chairman of the Joint chiefs of Staff, the Vice Chief of Staff, 
Army; the Vice Chief of Naval Qperations; the Vice Chlef of Staff, Air Force; and the Assistant 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

3 .2. The Assistant· Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (ASD(I)) shall attend meetings of 
the DMC when matters under the cognizance of the ASD(I) are addressed. 

3. 3. Other officials of the Department of Defense and other Departments and Agencies of 
the Executive Branch (including the Office of Management and Budget and the National 
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Security Council), as may be designated by the Secretary or Deputy Secretary of Defense, shall 
be invited to attend appropriate meetings of the DMC. 

4. FUNCTIONS 

The DMC shall: 

4.1. Advise the Secretary of Defense on matters of broad policy relating to Defense reform, 
the efficient organization and management of the Department of Defense, and such other matters 
as the Secretary of Defense may direct, 

4.2. Negotiate performance goals and mea~urements with the heads of the Defense Agencies 
and monitor their performance against agreed upon goals, consistent with Section 192 of Title 
10, U.S.C. (reference (a)). 

4.3. Identify initiatives to improve DoD business practices and monitor progress of the 
Military Departments, Defense Agencies, and other DoD organizations toward their 
accomplishment. 

4.4. Identify opportunities to achieve improved efficiency and effectiveness in DoD 
operations by opening them to competition with the private sector, consistent with 0MB Circular 
No. A-76 (reference (b)), and monitor the progress of the competitive evaluation process for 

.. JI 

": . ) 

these initiatives. -\ 

4.5. Identify opportunities for the consolidation of management activities of the Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies, and other DoD organizations. 

4.6. Consult with business leaders and the academic community to seek innovative methods 
to resolve management problems, reengineer business practices, and streamline operations. 

5. ADMINISTRATION 

5.1. The DMC shall meet at the call of the Chair. 

5.2. The USD(C) shall serve ·as the Executive Secretary to the DMC and shall arrange for 
such other staff assistance as may be reqwrc:4;_ .- '. ~: ~ -

5. 3. The Executive Secretary of the DMC shall: 

5.3. l. Assemble and prepare mate~afon-~tters under consideration for use by the 
Chair and members of.the DMC and distribute them in a timely manner. 

5.3.2. Disseminate; to the members_of the DMC, specific requirements for data and 
other actions that arise in each of the sessions of the DMC. 

2: 
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5.3.3. Disseminate, to appropriate DoD officials, decisions reached by the Secretary or 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, after receiving the advice of the DMC . 

5.3.4. Monitor follow-on actions taken to ensure that decisions reached by the 
Secretary or Deputy Secretary of Defense are implemented properly, including preparation of 
DoD issuances, when necessary. 

5.3.5. Prepare minutes of each meeting of the DMC, which shall be retained in the 
office of the Executive Secretary of the DMC. 

5.3.6. Maintain and safeguard records and ensure their appropriate disposition when 
they are no longer required. 

5.4. The General Counsel, DoDt shah, in addition to serving as a member of the DMC, 
provide legal counsel to the DMC. 

6. EFFECTIVE DATE 

6. I. This Directive is effective immediately. 

6.2. Nothing in this Directive limits or otherwise affects the authority, direction, an~. control 
of the Secretary of Defense over the Department of Defense, or the Defense Agency and DoD 
Field Activity oversight responsibilities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense officials 
required by Section 192 of 10 U.S.C. (reference (a)), 

6.3. This directive will be reviewed every three years for continued need and/or 
applicability. 

.. 
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Department of 'Defense . 

DIRECTIVE • 
· June 26, 1989 

NUMBER 5105. 54 

SA, OSD 

SUBJECT: Executive Committee of the Department of Defense 

A. PURPOSE 

This Directive establishes the Executive Committee (EXCOM), of the Department 
_of Defense (DOD). 

B. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

This Directive applies to the Office of the_ Secretary of Defense (OSD), the 
M iii ta ry Departments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff U CS), the Joint Staff, the 

Unified and Specified Commands, the Inspector General of the DoD, the Defense 
Agencies, and the DoD Field Activities (hereafter referred to collectively as 
"DoD C o m p o n e n ts") . 

C. MISSION 

The EXCOM exists to provide the Secretary of Defense the opportunity to 
receive in confidence and with candor the advice, opinions, and judgments of the 
Secretary's senior advisors. 

D MEMBERSHIP 

1. Membership's ha 11 consist of the following officia Is 

a. The Secretary of Defense (Chair); 

b . , The Deputy Secretary of Defense; 

(' The Secretary of the Army; 

d. The Secretary of the Navy; 

e. The Secretary of the Air Force; 

f. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

g. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition; and 

h. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. 

2. The DoD General Counsel shall serve as the Legal Advisor to the EXCOM. 
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3. The Special Assistant to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
shall serve as the Executive Secretary of the EXCOM. 

4. In the case of absence or disabi I ity of the Secretary of Defense, or 
when directed by the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense shall 
serve as Chair of the EXCCM. 

5. In the case of absence or disabi I ity of the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, the individual· acting as the Secretary of Defense sh al I 
serve as the Chair of the EXCOM. 

E~OPERATION ANDADMIHIS,RATION 

1. The EXCOM. shall meet at the call of the Chair. 

2. Attendance at EXCOM meetings is limited to: 

a. Members of the EXCOM; 

b. -The Legal Advisor to the EXCOM; 

c. The Executive Secretary, of the EXCOM; and 

d. Other persons specifically invited by the Chair to attend a 
particular meeting. 

3. For the purposes of ensuring candor at meetings of the EXCOM, and to the :"' · 
maximum extent permitted by law, attendees at the EXCOM meetings shall npt \ .. 
disclose any of the contents of the deliberations of the EXCOM. ~--:.· 

F. EFFECTIVE DATE 

1. This Directive is effective immediately. 

2. Nothing in this Directive limits or otherwise affects the authority, 
direction, and control of the Secretary of Defense over the DoD. 

RICHARD B. CHENEY 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
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TO: Honorable Mitch Daniels 

Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Budget 

FROM: 

June 13, 2001 8:03 AM 

Here is a memo I received that says it is going to take four to six weeks for 0MB 
to review this package we sent over, 

It is hard to believe it ought to take that long, Why don't you ask around about it? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
6/7/01 GC memo toSecDef re: Routine Legislation Package 

DHR:dh 
061301-5 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

EENERALCOUNSELOFTHEDEPARTMENTOFDEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

(pin 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

'" ,~-.- INFO MEMO 

June 7, 2001, 12:00 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: 
~ '11101 

William J. Haynes II, General Counsel vJJ. 

SUBJECT: Routine Legislation Package 

• The annual vehicle for proposing generally routine, non-controversial legislative 
proposals -- internally styled "omnibus legislation package" -- was briefed to 
DEPSEC on June 5, 2001. 

• These proposals generally seek incremental increases in legislative authority 
that the sponsoring entity needs to perform its mission more effectively. This 
exercise is not inconsistent with, nor a substitute for, the planned initiative to 
reduce legislative constraints on management of the Department. Nor does it 
include issues to be addressed in the nascent FY 2002 Budget Amendment. 

• Although most of the proposals were drafted before appointment of the 
Secretary or Under Secretary concerned, each reviewed and approved all 
proposals from his organization on Ju . All proposals were fully coordinated 
within fue..Departmenr._________ --------------..... ~·· 

··" After DEPSEC review, the pac age was tran~mitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (0 ) on June 6. _9~~-revi~'?!'._is like~ to take four __ 

__, 
! .' .... 

to six weeks._ ----· __ ,,_, ··-.---
---...-,DNU:f~typically clears about 70% of DoD proposals and returns the package to ! i~;f \ 

DoD for transmission to Congress by DoD General Counsel. -.J '···· ! • In a separate effort, DoD General Counsel will be working with 0MB General 
Counsel, the Secretaries of the Military Departments and Under Secretaries of 
Defense to prepare a comprehensive legislative proposal to reduce legislative 
constraints on management. 

COORDINATION: None 

Prepared by: Daniel J. Dell'Orto, 697-7248 

0 
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TO: 

FROM: 

200\ JUU t 3 Vil S: 5 I 

Honorable Mitch Daniels 

Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Budget ·· 

Here is a memo I received that says it is going to take four to six weeks for 0MB 
to review this package we sent over. 

It is hard to believe it ought to take that long. Why don't you ask around about it? 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
6/7101 GC memo to SecDef re: Routine Legislation Package 

DHR:dh 
0613014 

\ 
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FOR: 

Gl!NERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF' DEFENSE 
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301-1600 
c,/ll 

1,.,-(0 INFO MEMO 

June 7, 2001, 12:00 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes IT, General Counsel ~~ '/7/•1 

SUBJECT: Routine Legislation Package 

• The annual vehicle for proposing generally routine, non-controversial legislative 
proposals -- internally styled "omnibus legislation package" -- was briefed to 
DEPSEC on June 5, 2001. 

• These proposals generally seek incremental increases in legislative authority 
that the sponsoring entity needs to perform its mission more effectively. This 
exercise is not inconsistent with, nor a substitute for, the planned initiative to 
reduce legislative constraints on management of the Department. Nor does it 
include issues to be addressed in the nascent FY 2002 Budget Amendment. 

• Although most of the proposals were drafted before appointment of the 
Secretary or Under Secretary concerned, each reviewed and approved all 
proposals from bis organization on Ju . AH proposals were fully coordinated 
withinthe.;Del:,mtzfleftr.------r;._~-=----~~~--

....._ ___ .-,m~typt;;· cally clears about 70% of DoD proposals and returns the package to ~) 

/ 

DoD for tranmrission to Congress by DoD General Counsel. 3 

• Tn a separate effort, DoD General Counsel will be working with 0MB Gene:ral 
Counsel, the Secretaries of the Military Departments and Under Secretaries of 
Defense to prepare a comprehensive legislative proposal to reduce legislative 
constraints on management, 

COORDINATION: None 

l(b}(6) 

Prepared by: Daniel J. Dell'Orto, .... __ _ 
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TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ·w 
SUBJECT: Military Construction 

( ~ _.: ... ~ ~ -
:.: ... ·.·. -.... _,._., . 

July 5, 2001 2:00 PM 

Tell me what the law is on military construction. Is it true that the base 
commander can't build a building that cost over $500,000 without getting 
approval from the Congress -- but he can renovate for a million dollars. We may 
want to ask for some changes in the rules. 

DHR:cd 
070501-16 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

·. 'I-

Gl NL HAL <.:OUN Sl L 

July 23, 2001, 11:~0 p.m. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: 
UJII 1 /z. ¥"1 

William J. Haynes II, General Counsel ~ 

SUBJECT: Military Construction 

• You asked "Is it true that the base commander can't build a building that cost[s] over 
$500,000 without getting approval from the Congress - but he can renovate for a 
million dollars. We may want to ask for some changes in the rules." (Tab A). 

• There is some truth to this. I've referred this to the Senior Executive Committee, 
which is collecting and evaluating the growing list of "Freedom to Manage" 
initiatives. They may decide to seek changes. 

• "Minor" Military Construction (MMC) refers to low-dollar construction projects that 
can proceed without specific prior legislative approval. The statute governing use of 
MMC funds allows a Secretary ( or his authorized subordinate) to spend up to $1.5 
million on any construction project not specifically authorized by Congress, and up to 
$3 million on projects to ameliorate life-, health-, or safety-threatening conditions. 

• The $500,000 figure comes from two subcategories of that authority: 

• construction projects costing up to that amount can draw on Operation and 
Maintenance (O&M) account funds rather than Military Construction funds; 

• amounts exceeding that figure require prior approval of the Secretary. 

• Since a base commander's funds typically are Operation and Maintenance account 
funds, he can't use his funds for a larger construction project without going to 
Congress. (He can, however, seek MMC funds from within his department without 
going to Congress.) 

• If, however, the project is deemed "repair" rather than "construction", then the 
commander can use his O&M funds with substantia11y more freedom. He needs 
Secretarial approval only when he exceeds $5 million per project, and he needs to 
notify Congress (not seek approval, prior or otherwise) when he exceeds $10 million. 

COORDINATION: None 

0 
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SEC. xx. UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 

Section 2805 of title 10, United States Code is amended as follows: 

(a) in subsection (a)( 1) 
(1) by striking "$1,500,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$2,500,000"; and 
(2) by striking "$3,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$5,000,000". 

(b) in subsection (c) as follows: 
(1) in paragraph (1) by striking "$1 ,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 

"$2 000 000"· and 
' ' ' (2) in paragraph (2) by striking "$500,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 

"$1,000,00011. 
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Detailed Analysis of Info Memo on Military Construction 

The Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of the military departments are 
authorized to carry out such MILCON projects "as are authorized by law." IO U.S.C. 
2802. MILCON is "any construction, development, conversion, or extension of any kind 
carried out with respect to a military installation" IO U.S.C. 2801(a). 

In Sections 2803, 2804, 2805, 2808, 2811, and 2854 of title 10, United States 
Code, Congress has authorized the Department by law to carry out certain types of 
construction projects. If a construction project does not fit within one of these 
authorities, described below, then the Department can carry out the project only if the 
specific project is authorized in a law enacted by the Congress. That specific 
authorization, generally in the Military Construction Authorization Act, takes place only 
after the specific project is justified to the Congress. The general authorities are: 

Section 2803, Emergency Construction. Authorizes the Secretary concerned to 
carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law if the project 
is vital to national security or the protection of health, safety, or the environment and 
the delay of the project for inclusion in the next authorization act would be 
inconsistent with those vital interests. Requires a 21 day congressional notification 
before the Secretary concerned is authorized to Act. (Enclosure 1 ). 

Section 2804, Contingency Construction. Authorizes the Secretary of Defense to 
carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law if the 
Secretary determines that deferral of the project for inclusion in the next authorization 
act would be inconsistent with national security or national interest. Requires a 2 1 
day congressional notification before the Secretary concerned is authorized to Act. 
(Enclosure 2). 

• Section 2805, Unspecified Minor Construction. Authorizes the Secretary 
concerned to carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law 
as long as the project has an approved cost of less than $1.5 Million or $3 Million if 
the project is to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health-threatening, or 
safety-threatening. The Secretary concerned must approve in advance any project 
costing more than $500,000. We currently have a legislative proposal to increase this 
amount to $750,000 for overseas projects. This section also authorizes the Secretary 
concerned to use O&M funding for such projects as long as the cost is not more than 
$1 Million if the project is to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health
threatening, or safety-threatening, or $500,000 for other projects. We currently have a 
legislative proposal to increase these amounts for overseas projects to $1.5 Million 
and $750,000 respectively. (Enclosure 3). 

1 
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Section 2808, Construction Authority in the Event of a Declaration of War or' 
National Emergency. Authorizes the-secretary of Defense to unde1take MILCON 
projects not otherwise authorized by law that are necessary to support use of the 
armed forces in the event of a declaration of war or declaration of national 
emergency. The Secretary is required to notify the appropriate congressional 
committees of any decision to undertake such a project and the estimated cost of the 
project, but there is not waiting period. (Enclosure 4). 

Section 2811, Repair of Facilities. Authorizes the Secretary concerned to use O&M 
funds to carry out repair projects. A repair project is "a project to restore a real 
property facility, system, or component to such a condition that it may effectively be 
used for its designated functional purpose." Construction of new facilities, additions 
to existing facilities, or functional conversions cannot be carried out under this 
section. A repair project costing more than $5 Million must be approved in advance 
by the Secretary concerned. If the repair project costs more than $ 10 Million the 
Secretary concerned must send Congress a report containing the justification of the 
project, the current estimate of the cost of the project, and the reasons for using this 
section for the project, but there is not waiting period. (Enclosure 5). 

Section 2854, Restoration or Replacement of Damaged or Destroyed Facilities. 
Authorizes the Secretary concerned to repair, restore, or replace a facility that has 
been damaged or destroyed. If the cost of the project exceeds the unspecified minor 
construction threshold ($1 .5 Million), the section requires a 2 1 day congressional 
notification before the Secretary is authorized to act. (Enclosure 6) 

Because a base commander's only source of funding over which he has any direct 
control is O&M, he is subject to some of the more restrictive limitations discussed above. 
He can carry out a MILCON project not otherwise authorized by law, using O&M 
funding, as long as the cost does not exceed $500,000, or $1 Million if the project is to 
correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health-threatening, or safety-threatening. For 
all projects in excess of $500,000, he must obtain Secretarial approval. 

As discussed above, the most general of the authorities of the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretaries of the military departments is section 2805, unspecified minor 
construction. Subsection ( c) authorizes the Secretary concerned to use O&M funds to 
carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law, as long as the 
cost does not exceed $500,000, or $1 Million if the project is to correct a deficiency that 
is life-threatening, health-threatening, or safety-threatening, The authority to use O&M 
funds makes this authority especially important, but the limitation to $500,000/$1 Million 
has not been increased since 1996. Substantially increasing the limitations in section 
2805(c) and in section 2805(a) (the overall limit on what is considered minor 
construction) would substantially expand the Secretary's freedom to manage. 

2 
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Sec. 2803. Emergency construction 

(a) Subject to subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary concerned may carry out a 
military construction project not otherwise autho1ized by law if the Secretary dete1mines 
(1) that the project is vital to the national security or to the protection of health, safety, or 
the quality of the environment, and (2) that the requirement for the project is so urgent 
that deferral of the project for inclusion in the next Military Construction Authorization 
Act would be inconsistent with national security or the protection of health, safety, or 
environmental quality, as the case may be. 

(b) When a decision is made to carry out a military construction project under this 
section, the Secretary concerned shall submit a report in writing to the appropriate 
committees of Congress on that decision. Each such report shall include (1) the 
justification for the project and the current estimate of the cost of the project, 

(2) the justification for carrying out the project under this section, and (3) a 
statement of the source of the funds to be used to carry out the project. The project 
may then be carried out only after the end of the 2 1 -day period beginning on the 
date the notification is received by such committees. 

(c)( 1) The maximum amount that the Secretary concerned may obligate in any 
fiscal year under this section is $30,000,000. 

(2) A project carried out under this section shall be carried out within the total 
amount of funds appropriated for military construction that have not been obligated. 
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Sec. 2804. Contingency construction 

(a) Within the amount appropriated for such purpose, the·Secretary of Defense 
may carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law, or may 
authorize the Secretary of a military department to carry out such a project, if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of the project for inclusion in the next 
Military Construction Authorization Act would be inconsistent with national security or 
national interest 

(b) When a decision is made to carry out a military construction project under this 
section, the Secretary of Defense shall submit a report in writing to the appropriate 
committees of Congress on that decision. Each such report shall include (1) the 
justification for the project and the current estimate of the cost of the project, and (2) the 
justification for carrying out the project under this section. The project may then be 
carried out only after the end of the 21-day period beginning on the date the notification 
is received by such committees. 
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Sec. 2805. Unspecified minor construction 

(a)( 1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), within an amount equal to 125 percent 
of the amount authorized by law for such purpose, the Secretary concerned may carry out 
unspecified minor military construction projects not otherwise authorized by law. An 
unspecified minor military construction project is a military construction project that has 
an approved cost equal to or less than $1,500,000. However, if the military construction 
project is intended solely to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health
threatening, or safety-threatening, an unspecified minor military construction project may 
have an approved cost equal to or less than $3,000,000. 

(2) A Secretary may not use more than $5,000,000 for exercise-related unspecified 
minor military construction projects coordinated or directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
outside the United States during any fiscal year. 

(b)( 1) An unspecified minor military construction project costing more than 
$500,000 may not be carried out under this section unless approved in advance by the 
Secretary concerned. This paragraph shall apply even though the project is to be carried 
out using funds made available to enhance the deployment and mobility of military forces 
and supplies. 

(2) When a decision is made to carry out an unspecified minor military 
construction project to which paragraph (1) is applicable, the Secretary concerned shall 
notify in writing the appropriate committees of Congress of that decision, of the 
justification for the project, and of the estimated cost of the project. The project may then 
be carried out only after the end of the 2 1 -day period beginning on the date the 
notification is received by the committees. 

(c)( 1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3), the Secretary concerned may 
spend from appropriations available for operation and maintenance amounts necessary to 
carry out an unspecified minor military construction project costing not more than -

(A) $1 ,000,000, in the case of an unspecified minor military construction 
project intended solely to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health
threatening, or safety-threatening; or 

(B) $500,000, in the case of any other unspecified minor military 
construction project. 
(2) The authority provided in paragraph (1) may not be used with respect to any 

exercise-related unspecified minor military construction project coordinated or directed 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff outside the United States. 

(3) The limitations specified in paragraph (1) shall not apply to an unspecified 
minor military construction project if the project is to be carried out using funds made 
available to enhance the deployment and mobility of military forces and supplies. 

(d) Military family housing projects for construction of new housing units may not 
be carried out under the authority of this section. 
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Sec. 2808. Construction authority in the event of a declaration of war or national 
emergency 

(a) In the event of a declaration of war or the declaration by the President of a 
national emergency in accordance with the National Emergencies Act (50 U .S.C. 160 I et 
seq.) that requires use of the armed forces, the Secretary of Defense, without regard to 
any other provision of law, may undertake military construction projects, and may 
authorize the Secretaries of the military departments to undertake military construction 
projects, not otherwise authorized by law that are necessary to support such use of the 
armed forces. Such projects may be undertaken only within the total amount of funds that 
have been appropriated for military construction, including funds appropriated for family 
housing, that have not been obligated. 

(b) When a decision is made to undertake military construction projects authorized 
by this section, the Secretary of Defense shall notify the appropriate committees of 
Congress of the decision and of the estimated cost of the construction projects, including 
the cost of any real estate action pertaining to those construction projects. 

(c) The authority described in subsection (a) shall terminate with respect to any 
war or national emergency at the end of the war or national emergency. 
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Sec. 2811. Repair of facilities 

(a) Repairs Using Operations and Maintenance Funds. - Using funds available to 
the Secretary concerned for operation and maintenance, the Secretary concerned may 
carry out repair projects for an entire single-purpose facility or one or more functional 
areas of a multipurpose facility. 

(b) Approval Required for Major Repairs. - A repair project costing more than 
$5,000,000 may not be carried out under this section unless approved in advance by the 
Secretary concerned. In determining the total cost of a repair project, the Secretary shall 
include all phases of a multi-year repair project to a single facility. In considering a repair 
project for approval, the Secretary shall ensure that the project is consistent with force 
structure plans, that repair of the facility is more cost effective than replacement, and that 
the project is an appropriate use of operation and maintenance funds. 

(c) Prohibition on New Construction or Additions. - Construction of new facilities 
or additions to existing facilities may not be carried out under the authority of this 
section. 

(d) Congressional Notification. - When a decision is made to carry out a repair 
project under this section with an estimated cost in excess of $10,000,000, the Secretary 
concerned shall submit to the appropriate committees of Congress a report containing -

( l) the justification for the repair project and the current estimate of the cost 
of the project~ and 

(2) the justification for carrying out the project under this section. 

( e) Repair Project Defined. - In this section, the term "repair project" means a 
project to restore a real property facility, system, or component to such a condition that it 
may effectively be used for its designated functional purpose. 
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Sec. 2854. Restoration or replacement of damaged or destroyed facilities 

(a) Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary concerned may repair, restore, or 
replace a facility under his jurisdiction, including a family housing facility, that has been 
damaged or destroyed. 

(b) When a decision is made to carry out construction under this section and the 
cost of the repair, restoration, or replacement is greater than the maximum amount for a 
minor construction project, the Secretary concerned shall notify in writing the appropriate 
committees of Congress of that decision, of the justification for the project, of the current 
estimate of the cost of the project, of the source of funds for the project, and of the 
justification for carrying out the project under this section. The project may then be 
carried out only after the end of the 21-day period beginning on the date the notification 
is received by such committees. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301·1600 
" •. 

INFO MEMO 

July 23, 2001, 11 :30 p.m. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: 
UJ JI 1 /z:,jo, 

William J. Haynes II, General Counsel ~ 

SUBJECT: Military Construction 

• You asked "Is it true that the base commander can't build a building that cost[s] over 
$500,000 without getting approval from the Congress - but he can renovate for a 
million dollars. We may want to ask for some changes in the rules." (Tab A). 

• There is some truth to this. I've referred this to the Senior Executive Committee, 
which is collecting and evaluating the growing list of ''Freedom to Manage" 
initiatives. They may decide to seek changes. 

• ''Minor" Military Construction (MMC) refers to low-dollar construction projects that 
can proceed without specific prior legislative approval. The statute governing use of 
MMC funds allows a Secretary ( or his authorized subordinate) to spend up to $1.5 
million on any construction project not specifically authorized by Congress, and up to 
$3 million on projects to ameliorate life-, health-, or safety-threatening conditions. 

• The $500,000 figure comes from two subcategories of that authority: 

• construction projects costing up to that amount can draw on Operation and 
Maintenance (O&M) account funds rather than Military Construction funds; 

• amounts exceeding that figure require prior approval of the Secretary. 

• Since a base commander's funds typically are Operation and Maintenance account 
funds, he can't use his funds for a larger construction project without going to 
Congress. (He can, however, seek MMC funds from within his department without 
going to Congress.) 

• If, however, the project is deemed "repair" rather than "construction", then the 
commander can use his O&M funds with substantially more freedom. He needs 
Secretarial approval only when he exceeds $5 million per project, and he needs to 
notify Congress (not seek approval, prior or otherwise) when he exceeds $IO million. 

COORDINATION: None 

0 
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TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1):
SUBJECT: Military Construction 

zom JUL -9 PH 3: I 7 

July 5, 2001 2:00 PM 

Tell me what the law is on military construction. Is it true that the base 
commander can't build a building that cost over $500,000 without getting 
approval from the Congress -- but he can renovate for a million dollars. We may 
want to ask for some changes in the rules. 

DHR:cd 
070501-16 
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SEC. xx. UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 

Section 2805 of title 10, United States Code is amended as follows: 

(a) in subsection (a)( 1) 
( 1) by striking 11$1,500,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$2,500,000"; and 
(2) by striking "$3,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$5,000,000". 

(b) in subsection (c) as follows: 
( 1) in paragraph ( 1) by striking "$1 ,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 

"$2 000 000"· and ' ' , 
(2) in paragraph (2) by striking "$500,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$1,000,000". 
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Detailed Analysis of Info Memo on Military Construction 

The Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of the military departments are 
authorized to carry out such MILCON projects "as are authorized by law." 10 U.S.C. 
2802. MILCON is "any construction, development, conversion, or extension of any kind 
carried out with respect to a military installation." 10 U.S.C. 2801(a). 

In Sections 2803, 2804, 2805, 2808, 2811, and 2854 of title 10, United States 
Code, Congress has authorized the Department by law to carry out certain types of 
construction projects. If a construction project does not fit within one of these 
authorities, described below, then the Department can carry out the project only if the 
specific project is authorized in a law enacted by the Congress. That specific 
authorization, generally in the Military Construction Authorization Act, takes place only 
after the specific project is justified to the Congress. The general authorities are: 

Section 2803, Emergency Construction. Authorizes the Secretary concerned to 
carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law if the project 
is vital to national security or the protection of health, safety, or the environment and 
the delay of the project for inclusion in the next authorization act would be 
inconsistent with those vital interests. Requires a 2 1 day congressional notification 
before the Secretary concerned is authorized to Act. (Enclosure 1). 

Section 2804, Contingency Construction. Authorizes the Secretary of Defense to 
carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law if the 
Secretary determines that deferral of the project for inclusion in the next authorization 
act would be inconsistent with national security or national interest. Requires a 21 
day congressional notification before the Secretary concerned is authorized to Act. 
(Enclosure 2). 

Section 2805, Unspecified Minor Construction. Authorizes the Secretary 
concerned to carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law 
as long as the project has an approved cost of less than $1.5 Million or $3 Million if 
the project is to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health-threatening, or 
safety-threatening. The Secretary concerned must approve in advance any project 
costing more than $500,000. We cmTently have a legislative proposal to increase this 
amount to $750,000 for overseas projects. This section also authorizes the Secretary 
concerned to use O&M funding for such projects as long as the cost is not more than 
$1 Million if the project is to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health
threatening, or safety-threatening, or $500,000 for other projects. We currently have a 
legislative proposal to increase these amounts for overseas projects to $1.5 Million 
and $750,000 respectively. (Enclosure 3). 

1 
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Section 2808, Construction Authority in the Event of a Declaration of War or· 
National Emergency. Authorizes the Secretary of Defense to undertake MILCON 
projects not otherwise authorized by law that are necessary to support use of the 
armed forces in the event of a declaration of war or declaration of national 
emergency. The Secretary is required to notify the appropriate congressional 
committees of any decision to undertake such a project and the estimated cost of the 
project, but there is not waiting period. (Enclosure 4). 

• Section 2811, Repair of Facilities. Authorizes the Secretary concerned to use O&M 
funds to carry out repair projects. A repair project is "a project to restore a real 
property facility, system, or component to such a condition that it may effectively be 
used for its designated functional purpose." Construction of new facilities, additions 
to existing facilities, or functional conversions cannot be carried out under this 
section. A repair project costing more than $5 Million must be approved in advance 
by the Secretary concerned. If the repair project costs more than $10 Million the 
Secretary concerned must send Congress a report containing the justification of the 
project, the cmTent estimate of the cost of the project, and the reasons for using this 
section for the project, but there is not waiting period. (Enclosure 5). 

. Section 2854, Restoration or Replacement of Damaged or Destroyed Facilities. 
Authorizes the Secretary concerned to repair, restore, or replace a facility that has 
been damaged or destroyed. If the cost of the project exceeds the unspecified minor 
construction threshold ($1.5 Million), the section requires a 2 1 day congressional 
notification before the Secretary is authorized to act. (Enclosure 6) 

Because a base commander's only source of funding over which he has any direct 
control is O&M, he is subject to some of the more restiictive limitations discussed above. 
He can carry out a MILCON project not otherwise autho1ized by law, using O&M 
funding, as long as the cost does not exceed $500,000, or $1 Million if the project is to 
correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health-threatening, or safety-threatening. For 
all projects in excess of $500,000, he must obtain Secretarial approval. 

As discussed above, the most general of the authorities of the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretaries of the military departments is section 2805, unspecified minor 
construction. Subsection ( c) authorizes the Secretary concerned to use O&M funds to 
carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law, as long as the 
cost does not exceed $500,000, or $ 1 Million if the project is to correct a deficiency that 
is life-threatening, health-threatening, or safety-threatening. The authority to use O&M 
funds makes this authority especially important, but the limitation to $500,000/$1 Million 
has not been increased since 1996. Substantially increasing the limitations in section 
2805(c) and in section 2805(a) (the overall limit on what is considered minor 
construction) would substantially expand the Secretary's freedom to manage. 

2 
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Sec. 2803. Emergency construction 

(a) Subject to subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary concerned may cany out a 
military construction project not otherwise authorized by law if the Secretary determines 
(1) that the project is vital to the national security or to the protection of health, safety, or 
the quality of the environment, and (2) that the requirement for the project is so urgent 
that deferral of the project for inclusion in the next Military Construction Authorization 
Act would be inconsistent with national security or the protection of health, safety, or 
environmental quality, as the case may be. 

(b) When a decision is made to carry out a military construction project under this 
section, the Secretary concerned shall submit a report in writing to the appropriate 
committees of Congress on that decision. Each such report shall include (1) the 
justification for the project and the current estimate of the cost of the project, 

(2) the justification for carrying out the project under this section, and (3) a 
statement of the source of the funds to be used to carry out the project. The project 
may then be carried out only after the end of the 21-day period beginning on the 
date the notification is received by such committees. 

(c)( 1) The maximum amount that the Secretary concerned may obligate in any 
fiscal year under this section is $30,000,000. 

(2) A project carried out under this section shall be carried out within the total 
amount of funds appropriated for military construction that have not been obligated. 
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Sec. 2804. Contingency construction 

(a) Within the amount appropriated for such purpose, the·Secretary of Defense 
may carry out a military construction project not otherwise authorized by law, or may 
authorize the Secretary of a military department to carry out such a project, if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of the project for inclusion in the next 
Military Construction Authorization Act would be inconsistent with national security or 
national interest. 

(b) When a decision is made to carry out a military construction project under this 
section, the Secretary of Defense shall submit a report in writing to the appropriate 
committees of Congress on that decision. Each such report shall include (1) the 
justification for the project and the current estimate of the cost of the project, and (2) the 
justification for carrying out the project under this section. The project may then be 
carried out only after the end of the 21-day period beginning on the date the notification 
is received by such committees. 
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Sec. 2805. Unspecified minor construction 

(a)( I) Except as provided in paragraph (2), within an amount equal to 125 percent 
of the amount authorized by law for such purpose, the Secretary concerned may carry out 
unspecified minor military construction projects not otherwise authorized by law. An 
unspecified minor military construction project is a military construction project that has 
an approved cost equal to or less than $1,500,000. However, if the military construction 
project is intended solely to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health
threatening, or safety-threatening, an unspecified minor military construction project may 
have an approved cost equal to or less than $3,000,000. 

(2) A Secretary may not use more than $5,000,000 for exercise-related unspecified 
minor military construction projects coordinated or directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
outside the United States during any fiscal year. 

(b )( I) An unspecified minor military construction project costing more than 
$500,000 may not be carried out under this section unless approved in advance by the 
Secretary concerned. This paragraph shall apply even though the project is to be carried 
out using funds made available to enhance the deployment and mobility of military forces 
and supplies. 

(2) When a decision is made to carry out an unspecified minor military 
construction project to which paragraph (1) is applicable, the Secretary concerned shall 
notify in writing the appropriate committees of Congress of that decision, of the 
justification for the project, and of the estimated cost of the project. The project may then 
be carried out only after the end of the 21-day period beginning on the date the 
notification is received by the committees. 

(c)( I) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3), the Secretary concerned may 
spend from appropriations available for operation and maintenance amounts necessary to 
carry out an unspecified minor military construction project costing not more than -

(A)$ I ,000,000, in the case of an unspecified minor military construction 
project intended solely to correct a deficiency that is life-threatening, health
threatening, or safety-threatening; or 

(B) $500,000, in the case of any other unspecified minor military 
construction project. 
(2) The authority provided in paragraph ( 1) may not be used with respect to any 

exercise-related unspecified minor military construction project coordinated or directed 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff outside the United States. 

(3) The limitations specified in paragraph (I) shall not apply to an unspecified 
minor military construction project if the project is to be carried out using funds made 
available to enhance the deployment and mobility of military forces and supplies. 

(d) Military family housing projects for construction of new housing units may not 
be carried out under the authority of this section. 
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Sec. 2808. Construction authority in the event of a declaration of war or national 
emergency 

(a) In the event of a declaration of war or the declaration by the President of a 
national emergency in accordance with the National Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1601 et 
seq.) that requires use of the armed forces, the Secretary of Defense, without regard to 
any other provision of law, may undertake military construction projects, and may 
authorize the Secretaries of the military departments to undertake military construction 
projects, not otherwise authorized by law that are necessary to support such use of the 
armed forces. Such projects may be undertaken only within the total amount of funds that 
have been appropriated for military construction, including funds appropriated for family 
housing, that have not been obligated. 

(b) When a decision is made to undertake military construction projects authorized 
by this section, the Secretary of Defense shall notify the appropriate committees of 
Congress of the decision and of the estimated cost of the construction projects, including 
the cost of any real estate action pertaining to those construction projects. 

(c) The authority described in subsection (a) shall terminate with respect to any 
war or national emergency at the end of the war or national emergency. 
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Sec. 2811. Repair of facilities 

(a) Repairs Using Operations and Maintenance Funds. - Using funds available to 
the Secretary concerned for operation and maintenance, the Secretary concerned may 
carry out repair projects for an entire single-purpose facility or one or more functional 
areas of a multipurpose facility. 

{b) Approval Required for Major Repairs. • A repair project costing more than 
$5,000,000 may not be carried out under this section unless approved in advance by the 
Secretary concerned. In determining the total cost of a repair project, the Secretary shall 
include all phases of a multi-year repair project to a single facility. In considering a repair 
project for approval, the Secretary shall ensure that the project is consistent with force 
structure plans, that repair of the facility is more cost effective than replacement, and that 
the project is an appropriate use of operation and maintenance funds. 

(c) Prohibition on New Construction or Additions. - Construction of new facilities 
or additions to existing facilities may not be carried out under the authority of this 
section. 

(d) Congressional Notification . • When a decision is made to carry out a repair 
project under this section with an estimated cost in excess of $10,000,000, the Secretary 
concerned shall submit to the appropriate committees of Congress a report containing • 

(1) the justification for the repair project and the current estimate of the cost 
of the project; and 

(2) the justification for carrying out the project under this section. 

(e) Repair Project Defined. · In this section, the term "repair project" means a 
project to restore a real property facility, system, or component to such a condition that it 
may effectively be used for its designated functional purpose. 
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Sec. 2854. Restoration or replacement of damaged or destroyed facilities 

(a) Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary concerned may repair, restore, or 
replace a facility under his jurisdiction, including a family housing facility, that has been 
damaged or destroyed. 

(b) When a decision is made to carry out construction under this section and the 
cost of the repair, restoration, or replacement is greater than the maximum amount for a 
minor construction project, the Secretary concerned shall notify in writing the appropriate 
committees of Congress of that decision, of the justification for the project, of the current 
estimate of the cost of the project, of the source of funds for the project, and of the 
justification for carrying out the project under this section. The project may then be 
carried out only after the end of the 21-day period beginning on the date the notification 
is received by such committees. 
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Jim Haynes 

Donald Rumsfeld \JV' 
SUBJECT: Automatic Membership 

~m4e~ 

::fmckr c,Pt!~tl 
October 17, 2001 7:04 AM 

- ~ r!J1'tjc./ fi. Su."tl.f 

Please pull together a list of all the things I am automatically a member of because 

of my role as Secretary of Defense. For example, I understand I am now a 

member of the Homeland Security Council. Of course, I am also a member of the 

Cabinet and the National Security Council. 

Are there other things like that? As I recall, the last time I was here I was a 

member of the board of the Red Cross. 

Please let me know. 

Thanks. 

tit 
Jdcfl/ -
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GlNlHAl C:OUNSll 

GENERAL COUNSEL S)F THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

November7, 2001,11: l la.m. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
~ ,,jy;.,, 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General Counsel, Department of Defense 

SUBJECT: Response to Your Query Concerning Automatic Membership 

• 

You requested (tab B) a list of groups of which you are a member by virtue of your 
position as Secretary of Defense. 

The list at tab A is the result of our search of statutes and Executive Orders 
establishing Secretary of Defense membership on councils, committees, and other 
groups. 

• We have not undertaken an exhaustive effort to determine the exact status of many 
of these committees. For most, representation has been delegated or has devolved 
to subordinate DoD officials. Some of these committees, although still "on the 
books," are moribund. 

• Your note mentioned the Red Cross. The President appoints eight members of the 
Red Cross Board of Governors, traditionally including the Secretary of Defense. 
President Bush has not yet made his appointments. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Attachments: 
As stated 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared by: John A. Casciotti.__ __ __ 

UNCLASSIFIED 

0 
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Secretary of Defense Memberships 

MOST SIGNIFICANT MEMBERSHIPS 

1. National Security Council, member 
Committee on Foreign Intelligence, member 
Committee on Transnational Threats, member 

-50 u.s.c. §402 

2. President's Critical Infrastructure Protection Board 
-Exec. Order No. 13,231, 66 Fed. Reg. 202 (Oct. 16, 2001) 
-SecDef or designee 

3. Homeland Security Council, member 
-Exec. Order No. 13,228, 66 Fed. Reg. 51812 (Oct. 8, 2001) 

4. Counterprolif eration Program Review Committee, Chairman 
-22 u.s.c. §2751 
-SecDef may designate a DASO-level or above representative to perform his 
routine duties 
-DepSecDef designated Committee Chairman 
-USD(AT&L) Chairs interagency group supporting committee 

OTHER MEMBERSHIPS 

5. Invasive Species Council, member 
-Exec. Order No.13112, 64 Fed. Reg. 6183 (Feb. 3, 1999) 
-Primary Representative is ADUSD(E), Mr. John P. Woodley 

6. U.S. Coral Reef Task Force, member 
-Exec. Order No. 13089, 63 Fed. Reg. 32701 (Jun. I 1, 1998), 16 U.S.C. §6401, note 

7. American Heritage Rivers lnteragency Committee, member 
-Exec. Order No. 13061, 62 Fed. Reg. 48445 (Sep.11, 1997) 
-SecDef or ASD-level designee 

8. Export Administrative Review Board, member 
-Exec. Order No. 12981, 60 Fed. Reg. 62981 (Dec. 5, 1995), continues the Board 
established by Exec. Order No. 11533 (Jun. 4, 1970) and Exec. Order No.12002 (Jul. 7, 
1977), amended by Exec. Order No. 13020 (Oct. 12, 1996), Exec. Order No. 13026 

(Nov. 15, 1996) and Exec. Order No.13118 (Mar. 31, 1999) 
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-No alternate Board member shall be designated, but the acting SecDef or Deputy 
Secretary may serve in lieu of SecDef 
-Board responsible for interagency dispute resolution concerning export license 
applications; Board meets only when necessary to resolve dispute 

9. Board of Directors, National Veterans Business Development Corporation, nonvoting 
ex officio member 

-15 U.S.C. §657c 

10. National Advisory Committee on Semiconductors, member 
-15 u.s.c. §4632 
-SecDef or designee 
-DDR&E advised that the Committee ceased activities in 1992 

11. Trade Policy Committee, member 
-Exec. Order No.12188, 45 Fed. Reg. 989 (Jan 2, 1980), reprinted in 19 U.S.C. §2171 note 
-SecDef may designate a subordinate officer at the ASD-level to go in his stead to 
meetings when he is unable to attend 

12. National Armed Forces Museum Advisory Board, ex officio member 
-20 u.s.c. §80 
-DoD Historian advised that Board met once in 1980 

13. DoD Advisory Council on Dependent's Education, cochairman 
-20 u.s.c. §929 
-SecDef orSecDef designee 

14. Board of Directors, U.S. Institute of Peace, member 
-22 u.s.c. §4605 
-SecDef may designate an DoD PAS official 

15. White House Commission on the National Moment of Remembrance, member 
-Pub. L. No. 106-579 (36 U.S.C. §1 16 note) 
-SecDef or designee 

16. Advisory Committee on Women Veterans, ex officio member 
-38 u.s.c. §542 
-SecDef orSecDef designee (after consultation with DACOWITS) 
-DACOWITS Military Director is SecDef designee 

17. Advisory Council on Servicemembers' Group Life Insurance, member 
-38 u.s.c. §1974 
-DoDD 1341.3, "Servicemen's Group Life Insurance," assigns the DoD Comptroller 
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• 

responsibility for financial policy and ASD(FMP) responsibility for administrative policy 
of the SGLI Program 
-Council meets once a year 

18. Professional Certification and Licensure Advisory Committee, ex officio member 
-38 u.s.c. §3689 

19. Advisory Committee on Veterans Employment and Training, ex officio non-voting 
member 

-38 u.s.c. §4110 
-Committee meets quarterly 

20. National Capital Planning Commission, ex officio member 
-40 U.S.C. §71a 
-SecDef from time-to-time may designate an alternate to serve in his stead 
-SecDef designee is Jerry Shiplett, Special Assistant to the Director, Real Estate and 
Facilities 

21. Interagency Council on the Homeless 
-42 u.s.c. § 11312 
-SecDef or designee 

22. Civilian Community Corps Advisory Board, member 
-42 u.s.c. § 12623 

23. Corporation for National and Community Service, ex officio non-voting member 
-42 U.S.C. §12651a 

24. Interagency Task Force on the Economic Development of the Southwest Border, member 
-Exec. Order No.13,122, 64 Fed. Reg. 29201 (May 25, 1999) 
-Task Force terminates May 15, 2002 unless the Task Force reaches a consensus 
recommending continuation of activities 

25. Economic Adjustment Committee, Chairman (yearly rotating basis w/ Secretaries of 
Commerce and Labor) or member 

-Exec. Order No. 12,788, 57 Fed. Reg. 2213 (Jan. 21, 1992) 
-SecDef or designated principal deputy 
-Director Office of Economic Adjustment (DUSD(IA&I)), serves as Committee Chair 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFE~SE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

August 1, 2001, 9:30 p.m. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1A111l_ ~- 9/1 "' William J. Haynes II, General Couns~~--

y our July 16, 200 I memorandum sty led "Categories" 

• You forwarded to me Dov Zacheim's memo describing fiscal management constraints 
resulting from rules associated with appropriation accounts, and suggested we add to 
our Freedom to Manage package some requests for fiscal flexibility. (See Tabs A and 
B, respectively.) 

• At Tab C is my memo giving Dov some suggestions for addressing these concerns in 
the short te1111. I am forwarding this to Ken Krieg (who is preparing for incorporation 
into our legislative package. 

COORDINATION: None 

0 
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July 16, 2001 5:21 PM 

TO: Jim Haynes 
CC ' . 'J)ov ~,Al\ . 
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ) 

SUBJECT: Categories 

Here is a memo from Dov Zakheim. I would think we ought to ask for a reduction 
in the number of appropriation accounts, an increase in the reprogramming and a 
provision for fiscal flexibility in the package. Let's add this to it. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
7/9/01 Zakheim memo to SecDef re: Categories 

DHR:dh 
07160141 
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INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Dov S. Zakheim~ 

SUBJECT: Categories 

-
-- July 9, 200_1, 7:41 AM 

• The number of Department of Defense (DOD) appropriation accounts has increased 

from 7 1 in fiscal year (FY) 1975 to 114 for fiscal year 2001 .i Between fiscal years 

1985 and 1995 the total number of accounts rose from 85 to 110, an increase of 29 

percent. A smaller increase in appropriations occurred in the time period between 

FY 197 5 and FY 1985, with an increase of 14 appropriations, or about a 20 percent 

increase. After FY 1995, there have been only 4 new appropriations added." 

• Statute (31 U.S.C 1532) prohibits transferring funds between appropriation accounts 

without explicit authority. In fiscal year 2001 the Congress provided general transfer 

authority of about $2 billion. Historically, this amount has varied - from $1.5 Billion 

to $3.1 Billion. On average DOD has used approximately 62 percent of that 

authority. 

• Reprogramming rules (i.e., rules that govern the transfer of funds within an 

appropriation) also limit the Department. These rules are longstanding agreements 

between the Department and the authorization and appropriation committees. It is 

common that before funds can be shifted from one project to another, all four 

committees must act to approve the reprogramming. 

• Past DOD efforts to seek agreement from Congress to adjust reprogramming 

thresholds were largely unsuccessful, probably because Congress feared a loss of 

control or visibility with respect to the use of appropriated funds. It may be possible 
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to convince Congress to provide greater fiscal latitude if the Department-can 

demonstrate that such flexibility would result in better management, greater efficiency 

and thus true reform .. 

• We may want to consider including a provision on fiscal flexibilities in the legislative 

package that Jim Haynes is developing for fast track. In addition, the FY 2003 

program and budget cycle provides an excellent opportunity to examine our account 

structure. In the interim, we can certainly broach the topic of reprogramming 

thresholds with the committees. They may be more receptive to an appeal for relief 

once you have outlined your management goals in testimony. 

Prepared By: Tina Jonas, 703/614- 1529 

COORDINATION: None 

'Appropriations represent legal authority granted by Congress to incur obligations and to 

make disbursements for the purposes, during the time periods, and up to the amount 

limitations, specified in appropriations acts. The Treasury Department uses account 

symbols to identify the agency responsible for the appropriation account, the period of 

availability of the appropriation, and the specific fund classification. 

ii The most significant increase was in the Operation and Maintenance Title, which 

increased from- 16 to 29 appropriations. The increase in the number of appropriations in 

the Procurement Title was from 14 to 17, the Military Construction Title, from 9 to 14, 

and me Family Housing Title from 4 to s·. Significant increases in the number of 

appropriations were also seen in the Receipt Account and Trust Funds areas, from 8 to 

28. 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Rudyde~eon 

Paul Gebhard 

Donald Rumsfeld )1-
April 9, 2001 

SUBJECT: Categories 

Is it possible you could get me the numbers of categories of spending that we have 
to track for the Congress and how that number has changed since 1975 or some 
other benchmark? 

I think that would indicate some of the lack of flexibility that exists where we've 
got to get approval to shift between categories. I! we know the number of 
categories now, and the number of categories during some prior periods, it ought 
to help make the point. 

DHR/am 
040901.13 

) ~" 
~ \..;?f(l/\_ 

~ ~~fllA-
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

AUG O 1 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER) 
ASSIST ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (LEGISLATIVE 

AFFAIRS) 

SUBJECT: Categories 

Regarding Dov's memo to the Secretary on spending categories, and the Secretary's 
forwarding memo to me suggesting we seek a reduction in the number of appropriation accounts, 
an increase in "the reprogramming," and a provision for "fiscal flexibility," I would recommend 
the following course of action: 

• In preparing the FY 03 budget request, Comptroller should work with 0MB to 
identify accounts, or formal subdivisions of accounts, that can be eliminated, either by 
subsuming appropriations within other existing appropriations, or by combining 
related appropriations into new, broader appropriations. 

• Since the existing reprogramming process is basically a matter of accommodation 
based on understandings previously reached between the Department and our 
oversight committees, and our willingness to observe reprogramming "requirements" 
established from time to time by one or more of the committees, Comptroller and LA 
should initiate a dialogue with our oversight committees with a view to making the 
reprogramming process more responsive to our needs. 

• Comptroller should identify the kinds of fiscal flexibility the Department needs to 
accomplish its mission in a more timely and efficient manner. Some initiatives would 
probably best be advanced in conjunction with the preparation and submission of the 
03 budget (for example, a proposal to extend the life of various appropriations; e.g., 
from l -year to 2-years for O&M, or from multi-year to no-year for investment 
accounts). Other proposals may be better suited for authorizing legislation. Once you 
have identified your requirements, my staff is prepared to work with your offices to 
assist with the crafting of any legislation that may be required. 

0 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

: . __ --

~:.. ... i' ''"' r, . 
L ._:... ,. .· ....... _; 

August 14, 2001, 11:00 A.M. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General Counsel ~~(Joi 

SUBJECT: Frequent Flier Legislation 

• This replies to your request for information regarding the lnsideDefense.com 
article "Bush Administration Proposal Would Let Service Members Keep Frequent Flier 
Miles" at Tab A. 

• The article accurately summarizes the proposed legislation (Tab B). If enacted, 
the federal government would adopt the commercial business practice of allowing 
travelers to retain for their personal use frequent flier programs, seat upgrades, travel club 
access and similar promotional benefits accrued during official. travel. 

• If enacted, the proposal would affect all military personnel, civilian employees 
and members of the Foreign Service. It has wide support throughout the Executive 
Branch. 

• The U.S. Transportation Command proposed this legislative item. 0MB has the 
legislation on hold for possible inclusion in an Executive Branch-wide Freedom to 
Manage legislative proposal. The proposal has not been submitted to Congress. 

• The House of Representatives has passed a similar bill (H.R. 2456). However, 
the House bill includes only civilian employees; it does not include either military 
personnel or members of the foreign service. H.R. 2456 is pending before the Senate. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

1(b)(6) 
Prepared By: Jim Schwenk; I._ ____ _ 

0 U14096 /01 
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July 5, 2001 11 :00 AM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfetd"}. 

SUBJECT: Frequent Flier Miles 

What's this about frequent flier miles? Please let me know. 

DHR:cd 
070501-10 

11-L-0559/0S DI 194 7 Ul 2195 101 



,. 

JUL. 3.2001 s:s0AM NO, 640 --P • rn- - ·-

AIDS in African armed forces, with additional tra~ incor- cost,; m 1be pv•~i. £ ..... f~-- ... , .._ .. -•r.ila 
an:1 I'.¥ Afiica Center 1ot Stra- porated illto other exercises. tracking accounting J or. and states. 
tegic S~~.,i;., which b~l\S,~ . .rv- A ~i;;uior remagon omc1aJ prm:css1ng such items exceeds _ KeitJ. J. Costa 
gional mil1tart and c I vi h an said .. all participating individu· all benefits .r~cei,,ed." . 
leaders together. a.ls arc veiled for human rights In add111011 lo those affect-

In Guinea. the United violatiom.14 But .in the cases of ing miliWy personnel, I~? European Stars and Sniper 
Staw has supplied more than Nigeria and Ghana. where until pro~sed legislation wou.ld lift July J, lOOI 
$1 million of commumcatiom recently the Unittd States has resmcdons on the use of ~~ch 
tqmpment, spare parts and had scant military contact, vet- promotional items by c1v1Itan Pg. 3 
meals to its anny. A mllltimil- ting is limited to cbec1dnit the federal govemmt:nt employee$ "1. Militmy Wuts Funds 
lion-dollar aid package is on.- names of trnining candidates ad Foreign Service mcinbers. To Beef lp Security Stab 
der considemtioD, Pentagon of - agamst lists of Slospr:tted rlgbta The bill fCTJ".!als a s~~~ 9lde . 
ficials said. abusers kept _by tfte State De- 0 f t h. e. Fe~ ~~<fl!:&~ti~~ By Pauline Jelinek, The Asso-

Many African armed pu,men~ Dclcnsc ~cpmtmcnl ~treaml~nmg .t\C1' oi .1~!'4 aea1- ciatcd Presa 
farces, faced with sba.tp budget ox WJelligencc,a¥cnrn:s. lbg ."".1th .Gcn~I _Services WASHINGTON _ In 
cutbacks and the end of Cold We dontr re.aJly bow Admiuistr.rtton gu,delmcs that Apn1. someone siolc DP.Chines: 
W• largess, welcome the U.S. who these guys ~ or whe~ encourage "the use of fi'eqi1~t1t usea to make militaiy 1aen1ifi. 
mwiing and the equipment that they come ttom, 11 acknowl- traveler. or~ .. ~ rcalq cation cards from a n Armv 
often goes with it. . .. . . e~ged a U.S. official in ~ere- cost sav1~, for Offlc1al tra'\lel, building i 

11 
W~n. }

11 Ghana. pam~nng__rn g1on "We have very.little ti) the analysts sl~t~s. • . May. it was plastic explosives 
both Foc:us Relief and ACRI. match the rnnn~s agamst ~c- · . ~e admwstnltlon VleW!J and laud mines from a Navy 
is one of the most enthusiastic cause we haven l wo~~ed w11h its P!OPosaJ as a w.s~ to ea$e base in Cali.fomia. ·-
countries about the new mill- this army for decades.· restnc:hons on official gov- While Americm milit:ny 
tary ties. In au interview, De- emmcnt travel and make fed, JMtttll: OVeFU.21$ get the lion's 
fense Minister Kwame A~o- ,,- =al employment more nuruc- share 

O 
f the au=1ion and. 

Kufuor said his troops recci vcd usideDef~~.com tive hy letting ofl'.icws lceep nn tn firht nff nnnihlr trli. 
advanc~ ijml;ftP"' Ml" "n . ,· f~ tlln•• ......... "I 11 _I. n:_. ~f affacfs, o"fliciili are ta!(~ •••, • •• 1.tJ ll,.•001 d. othe. prom01i w\ 1 k h 
mmno WU Clemo C 6 ..... ~B'ushAdministration es aD r . VI . mg a closer 00 at OW secure 
traditiOIIS and a better ~re- . b efi~ they accrue while· 00s ta tcsid c basa: arc as well, 
ciation of the democmtic 'Y Proposal \\'ould Let Senic~ go t-paid txaveL The · Cormrumdcs from c 

O
as t to 

of life." Members Keep "'equent xne~ure aUoW$ g~ coast say they need more peo-
About 300 of the SO so 1- Flier Milet etltl;ties to adopt a practt~~ of- pie a 11 d money ! o . pro t cc 1 

diers bemg trained here come The Bush administr:Uiop. teTYempJoyed by pnvat.e 1ndus- troops and their tam1Ites .from 
from the ~4!h Battalion, ~ow!lwi 11 send 10 Cm~grc.ss ibis 1%1 to rew.ard those ';"'hose Jobs what &Om; believe is an inevi
far its !o~lty to. former PfeS1· week propose~ leg1sla110n that .that rclLutrc Cxtel\~\ttC ~'\'~~ iabic atladt on iTs. soil. 
dent Jerry R.:lwllll~, whu,dttl a II ow s serv1ce ~emb~ to s.omc proponents of the le1.?.1Sla- .,Jll the battle for 1111.ti• 
tW'O ~o.;ps, governed ~he ~ keep cert?in promoll?nal tttms 110n ~ay. . . . terrorism dollm, it is difficult 
-r; Jor 20 years and 1s ~y thev receive from pnvate ,com· The a~sntt.ve ex. for stateside bases to compete." 
accused of using the wtit '° pmiics when 1raveling on offi- pense .and labo~-mt~DSl\'C b1;'1'- said Brig. Gen. Thomaa P. 
suppress dissent and Viola~ cial business, such as airline ~en l?l account,.ng. Jor t.Jtw?h~- Kane of the 60th Air Mobility 
huma.r. rights. Rawlings left ot- \ frequent .flier miles./ ued 1 t.e ~1 s o t. little mmns1c Wing at Ttavis Air Fon:e Base 
fice in January. . . \ The propo11ed lei;islatioo value 1s 111cons1stent wnh ef- in Califomia . 

.No.ne of the u111ts teamed WQUld Jiti e~ n:stric;tions forts by the federal gove~n- "Wt caa!t affonl 
10 

sit on 
in ~ither Focus Relief or ACRI on~e"of items such ilS mcnt. t.o adapt to co!nm~rcial our hands and wait to see if 
has been accused of human "ftcqu.eat travel programs, up· prnc~1ccs whcr~ ~(~ss1blc; a~= one of our domesti.c bases. is 
rights ab u sc s. But human "ntdcs, and access to camcr c~rdmg to the sectional analy attacked. and then face the IS· 
rights groups argue tha~ 1rltjn- ~lubs or facilities" oftere? by sis. . sue." said Rep. Jim Turner,~ 
mg annics tlmt h.avc h1sh?~1cs major airlines. "Such items Conmcts ne~ohared. ~Y Texas. a member of the House 
of brutality must mclude cllcc- must be obtained under the the ~l SC'tVJces AdmiJri. Armed Services Committee. 
tivc vetting of .Participants and same terms . as provided the Stratton and trav~I arranged by "Numerous potential vul
have a strong focus On human !!eneral pubhc and must be at U.S. Transportation Com~and nerabilities" at u:s. bases have 
:ights and humanitarian law, no additional cos1,·· according ''.represent the lowest cost fares been found in a General Ac• 

J anct .Fleischm!o, t\mM to the legislati~n. a copy. of Jor t!1c government • · · [mid] c~ Office study commis
direcr.or Of Human RI g h Is which was obtamcd by Inside despite ~epeated . teg,u~. sioned by the committee· s 
Watch, said human rights thl'l Pentlgon. ttanspoitation ~ders w, 11. §pecial. Oversight Panel on 
training and J~ a re the "Nom:ially. items Of value not make the. nomnml CO;Sts ol Tmorism and due to be com· 
·'weakest lmk · in the Focus received by milinuy members promotional I t e m s directJv plctecl this summer Jawznaketg 
Relief program "If <lone right, pmsaant to official duty be- transferable to the govemnient. said At a recent closed-door 
with stroug human rights vet- long lo the 11>vcmment,'1 s~ales nor will ~y reduce the cost of session, GAO researchers re
ting, humanitarian law ~1Nl::- a "section.al amlysis11 o t the 1rampott:auon b Y such portcdlv told paDel membe.n 
tion and a dear mechawsin for bill approved by the admw- .amounm.•• it adds. Moreo~et, prelimmarily that most of the 
monito~ and accountability, stration. ''Where ti~ tra1_1spor· the federal government''.> d~t~ roblems could 'he fixed with
this could be a new model." talion has been obtamcd lor the ~as been.unable.t~> ~" "'") ~ut more money, but rather 
she $aid. "But we haven't seen military memb~. by the gO!• ~ e~vely U}thzc frequent with changes in how troops 
if they axe going to give suffi- ermnent, the abthty lo o6tmn. flier nules be!1etnr ' operate. ~ 
ciwc emphasis to these fields pnv,am o.<!i~ througb. the !'se of The legisla!ive proposal The Sllldy was .requ~d 
10 make tt work'' ones o1hctal pos1t1on 1S CX• woul~ have no .unpact on the after October's bombmg ot the 

Lt Col. Glover said troops tremely limited. Normally. use of the Govcrnmc,~t Tave! USS Cole in Yemen El attack 
he ttains receive seven hours promo~ional items are of liftle Card and would not mcrcasc that killed t 7 sailors ;

11
c1 nnrly 

of human rights instruction. intrinsic value and the overall l h c govemment's budgctaey stmk the warship. The GAO, 

page9ofl6 

11-L-0559f0SD/1948 



.[]JIHlrt1111un•1 ·1r r.tn:u1•11qu 111wu, • ., • tJ a a ; . a 

SEC. . PROMOTIONAL ITEMS RECEIVED PURSUANT TO OFFICIAL TRAVEL. 

( a) AMENDMENT TO TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES.-Section 404 of title 

37, United States Code, is amended-

(l) by redesignating subsection (j) as subsection (k); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (i) the following new subsection: 

"(j) Promotional items a member receives as a consequence of travel paid by the United 

States, or accepted under the provisions of section 1353 of title 3 1, United States Code, may be 

retained by the member. Promotional items include but are not limited to frequent travel 

programs, upgrades, and access to carrier clubs or facilities. Such items must be obtained under 

the same terms as provided the general public and must be at no additional cost.". 

(b) AMENDMENT To PER DIEM .ALLOWANCES.-"Section 5702 of title 5, United States 

Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as subsection (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the following new subsection (c): 

"(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (d), promotional items an employee 

(includingjust-ices and judges) receives as a consequence of travel paid by the United States, or 

accepted pursuant to the provisions of section 135 3 of title 3 1, United States Code, may be 

retained by the employee. Promotional items include but are not limited to frequent travel 

programs, upgrades, and access to caiTier clubs or facilities. Such items must be obtained under 

the same terms as provided the general public and must be at no additional cost.". 

(c) AMENDMENT To FOREIU.'.'J SERVICE &T.-Section 901 of the Foreign Service Act of 

1980 (22 U.S.C. 4081) is amended-

11-L-0559/0SD/1949 
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1 (1) by inserting "(a),' before ''The Secretary"; 

2 (2) by inserting a new subsection (b) as follows: 

3 "(b) Promotional items a member of the Service receives as a consequence of travel paid 

4 by the United States, or accepted pursuant to the provisions of section 1353 of title 31, United 

5 States Code, may be retained by the member. Promotional items include but are not limited to 

6 frequent travel programs, upgrades, and access to carrier clubs or facilities. Such items must be 

7 obtained under the same terms as provided the general public and must be at no additional cost.". 

8 ( d) REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON THE USE OF TRAVEL AW ARDS. -Section 6008 of the 

9 Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355; 108 Stat. 3367) is repealed. 

Sectional Analysis 

Section (a) of this proposal would amend section 404 of title 37, United States C~de. 
This section authorizes military members receiving promotional items while traveling pursuant 
to government procured travel to retain such items. Normally items of value received by military 
members pursuant to official duty belong to the government. However, where the transportation 
has been obtained for the military member by the government, the ability to obtain private gain 
through the use of one's official position is extremely limited. Nom1ally, promotional items are 
of little intrinsic value and the overall costs to the government from tracking, accounting for, and 
processing such items exceeds all benefits received. Guidance would be provided to the 
members through implementing regulations. 

Section (b) would amend title 5, United States Code, section 5702 to provide the same 
treatment for civilian employees of the U.S. Government. 

Section ( c) amends section 90 l of the Foreign Service Act to provide similar treatment of 
members of the Foreign Service. 

Section (d) would repeal section 6008 of Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994. 
That provision required the Administrator of General Services Administration to issue guidelines 
to ensure that agencies promoted and encouraged the use of frequent traveler programs to realize 
cost savings for official travel, 

The administrative expense and labor intensive burden of accounting for unsolicited 
items of little intrinsic value is inconsistent with the efforts by the Federal Government to adapt 
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'· ~~.'·:·,,::\ ,::~f:;·:~ ~~i~{~~cti-ces ; here possibJe . . Federal supply schedule contracts negotiated by GSA 
and transportation arranged by the United States Transportation Command represent the lowest 
cost fares for the Government that can be obtained through the acquisition process. Despite 
repeated requests, transportation providers will not make the nominal costs of promotional items 
directly transferable to the government nor will they reduce the cost of transportation by such 
amounts. Although the government has expended significant effort on programs to use frequent 
flyer miles, the government has not been able to effectively utilize these benefits. The proposal 
would have no impact on the use of the Government Travel Card, 

If enacted, this proposal will not increase the budgetary requirements of the Federal 
government. 
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TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Donald Rumsfeld.,,.j' lL 
November 5, 200 l 

SUBJECT: Patriot Missiles 

I just read this note on Patriot missile part fraud. 

My instinct is that you ought to see if we can't stop doing 

completely. That's just terrible and the penalty is not a where near enough to 

match the crime. If we can't stop doing business w · them completely legally, 

then we ought to go to Congress and get legislati 

Thank you. 

I 
Please respond by: -""'""ll_../ ...... J ~.,.L.f___,_/_

1 
_______ _ 

OHR/azn 
110501.01 

!' 
I 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFl;NSE ·-

1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301-1 600 

ACTION MEMO 
..,,..~, r--• 1 :· 
~·..; .... ~ L _·.. L -. 

,.. · 1 \">: l' ) 
i ,, ; ... ' 

GEN ~RAL COU NS U 

December 5, 2001, 10:00 A.M. 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE it.ta . f},'I 
WILLIAM J. HAYNES II, GENERAL COUNSEL~~ 

SUBJECT: ANGHEL Laboratories, Incorporated 

• You asked whether DoD could stop doing business with ANGHEL Laboratories, Inc. 
(ALI). AL I pied guilty to making a false statement in 1995 regarding its failure to 
comply with quality control testing procedures for Patriot missile parts (Tab A). 

• The courts have held that suspension and debarment must be designed to protect the 
government's present interests in contracting with responsible parties and that a company 
must be afforded specific procedural safeguards. 

• The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) states that debarments should "generally" 
not exceed three years, but there is no limit on the amount of time a debannent may last. 
The government may impose longer periods in "egregious circumstances that present an 
unusual threat to the government's business interests." 

• Because the indictment concerns the Patriot, the Anny has taken the lead in __ 
investigating ~ At this time, the Army does not believe that it has sufficient 
facts upon which to determine whether ALI should be suspended or debarred. 

• You could assume decisionmaking responsibility for the AL I case and detennine 
whether it should be suspended or debarred, and for how long. I do.not recommend this 
course of action, as it could require a significant amount of your time and could create the 
impression that YOU singled AIJ out tor special adverse treatment. 

• You also asked whether DoD should request additional statutory authority to permit us 
to stop doing business with companies like AL I pennanently. A significant risk of asking 
for additional statutory authority is that Congress could be tempted to limit DoD's 
discretion. i!, believe that our authority is fully adequate and recommend against pursuing 
legislation. 

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef initial below to permit the Army to decide concerning 
suspension and debarment of ALL 

Approved Disapproved --------~--.. ~~---.:, 
COORDINATION: None 

Attachment: As stated 

---

0 
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November 6, 2001 4: 13 PM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfelc~, 

SUBJECT: Personal Security Detail 

I just read your memo of November 2 to the Deputy Secretary. I appreciate your 

prompt assistance in that matter, given the threat report that the President provided 

me. 

My recommendation is that the personal security for Mrs. Rumsfeld be 

discontinued promptly, if that particular threat has been investigated and deemed 

not to be a serious problem. 

Second, I would appreciate it if I could be advised as to what I should reimburse 

the government for this service in the future if I decide to use it at a time when the 

government deems that there is not sufficient threat. 

Alternatively, you could provide me with some information as to how I could hire 

the appropriate security myself for Mrs. Rumsfeld in the event I feel it is 

necessary. 

Thanks. 

Auach. 
l l /02/0 l GC memo to DepSecDef 

DHR:dh 
110601-10 
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Please respond by -----------
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON • AC.s~ 
WASHINGTON. D. c. 20301-1600 stGOtf H"" jg.I' 

. • ~ ·1n01 
~Li'; " t.U 

GENERAL COUM'3E.l 

ACTION MEMO 

November 2, 2001, 5:00 P.M . ..... l(b .... )(""""6) _____ 1 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE k f. . . 
William J. Haynes II, General CounseJfl.JJ~., ti t/ ~~ A-

FOR: 

FROM: 

r'2!:)F. r~ 
SUBJECT: Personal Security Detail ~;,,rd-

• Earlier today just as the Secretary departed, ! learned of very recent sus[&- p 4/2. . ~ 
and troubJing activity in the immediate vicinity of rhe Secretary's home. ~ 
punctuating the already significant risk to him and Mrs. Rumsfeld. reflected in l'<l'fltiJ~ 
various reports of which I believe you are at least partially aware. 

• Knowing that his personal security detail would travel with him. the Secretary 
was appropriately concernt'd aboUl the safety of Mrs. Rumsfdd. The Secrernry 
was unsure of the mean:-- of protecting her, and wondered whether he should 
send her elsewhere, or contract for private security services. 

• I advised the Secretary then that under these circumstances personal security 
for Mrs. Rumsfeld is appropriate and lawful, and should be provided by the 
Department in his absence. I advised him that I would analyze the matter 
further, and ensure that Mrs. Rumsf eld' s safety was assured in complete accord 
with applicable procedures. In parcicular, I assured him that if DepartmentaJ 
resources are not appropriate, then l W()Uld advise him on the method for 
reimbursing the Department from his personal funds. I so informed the 
Secretary's senior military assistant. 

• As you know. the Department provides the Seae1ary personal security, 
including a llri ver and tnmsportation. as a critical component of the effective 
functioning of the Department in support of the President's responsibilities 
under the Constitution and laws of the United States, and of the Secretary's 
responsibilities provided in part by che laws of the United Stares. 

• Although there is no ex.press statutory authority for the Department of Defense 
to provide personal security details, the Secretary's inherent authority as the 
head of the Department provides sufficient legal basis to authorize such details 
in response to credible threats as determined by appropriate officials. 

0 
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• Personal security details provided by the Department should be authorized only 
for personnel connected with the Department and only for threats associated 
with the missions and functions of the Department. I am aware of at least one 
instance during the last administration in which personal security protection 
was authorized for the spouse of the Secretary. 

• Upon further consideration, it remains my opinion as chief legal officer of the 
Department of Defense under IO U.S.C. section 140 that personal security for 
Mrs. Rumsfeld is appropriate and lawful under these circumstances. It is my 
opinion that under these circumstances Mrs. Rumsfeld may be considered to be 
connected to the Department and a threat to her safety may reasonably be 
assumed to be associated with Secretary Rumsfeld's official duties. 

• As this particular instance involves the Secretary's immediate family, I 
recommend that you confirm that the detail should continue, provided you 
agree with me in your independent judgment that it is appropriate. I also 
recommend that you order a professional threat analysis, and modify the 
protective services supplied in accordance with the results of that analysis. 

RECOMMENDATION: That you confirm the continuance of the personal security 
detail for Mrs. Rumsfeld with appropriate modification following a professional threat 
analysis; and that you order the professional threat analysis, by initialing below. (If you 
confirm, the Secretary's senior military assistant will secure the professional threat 
analysis.) 

Not Confirmed 

See Me 

COORDINATION: NONE 
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November 10, 200112:07 PM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

cc : Torie Clarke 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Joyce on WETA Board 

/ 
I 

Jim, as quickly as you can, please check and see if .there is any legal reason or 
I 

even perception reason why Joyce should not go/tm the board of WETA, the 

public television station in Washington, DC? , · ., , 

; 

Torie, do you have any sense of this? Is thls a good idea or a bad idea? I think 
I 

you talked to Joyce about it, and Joyce would be replacing you. Let me know 

what you think. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
111001-l 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1 600 

INFO MEMO 

November 13, 2001 (5:26PM) 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes ll, General Counsel W.1~ 11/·~/o\ 

SUBJECT: Joyce Rumsfeld Serving On WET A Board of Directors 

• You asked if I had any concerns about your wife accepting a position on the board 
of directors of WETA, a local public television station. I understand she will not 
be compensated. 

• WETA is not a DoD contractor. However, it may request interviews and 
information from you or this Department. 

Although there is no,6 ~or a conflict of interest, a Government-wide 
regulation prohibits you from taking action in matters affecting the financial 
interests of WETA in which a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant 
facts would question your impartiality. 

• I doubt that matters such as requests for interviews or information would meet this 
test, and, therefore, offer no objection to your wife accepting this position. If such 
official matters should arise affecting WETA, we can disqualify you from 
involvement or seek a waiver. 

COORDINATION: None 

Prepared by Steve Epstein,!' ... b-)(_
6

_) __ __. 

~~·~
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~~ 
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TO: Lany Di Rita 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Donald Rumsfeld · ' 

September 6, 200 I 

Ted Stevens says there have been many bases closed in Alaska, and none of them 
under a base closing act, or a BRAC. He wonders why we just don't close some. 

What's the answer? 

Thanks. 

DHR/azn 
090601.06 

k~~ Ce 

f.~ rt'~;~ r A:eA/ 
~J' 

' ,tJ,/J 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 I 0 

Dear Senator Stevens, 

WASHINGTON, D. c;:. 20301-1600 

I write to respond to your recent suggestion to the Secretary that the Department should 
close military bases, as it did in the past in Alaska, outside of any Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (BRAC). 

The Department has not effectuated any substantial base closings in Alaska outside of an 
authorized BRAC since 1977, when Congress enacted Section 2687 of title l 0, United States 
Code. Through Section 2687, Congress restricted the Secretary's authority to close and realign 
any military installation at which 300 or more civilians are employed. Prior to 1977, the 
Department did close a number of installations in Alaska. 

I trust this information is helpful. 

Sincerely, 

0 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE < ·.- ,· - · ·: 

w;~~~~~~~~ ~.E;~~~~~oo su}\:·~ ··,: ·~:: :· < · ---~ 
""";' f"i t /, r.·t \: H t L~L.:~ .,;~.: ~ V l l) • 

INFO MEMO 

October 15, 2001, 2:00 P.M. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

William J. Haynes II, General Counsel ~l"/tt'/• t 
Declaration of War 

• On October I , you asked Steve Cambone and me to look at a September 12 e
mail from Newt Gingrich to you, the White House and 0MB and advise you on what we 
should do about it (Tab A). 

• Mr. Gingrich argued that anything less than a declaration of war would cripple 
the administration. The administration considered all arguments pro and con regarding a 
declaration of war durin!! the first week after the terrorist attacks. I'm sure Mr . .... 
Gingrich's views were among those considered. 

• The President has broad authority, without a declaration of war, to use force in 
the exercise of the right of self-defense, including whatever measures may be necessary 
to defeat terrorists and states that support them. 

• At present, the absence of a declaration of war is not adversely affecting our 
efforts to fight terrorism. 

• We have looked for laws that are triggered only by a declaration of war. None 
provided authority beyond that already available to the President. 

• I see no advantage in the President's requesting a declaration of war at this time. 

RECOMMENDATION. That you take no action regarding Mr. Gingrich's e-mail. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared By: Jim Schwenk1 ... _____ _ 

0 
11-L-0559/0S DI 1961 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

S t e v e Cambone 
Jim Haynes 

Donald Rumsfeld ·17 ~ 
Declaration of War 

October 1, 2001 8:37 AM 

Please look at this note from Newt Gingrich. What do you think we ought to do 

about it? 

Thanks. 

Attach. \ 
9/12/01 Gingrich e-mail toSecDef 

DHR:dh 
100101-7 

11-L-0559/0SD/1962 



Page I of I 

_1(b_)(5_) ____ I CIV, OSD 

.. ~"' From: Thirdwave2@aol.com ~ ~., 

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 20017:44AM 0 ~ ~ 
To: Hb}<6} H(b)(6) la-rb ..... }C"""'s,------'4'~ .. \ ~ 

!{b)(6) momb.eop.gov , ~t,\ 
cc= l(b )(6) I 
Subject: declare war 

the current anger as exhibited in the Post oped pages will last for about a 
week, then the forces of bureaucracy and legality will begin to equivocate 
and avoid the directed passions of changing history 
this week is an historic but very brief moment 
we MUST declare war and turn the current situatuion into a military national 
security problem before it becomes a criminal justice problem 
the American people want retribution and victory {something Jim Baker said on 
tv last night), the President said last night we were at war and must get 
retribution (something George Schultz reinforced on tv last night) 
this MUST be captured in a declaration of war and the passage of a series of 
very decisive bills liberating the CIA, funding intelligence and defense and 
estabHshing a legal framework to go to the UNited Nations and the World 
read Wes Clark's Waging Modern War and you will see how the lawyers crippled! 
the campaign 
THIS IS A VERY DANGEROUS MOMENT, ANYTHING LESS THAN A OECLARATI 
CRIPPLE THISAOMINSITRATIONAS WE PROCEED 
newt 

Cc 

9/12/2001 11-L-0559/0SD/1963 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF D£F~SE. 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

,. • ' ,.. f ! 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

October 29,200 l, 7 :00 AM 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General CounselWl~,J-, 

Definition of Terrorism SUBJECT: 

• Responding to my memo of October 22, 2001 (Tab A), you asked (Tab B) for a 
revised definition of terrorism. In particular, you asked me to include "the idea of 
premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against non-combatants and 
innocents." 

• Here's another try: 

Terrorism -The use or threatened use of unlawful violence against civilians, 
noncombatants, or other innocents, calculated to cause fear or to coerce or to 
intimidate governments or societies, and motivated by political, religious, or 
ideological goals. 

• Three notes: 

( 1) Notwithstanding that you used "premeditated" in your note, I prefer 
''calculated." 

(2) We need to be mindful of Marine Barracks Beirut, Khobar Towers, USS 
COLE, and Pentagon-like attacks. Therefore, the above definition includes "or 
other innocents" to cover the fact that terrorism includes an attack on an 
otherwise "military" objective when it is for the purpose of striking fear into 
society rather than engaging in lawful armed conflict. 

(3) I'm not sure I like including the motivation in the definition. I have the same 
concern about "hate" crimes. 

COORDINATION: None 

l(b)(6) 
Prepared By: Chuck Allen, ... ______ _, 

) 

0 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 
SECDEFHAS SJ 

OCT 23 2001 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

October 22, 2001, 8:30 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General CounseJW~ft'-/
01 

SUBJECT: Definition of Terrorism 

• You asked for a good definition of terrorism and some elaboration as to what it is and 
what it isn't. 

• One definition is found both in DoD .Directive 2000.12 (DoD Antiterrorism/Force 
Protection (AT/FP) Program) and Joint Publication l-02: 

-- Terrorism - The calculated use of unlawful violence or threat of unlawful 
violence to inculcate fear; intended to coerce or to intimidate governments or 
societies in the pursuit of goals that are generally political, religious, or 
ideological. 

• The definitions of terrorism found in the U.S. Code emphasize the innocent, 
noncombatant objects of terrorism. Examples: 

-- "Annual Country Reports on Terrorism" (22 U.S.C. 2656f(d)): 'The term 
'terrorism' means premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against 
noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents." 

-- The U.S. Criminal Code (18 U.S.C. 3077) defines ''act of terrorism" as "an 
activity that -- (A) involves a violent act or an act dangerous to human life that is a 
violation of the criminal laws of the United States or of any State, or that would be 
a criminal violation if committed within the jurisdiction of the United States or of 
any State; and (B) appears to be intended - (i) to intimidate or coerce a civilian 
population; (ii) to influence the policy of a government by intimidation or 
coercion; or (iii) to affect the conduct of a government by assassination or 
kidnapping." 

• 'Terrorism" is not usually understood to mean: 

-- Random acts of violence without deliberate political objectives. 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/1965 



-- Actions by states using conventional governmental organs, even if the state 
targets innocents or uses violence with the intent of causing fear in target groups. 
Conventional wisdom would treat such acts as state aggression rather than 
terrorism. 

• "Terrorism" would be a fair name for: 

-- Acts by non-state actors against otherwise "military" objectives such as Khobar 
Towers or the Pentagon. Terrorists primarily attack targets that would be 
forbidden to states in armed conflict. But when terrorists attack a military or 
police target, their acts are still terrorist with the purpose of striking fear into 
society rather than defeating military forces. 

-- Politically motivated violence by non-state actors wrongly claiming to be 
legitimately waging war for religious purposes or as "freedom fighters." Senator 
Scoop Jackson's 1981 statement in the latter context remains a valid response to 
Al-Qaeda or others who would claim their actions are not terrorism: 

The idea that one person's 'terrorist' is another's 'freedom fighter ' cannot 
be sanctioned. Freedom fighters or revolutionaries don ' t blow up buses 
containing non-combatants; terrorist murderers do. Freedom fighters don't 
set out to capture and slaughter school children; terrorist murderers do. 
Freedom fighters don' t assassinate innocent businessmen, or hijack and 
hold hostage men, women, and children; terrorist murderers do. Jt is a 
disgrace that democracies would allow the treasured word 'freedom' to be 
associated with the acts of terrorists. 

COORDINATION: None 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared By: Chuck Allen,._ ____ __. 

11-L-0559/0SD/1966 
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October 1S, 2001 1:41 PM 

~ I TO: 

~ROM: 

Jim Haynes 

Donald Rumsfeld 1}\ 
SUBJECT: Definition 

Please give me a good definition for terrorism and some elaboration as to what it 

is and what it isn't. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dlt 
101501,40 

11-L-0559/0SD/1967 



October 23, 2001 10:56 AM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Definition of Terrorism 

Please give me a specific definition of terrorism that includes the first definition 

you have in the second bullet, but also includes the idea of premeditated, 

politically motivated violence perpetrated against non-combatants and innocents. 

Please fashion it in a single paragraph so I can use it. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
10/22/01 GC info memo to SecDef re: Definition of Terrorism 

DHR:dh 
102301-18 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301-l 600 

INFO MEMO 
SECDEFHAS SJ 

OCT 2 3 2001 
GENERAL COUNSEL October 22, 200 l, 8:30 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General CounselJ\)J~ft'"/
01 ® 

SUBJECT: Definition of Terrorism .._ 

• You asked for a good definition of terrorism and some elaboration as to what it is and 
what it isn't. 

• One definition is found both in DoD Directive 2000.12 (DoD Antiterrorism/Force 
Protection (AT/FP) Program) and Joint Publication 1-02: 

-- Terrorism - The calculated use of unlawful violence or threat of unlawful 
violence to inculcate fear; intended to coerce or to intimidate governments or 
societies in the pursuit of goals that are generally political, religious, or 
ideological. 

• The definitions of terrorism found in the U.S. Code emphasize the innocent, 
noncombatant objects of terrorism. Examples: 

-- "Annual Country Reports on Terrorism" (22 U.S.C. 2656f(d)): "The term 
'terrorism' means premeditated, politica11y motivated violence perpetrated against 
noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents." 

-- The U.S. Criminal Code ( 18 U .S.C. 3077) defines ''act of terrorism" as "an 
activity that -- (A) involves a violent act or an act dangerous to human life that is a 
violation of the criminal laws of the United States or of any State, or that would be 
a criminal violation if committed within the jurisdiction of the United States or of 
any State; and (B) appears to be intended - (i) to intimidate or coerce a civilian 
population; (ii) to influence the policy of a government by intimidation or 
coercion; or (iii) to affect the conduct of a government by assassination or 
kidnapping." 

• "Terrorism" is not usually understood to mean: 

-- Random acts of violence without deliberate political objectives. 

0 
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-- Actions by states using conventional governmental organs, even if the state 
targets innocents or uses violence with the intent of causing fear in target groups. 
Conventional wisdom would treat such acts as state aggression rather than 
terrorism. 

• "Terrorism" would be a fair name for: 

-- Acts by non-state actors against otherwise "military" objectives such as Khobar 
Towers or the Pentagon. Terrorists primarily attack targets that would be 
forbidden to states in armed conflict. But when terrorists attack a'military or 
police target, their acts are still terrorist with the purpose of striking fear into 
society rather than defeating military forces. 

-- Politically motivated violence by non-state actors wrongly claiming to be 
legitimately waging war for religious purposes or as "freedom fighters." Senator 
Scoop Jackson's 198 1 statement in the latter context remains a valid response to 
Al-Qaeda or others who would claim their actions are not terrorism: 

The idea that one person's ' terrorist' is another's ' freedom fighter' cannot 
be sanctioned. Freedom fighters or revolutionaries don't blow up buses 
containing non-combatants; terrorist murderers do. Freedom fighters don ' t 
set out to capture and slaughter school children; terrorist murderers do. 
Freedom fighters don' t assassinate innocent businessmen, or hijack and 
hold hostage men, women, and children; terrorist murderers do. Jt is a 
disgrace that democracies would allow the treasured word 'freedom' to be 
associated with the acts of terrorists. 

COORDINATION: None 

Prepared By: Chuck Allen, .... l(b-)(_6) ___ .... 

11-L-0559/0SD/1970 



~ , TO: Jim Haynes 

~ROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Definition 

October 15, 2001 1:41 PM 

Please give me a good definition for ten-orism and some elaboration as to what it 

is and what it isn't. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
101501-40 

11-L-0559/0SD/1971 
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October 23, 2001 10:56 AM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Definition of Terrorism 

Please give me a specific definition of terrorism that includes the first definition 

you have in the second bullet, but also includes the idea of premeditated, 

politically motivated violence perpetrated against non-combatants and innocents. 

Please fashion it in a single paragraph so I can use it. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
10/22/0lGC info memo toSecDefre: Definition ofTerrorism 

DHR:dh 
102301-18 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1 600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301·1600 

INFO MEMO 
SECDEF HAS SEEN 

OCT 2 3 2001 
October 22, 2001, 8:30 AM 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General Counsel»'tJ..,-;;.I i '-/• I ® 
Definition of Terrorism SUBJECT: 

• You asked for a good definition of terrorism and some elaboration as to what it is and 
what it isn't. 

• One definition is found both in DoD Directive 2000. 12 (DoD Antiterrorism/Force 
Protection (AT/FP) Program) and Joint Publication 1-02: 

-- Terrorism - The calculated use of unlawful violence or threat of unlawful 
violence to inculcate fear; intended to coerce or to intimidate governments or 
societies in the pursuit of goals that are generally political, religious, or 
ideological. 

• The definitions of teITorism found in the U.S. Code emphasize the innocent, 
noncombatant objects of terrorism. Examples: 

-- "Annual Country Reports on Terrorism" (22 U.S.C. 2656f(d)): 'The term 
'terrorism' means premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against 
noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents." 

-- The U.S. Criminal Code ( 18 U.S.C. 3077) defines "act of terrorism" as "an 
activity that -- (A) involves a violent act or an act dangerous to human life that is a 
violation of the criminal laws of the United States or of any State, or that would be 
a criminal violation if committed within the jurisdiction of the United States or of 
any State; and (B) appears to be intended - (i) to intimidate or coerce a civilian 
population; (ii) to influence the policy of a government by intimidation or 
coercion; or (iii) to affect the conduct of a government by assassination or 
kidnapping." 

• "Terrorism" is not usually understood to mean: 

-- Random acts of violence without deliberate political objectives. 

0 
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-- Actions by states using conventional governmental organs, even.if the state 
targets innocents or uses violence with the intent of causing fear in target groups. 
Conventional wisdom would treat such acts as state aggression rather than 
terrorism. 

• "Terrorism" would be a fair name for: 

-- Acts by non-state actors against otherwise "military" objectives such as Khobar 
Towers or the Pentagon. Terrorists primarily attack targets that would be 
forbidden to states in aimed conflict. But when terrorists attack a military or 
police target, their acts are still terrorist with the purpose of striking feai· into 
society rather than defeating military forces. 

-- Politically motivated violence by non-state actors wrongly claiming to be 
legitimately waging war for religious purposes or as "freedom fighters." Senator 
Scoop Jackson's 1981 statement in the latter context remains a valid response to 
Al-Qaeda or others who would claim their actions ai·e not terrorism: 

The idea that one person's 'te1Torist' is another's 'freedom fighter' cannot 
be sanctioned. Freedom fighters or revolutionaries don't blow up buses 
containing non-combatants; te1Torist murderers do. Freedom fighters don't 
set out to capture and slaughter school children; terrorist murderers do. 
Freedom fighters don' t assassinate innocent businessmen, or hijack and 
hold hostage men, women, and children; terro1ist murderers do. Jt is a 
disgrace that democracies would allow the treasured word ' freedom' to be 
associated with the acts of terrorists. 

COORDINATION: None 

l(b )(6) 

Prepared By: Chuck Allen,._ ____ __, 
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October 15, 2001 1:41 PM 

~ 
1 

TO: 

~ROM: 

Jim Haynes 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Definition 

Please give me a good definition for terrorism and some elaboration as to what it 

is and what it isn't. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
101501-40 

11-L-0559/0SD/1975 



GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON , ~ ,,. r ...... -.. · • ·, ···r· ': ' . . 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

October 26, 200 I (9:51AM) 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

William J. Haynes II, General CounselwJI.., ~o/~ 2f> 1 

Sports Tickets 

You asked if you could give away to people inside the Pentagon tickets to 
Wizards and Redskins games that you have purchased with your personal 
funds. 

• There are no legal prohibitions for such gifts since they would be to DoD 
employees who are not superior to you. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

Prepared by Steve Epstein ... r_)(_6_) ___ _. 

11-L-OSQSD/1976 Ul 7995 /01 
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October 25, 2001 8:39 AM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld I/ 
SUBJEC'F: ·;...' Sports Tickets 

I have Redskins and Wizard tickets. There is no problem if I give them away to 

people inside the Pentagon, is there? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
102501·10 

··························~·········································~···· 
Please respond by \ "l jp · · 
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October 25, 2001 8:39 AM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld I/ 
SUBJECT:""' Sports Tickets 

I have Redskins and Wiza.rd tickets. There is no problem if I give them away to 

people inside the Pentagon, is there? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
!02501-10 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by _ __.;.\_<J..,_[ _1 .... ~ ____ _ 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON , ~ ,,. r ...... -.. · • ·, ···r· ': ' . . 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

INFO MEMO 

October 26, 200 I (9:51AM) 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

William J. Haynes II, General CounselwJI.., ~o/~ 2f> 1 

Sports Tickets 

You asked if you could give away to people inside the Pentagon tickets to 
Wizards and Redskins games that you have purchased with your personal 
funds. 

• There are no legal prohibitions for such gifts since they would be to DoD 
employees who are not superior to you. 

COORDINATION: NONE 

l(b )(6) 
Prepared by Steve Epstein._ ____ __. 

11-L-OSQSD/1979 Ul 7995 /01 



GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

GENERAl.couMSEL. 

1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHIN GTON, D. C. 20301 -1600 

INFO MEMO 

f - . 

f"" · · • . ,,r-.1 ,--.. 't\ 1 4' " "\ 
' •' : • 1 \ -:' ; I 

November 13, 2001, 11 :30 A.M. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: William J. Haynes II, General Counse'f'1~1'/t1/111 

SUBJECT: Personal Security Detail 

• In my memorandum of November 2, 2001, I advised the Deputy Secretary that the 
Department could lawfully provide personal security for Mrs. Rumsfeld given the 
current threat reports. Subsequently, the Deputy Secretary has directed, and your 
security team has initiated, an assessment of the current threats and security 
requirements for protection of Mrs. Rumsfeld. Under the current circumstances of 
National Emergency, until our threat analysis indicates otherwise, it is lawful for the 
Department to provide appropriate protection for Mrs. Rumsfelcl in her capacity as the 
spouse of the Secretary of Defense. It is my understanding that such personal 
protection is currently being provided for some immediate family members of your 
counterparts on the National Securi ty team. 

• ~your assistant for personal security, has prepared the attached Interim 
~urity Assessment recommending continued protection for Mrs. Rumsfeld 
at this time. Should the Department determine through ongoing threat analyses that 
the threat conditions have subsided, such that Mrs. Rumsfeld no longer requires 
Departmental protection, the Department would not be authorized to provide such 
services to your fami ly on a reimbursable basis. S~1211)d YO!! wrh to consider private 
security firms, we have discussed this matter with ~b)(5) . nd he is prepared to 
assist you with information on private security arrangements for Mrs. Rumsfeld. 
Currently, however, it remains lawful and in the best interests of the Department to .J .. 
provide such protection until the threat environment changes favorably. ~ 

. ~ ft,~> 
Attachment ~ Ji ~ ~ i-J- ;,t, 

COORDINATION: NONE ~ t 
1
'c.).lf ~•I 

(I"'-' 

Prepared by Bill Brazis, WHS/OGC, .... !(b_)(_6>_...., 

0 U18855 /01 
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13 Nov 2001 

FOR: OFFI OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
(b )(6) 

FRO . Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Personal Security 

SUBJECT: Interim Personal Security Assessment Overview 

Purpose: 

To assess the current personal security threat to family members of the 
Secretary of Defense. Donald H. Rumsfeld. 

Assessment: 

Few positions in the U.S. Government are as central to the execution of U.S. 
foreign policy and as identifiable with specific strategic policy objectives as is the 
Secretary of Defense. Our current environment poses distinct potential security 
concerns for high-profile figures who may become the focus of terrorist, factional, 
or delusional targeting by subjects who aspire to attack a symbol of U.S. policy. 
In our response to the recent terrorist attacks on U.S. soil, the number of terrorist 
threats to U.S. interests has increased significantly. Secretary Rumsfeld has 
emerged as a key administration spokesman and symbol for the execution of 
actions in Afghanistan and the war on terrorism. He has received extensive 
worldwide news coverage and is evolving into a highly prolific and recognizable 
figure. The consensus of intelligence and law enforcement agencies is that the 
current global threat environment requires robust security precautions. 

One specific incident which occurred on 31 Oct 2001 in the vicinity of Secretary 
R..11msfeld 's residence is sti ll under investigation by the Federal Bureau of 

• Investigation and has not been completed. The nature of this incident and its' 
~rilplications causes concern which could directly impact on the safety of Mrs. 
Rumsfeld. 

There have been no other recent specific, credible threats that we are aware of 
directed against the current Secretary of Defense, his office, nor any of his 
immediate family members. Past, credible threats have been documented 
against his predecessor, Former Secretary Cohen, and the position of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

However, in light of the events of 11 Sep 2001 and the emergence of Secretary 
Rumsfeld as a focus and leading spokesman for the ongoing U.S. response to 
terrorism, a heightened, general threat environment exists which warrants 
elevated security concerns for the Secretary. As evidenced in the attacks of 11 
Sep 2001 and other intelligence, international extremist groups have an 

11-L-0559/0SD/1981 



established presence in the United States that could be used to carry out a 
terrorist operation. It is generally recognized that the key Cabinet secretaries 
are afforded protection and this in itself, could provide a certain level of 
deterrence against potential attackers. Conversely, family members of these 
principals could potentially be identified and developed as "softer" targets and 
threats to their safety may reasonably be assumed to be associated with the 
principal's official duties. Previously, during periods of heightened threat 
conditions, security was provided to the spouses of the Former Secretary 
Cheney and Secretary Cohen. 

Coordination: 

In the development of this assessment, coordination was affected with the 
following agencies: the United States Secret Service, Central Intelligence 
Agency, State Department, Defense Intelligence Agency, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Capitol Police, Joint Terrorism Operation's Center, and the Army 
Terrorist Operation's Intelligence Center. 

No specific information was developed involving threats against the Secretary of 
Defense or his family members. However, all agencies and appropriate security 
details noted the general heightened threat conditions and the requirement for 
more robust security safeguards. It was confirmed that security is currently being 
provided to two other spouses of cabinet level officials (Secretary of State, 
Director of Central Intelligence) similar to the posture we're currently providing 
Mrs. Rumsfeld. The coverage was initiated in wake of the 11 Sep attacks, based 
on heightened security concerns, not on any specific threat to the spouse. 

Recommendation: 

That appropriate security coverage continue for Mrs. Rumsfeld until the 
satisfactory conclusion of the 31 Oct investigation by the FBI, and until the 
current heightened threat condition subsides. Following the results of the FBI 
investigation, recommend that a continuous, ongoing, intelligence assessment be 
sustained and that the level of security afforded Mrs Rumsfeld be adjusted 
commensurate with the threat environment. 
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November 6, 2001 4: 13 PM 

TO: Jim Haynes 

SUBJECT: Personal Security Detail 

I just read your memo of November 2 to the Deputy Secretary. I appreciate your 

prompt assistance in that matter, given the threat report that the President provided 

me. 

My recommendation is that the personal security for Mrs. Rumsfeld be 

discontinued promptly, if that particular threat has been investigated and deemed 

not to be a serious problem. 

Second, I would appreciate it if I could be advised as to what I should reimburse 

the government for this service in the future if I decide to use it at a time when the 

government deems that there is not sufficient threat. 

Alternatively, you could provide me with some information as to how I could hire 

the appropriate security myself for Mrs. Rumsfeld in the event I feel it is 

necessary. 

Thanks. 

" ~ Attach. 
i· •. 1 V02/0 1 GC memo to DepSecDef 

-
DHR:dh 

,), 

.110601-10 " 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
f 

Please respond by _________ _ 
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 

DEFENSE 

5tGDEf HASs9 
\il)'J. - o 206\ 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

ACTION MEMO 

FOR: DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE lfu{tf--=-~ 
William J. Haynes II, General Counsel r,JJ ~or FROM: 

r~F. ''Ill 
SUBJECT: Personal Security Detail ~I"'/~ 

• Earlier today just as the Secretary departed, I learned of very recent suJ& '1' 4/)... 
and troubling activity in the immediate vicinity of the Secretary's home, ~ 
punctuating the already significant risk to him and Mrs. Rtunsfeld, reflected m "'l'lll!kJA 
various reports of which I believe you are at least partially aware. 

, Knowing that his personal security detail would travel with him, the Secretary 
was appropriately concerned about the safety of Mrs. Rumsfeld~ The Secretary 
was unsure of the means of protecting. her, and wondered whether he should 
send her elsewhere, or contract for private security services. 

• I advised the Secretary then that under these circumstances personal security 
for Mrs. Rumsfeld is appropriate and lawful, and should be provided by the 
'Department in his absence. I advised him that I would analyze the matter 
further, and ensure that Mrs. Rumsfeld's safety was assured in complete accord 
with applicable procedures. In particular, I assured him tha~ if Departmental 
resources are not appropriate, then I would advise him on the method for 
reimbursing the Department from his personal funds. I so informed the 
Secretary's senior military assistant. 

• As you know, the Deprutment provides the Secretary personal security, 
including a driver and transportation, as a critical component of the effective 
functioning of the Department in support of the President's responsibilities 
under the Constitution and laws of the United States, and of the Secretary's 
responsibilities provided in part by the laws of the United States. 

• Although there is no express statutory authority for the Department of Defense 
to provide personal security details, the Secretary's inherent authority as the 
head of the Department provides sufficient legal basis to authorize such details 
in response to credible threats as determined by appropriate officials. 

~ 
11-L-055~0/1984 
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• Personal security details provided by the Department should be authorized only 
for personnel connected with the Department and only for threats associated 
with the missions and functions of the Department. I am aware of at least one 
instance during the last administration in which personal security protection 
was authorized for the spouse of the Secretary. 

• Upon further consideration, it remains my opinion as chief legal officer of the 
Department of Defense under 10 U.S.C. section 140 that personal security for 
Mrs. Rumsfeld is appropriate and lawful under these circumstances. It is my 
opinion that under these circumstances Mrs. Rumsfeld may be considered to be 
connected to the Department and a threat to her safety may reasonably be 
assumed to be associated with Secretary Rumsfeld's official duties. 

• As this particular instance involves the Secretary's immediate family, I 
recommend that you confirm that the detail should continue, provided you 
agree with me in your independent judgment that it is appropriate. I also 
recommend that you order a professional threat analysis, and modify the 
protective services supplied in accordance with the results of that analysis. 

RECOMMENDATION: That you confirm the continuance of the personal security 
detail for Mrs. Rumsfeld with appropriate modification following a professional threat 
analysis; and that you order the professional threat analysis, by initialing below. (If you 
confirm, the Secretary's senior military assistant will secure the professional threat 

analysis.) 

/.7,. 11/b '$/bl 
' L1J.__ Confirmed 

Not Confirmed 

See Me 

COORDINATION: NONE 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR: 

FROM: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFl;:,N$.E ,· -
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON l_. · · : 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301-1600 ~::::::::--.· .. · / 

ACTION MEMO 

SECOEF HAS SEEN 
,-:.,, r~·, .. t :· 
~ ·.,.· ... ~ ... ,.• . ,. ! !')- ,, ') 

l ii ~ - • . 4 I 

OEC 2 O 2dfffcember 5, 2001, 10:00 A.M. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE It.ta '},61 
WILLIAM J. HA YNES II, GENERAL COUNSEL ~ 

SUBJECT: ANGHEL Laboratories, Incorporated 

• You asked whether DoD could stop doing business with ANGHEL Laboratories, Inc. 
(ALI). AL l pied guilty to making a false statement in 1995 regarding its failure to 
comply with quality control testing procedures for Patriot missile parts (Tab A). 

• The courts have held that suspension and debarment must be designed to protect the 
government's present interests in contracting with responsible parties and that a company 
must be afforded specific procedural safeguards. 

• The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) states that debarments should "generally" 
1tot exceed three years, but there is no limit on the amount of time a debarment may last. 
The government may impose longer periods in "egregious circumstances that present an 
unusual threat to the government's business interests." 

• Because the indictment concerns the Patriot, the Army has taken the lead in_ 
investigating ~ At this time, the Army-does not believe that it has sufficient 
'facts upon which to determine whether AL I should be suspended or debaned. 

• You could assume decisionmaking responsibility for the AL l case and determine 
whether it should be suspended or debarred, and for how long. I do.i:i9-t recommend this 
course of action, as it could require a significant amount of your time and could create the 
impression that you smgled All out for special adverse treatment. 

• You also asked whether DoD should request additional statutory authority to permit us 
to stop doing business with companies like ALI permanently. A significant risk of asking 
for additional statutory authority is that Congress could be tempted to limit DoD's 
discretion. e. believe that our authority is fully adequate and recommend against pursuing 
legislation. 

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef initial below to permit the Army to decide concerning 
suspension and debarment of ALI. 

Approved~ 
20 

~b1approved __ _ 
-........ ____._.., 

SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA ' t 

COORDINATION: None 
----··) 

SR MA GIAMBASTIANI r 
! 

Attachment: As stated 
MA BUCCI /I i 
EXECSEC WHITMORE ~ ;Z ~· -1 

-· w. __ /ii~5 
I/ 0 
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TO: Jim Haynes 

FROM: 
~-

Donald Rumsfeld I a_ 
I 

DATE: November 5,200 I 

SUBJECT: Patriot Missiles 

I just read this note on Patriot missile part fraud. 

My instinct is that you ought to see if we can't stop doing business with that outfit 

completely. That's just terrible and the penalty is not anywhere near enough to 

match the crime. If we can't stop doing business with them completely legally, 

then we ought to go to Congress and get legislation that let's us do it. 

Thank you. 

Please respo11d by: __ ]_l _; _,,J,_f __________ _ 

DHR/azn 
110501.0 I 
/\uach Lieberman \1cmo 1 J/1/01 lJ 180% 

SECDEF HAS SEE 
DEC 2 0 2001 
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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

-- . 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Patriot missile parts fraud 

• On October 25, 2001 ANGHEL Laboratories, Rockaway, New Jersey, pied guilty to a 
criminal information charging the company with submitting false testing data. Company 
officials admitted falsifying testing data and concealing defective components, including 
switches for the fuse assemblies of the Patriot missile. None of the identified faulty parts 
were actually installed in the Patriot missile systems. 

• ANGHEL is a production and testing facility owned by COMSAT Radiation Systems, 
Inc. which is owned by COMSAT Cor oration, Bethesda, MD. 1s ...---
subcon rac r · o con racts w1 t e y an ir Force to provide 
electronic parts for use jn various military systems, including aircraft, sateffites, and the: 
Patriot. 

• Because of the limited scope of the plea, ANGHEL faces a maximum of only 5 years 
probation and a fine of only $500,000. Final sentencing has been set for February 5, 
2002. 

• DoD suspension and debarment action is under consideration by the U.S. Army, the 
U.S. Air Force and the Defense Logistics Agency. 

• This was a joint investigation with this office and the Military Departments. 

• This matter was reported in New Jersey newspapers and could have national interest 
because of public familiarity with the Patriot. 

COORDJNA TJON: NONE 

cc: Secretary of the Army 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
General Counsel, DoD 

SPL ASSfSTANT Di RrrA 
---,;,,1... SR Ml 81.AMft~STIA~i 

o'-11'--~ -· .. ····•-·••---.,.- .. -...,..,-

Prepared By: Robert J. Lieberman, (703) 604-8300 MA et:(:(,( 
.~&'..:,..,., ... , .... ¥.oo"""r-......:---1i--,,,:--_s:;;;;;a 

EXECSEC WHITMOflE 
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THESECRETARYOFDEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-t 000 

MAY - 3 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Title I 0, United States Code, section 154, paragraphs d and e, state the Vice Chairman 
will function as Acting Chairman in the absence or disability of the Chairman or when there is a 
vacancy in the office. Paragraph e further states the President will designate a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to become Acting Chairman if both the Chairman and Vice Chairman are 
absent or disabled or there is a vacancy in both offices. 

To ensure designation of an Acting Chairman in a timely manner, I recommend you 
appoint the JCS member to become Acting Chairman in advance on a rotating quarterly basis, If 
the Service Chief specified in this schedule were absent or disabled, responsibilities would fall to 
the next JCS member in the rotation. Finally, if no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is 
available, Acting Chairman responsibilities would be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the 
Assistant Commandant of the Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment to the 
position. 

These procedures have been in place for many years and serve to ensure continued 
military leadership and advice in all reasonably foreseeable circumstances. 

I recommend you approve these procedures by signing the attached memorandum. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/2000 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Designation of Acting Chairman of theJoint Chiefs of Staff 

Pursuant to the Constitution and laws of the United States of America, I hereby 
designate the following officers to act as Chairman of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff 
in the circumstances described in section 154 (e) of title 10, United States 
Code, during the period indicated in CY 2001 and in succeeding calendar 
years: 

Period of Designation: 
1 January to 31 March 
1 April to 30J une 
1 July to 30 September 
1 October to 31 December 

Designated Officer: 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Chief of Staff, US Army 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Chief of Staff, US Air Force 

If the member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified in this schedule were absent 
or disabled, responsibilities wou Id fall to the next member in the rotation. In 
the event no member of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff is available, Acting Chairman 
responsibilities will be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the Assistant 
Commandant of the Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment 
to the position. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

l'.'f ?; WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 ·1600 

.;.,> 0tflO 

'tl30 

SECOEF -~ASSEEN 
MAY - 3 2001, 

t'J i,~. n ) ... ;.: I . ,· · .. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE C:'D 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENS,S;1T~1·:~PiftO>J 

FROM: ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL J}fJ 4/i,f?, ~aojo) 
(Prepared by Mr. James Smyser, OGC(P&HP), .... l (b-)(_6) ___ 

SUBJECT: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) 
and Dual Absences of Senior Military Officers - ACTION 
MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: To Obtain the President's Designation of Acting Chairman Pursuant 
to title 10, United States Code, section 154( e ), and to Establish 
Departmental Policy with Regard to Dual Absences of Senior 
Military Officers. 

DISCUSSION: 

• CJCS requests that the President designate a member of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff (JCS) to become Acting Chairman in the Absence of the CJCS and Vice 
Chairman (VCJCS) on a rotating calendar basis (Tab A). 

• In absence of JCS member, a Service Vice Chief (Assistant Commandant for 
Marine Corps (CMC)) would assume Acting Chairman duties. 

• CJCS also requests that SECDEF establish policy that requires VCJCS and the 
Vice Service Chiefs/Assistant CMC to remain in the Washington area when 
the principal is absent and establishes restrictions on dual absences of both 
senior officers for a Service. 

RECOMMENDATION: Sign memorandum to the President on designating the 
Acting Chairman at Tab B and sign the memorandum at Tab C that promulgates 
guidance on dual absences. 

Attachments: 
As stated 

SECDEF DECISION: 
APPROVED ---
DISAPPROVED 
OTHER -----

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/2002 
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April 28, 2001 4:41 PM 

TO: Dan Dell'Orto 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld i 
SUBJECT: Designation of Acting Chairman 

I am ready to sign these papers from General Shelton if you are comfortable with 
them. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
CJCS memo to SecDef re: ''Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff and Dual Absences" 

DHR:dh 
042801-21 

11-L-0559/0SD/2003 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

DATE ___ -i'-.;.../,_/~----~ 

MEMORANDUM FROM THE SENIOR MILITARY ASSISTANT 

SUBJ: 

-

-

TO 

IS 

(j) D~St,AJ4T?o,t) aF /9C77/f/6' . CHrl-nU4~N 

v011t.1') c,f-t!£r-5 Or ~ntr-r 

® l:>v/lt Al$S1ZA/c£~ 

°74<.J(l.. ($>"~ 77dN S ON 

5'0 c_ C -e S 5 / 0 A.) I A-) -rt, e_ Pe_ ,vT7'( Go A.I 

i)~lL I D~70 
1 

-0/-

.o~~Ly. 0 Pr r C. / 14--L /c.c,I' I 

11-L-0559/0SD/2004 



.. . 

r' L)~;N;i 1:>~t 
- -

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Dual 
Absences 

1. Title 10, United States Code, section 154, paragraphs d and e (Enclosure A), state 
the Vice Chairman will function as Acting Chairman in the absence or disability of the 
Chairman or when there is a vacancy in the office. Paragraph e further states the 
President will designate a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to become Acting 
Chairman if both the Chairman and Vice Chairman are absent or disabled or there is 
a vacancy in both offices. 

a. To ensure designation of an Acting Chairman in a timely manner, recommend 
the President appoint the J CS member to become Acting Chairman in adv a nee on a 
rotating quarterly basis. If the Service Chief specified in this schedule were absent or 
disabled, responsibilities would fall to the next JCS member in the rotation. Finally, if 
no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is available, Acting Chairman responsibilities 
would be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the Assistant Commandant of the 
Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment to the position. 

b. These procedures have been in place for many years and serve to ensure 
continued military leadership and advice in all reasonably foreseeable circumstances. 

2. Guidance with regard to dual absences of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Vice 
Service Chiefs and Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps is also enclosed, 

3. Request your signature at Enclosure B forwarding the proposed memorandum to 
the President on designating the Acting Chairman and at Enclosure C promulgating 
guidance on dual absences, 

Enclosures 

HENRY H. SHELTON 
Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

11-L-0559/0SD/2005 
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CH. 5--IGINT CHIEFS OF STAFF S 154 

(C) Changes in technology that can be applied eff~vely 
towarfaft~ 
(2) The Chairman shall include in each such report rec

ommendations for such changes in policies.- .directives, regulations, 
and legislation as may be necessary to acnieve the changes in the 
assignment of functions. recommended by theChairman. 
(A.ddecl P .L ~.1201. Or:L ~ 11186, 1~ Stat. 1007.) 

1154. Vlee Chalrnum 
(a) APPo1NTM£NT.--(1) There is a Vice Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefa ~f ':"'it.aff appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent· ol tfie Senate, from the oflicen of the regular compo· 
nentsof theannecl forces. 

(2) The Chairman and Vice Chairman mav not be memben of 
the same armed force. However, the President may waive the nr 
striction in the p~ sentence for a I i mi ted period of time in 
order to provide for.the orderlv transition of officers appointed to 
.serve in the positions of Chaimian and Viee Chairman. 

(3) The Viee Chairman serves at the pleasure of the President 
for a term of two years and may be reappointe<l'in the same man
ner for two additional terms. However, m time of' war there ia no 
limit on the number of reappointments. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR APPol.NTMENT.--(1) The Preaident n1&)" 
~int an officer as Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff" 

y if theA~oftihaacer-h · · · 1 d ' '61 f h. . 1 ( t e JOmt spec.a ty un er section 6 o t 1s tit e; 
a n -

(B) has cleted a full tour of duty in a joint duty assign-
ment (as de in section 664(() of this title) a8 a ~nerar or 
~officer. 
(2) The President may waive paragra~h (1) in the cue of en 

officer if the President determines sucli action ia necessar~ iIJ the 
national interest. 

(c) DlmES.-The Vice Chairman perConna the dutiea pre
scribed for him aa a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and such 
other duties u may be rescribed by the Chairman with the ap
proval of the Secretary o IDefenae. 

(d) FuNcnoN AS ACTING CIWRMAN.-When there ia a vacancv 
in the office of Chairman or in the absence or disabilitv of the 
Chairman the Vice Chairman acts u Chairman and performs the 
duties of the Chairman until a successor ii appointed or the ab· 
aence or disability ceuea. 

(e)SUCCESSION AFTERCHAIRMAN ANDVICECHAmMAN.-When 
there is a vacan!=)' in the offices of both Chaimum and Vice Chair
man or in the atisence or disability of both the Chairman and the 
Vice Chairman, or when there ii a vacancy: in one such office and 
in the absence or disabilitv of' the officer holding the other, the 
President shall designate a~ member of the Joint Chief a of Staff to 
act P and _performhe duties of the Chairman until a successor t.o 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman is appointed or the absence or dis-
abilitv of the Chairman or vice Chairman ceaaea. • 

(0 GRADE AND RANK.-The Vice Chairman. while 80 serving, 
holds the grade of general or, in the case of an oftic:er of the Navy, 
admiral and outranks all other officers of the armed forces ocept 

11-L-0559/0SD/2006 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Title 10, United States Code, section 154, paragraphs d and e, state the Vice Chairman 
will function as Acting Chairman in the absence or disability of the Chairman or when there is a 
vacancy in the office. Paragraph e further states the President will designate a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to become Acting Chairman if both the Chairman and Vice Chairman are 
absent or disabled or there is a vacancy in both offices. 

To ensure designation of an Acting Chairman in a timely manner, I recommend you 
appoint the JCS member to become Acting Chairman in advance on a rotating quarterly basis. If 
the Service Chief specified in this schedule were absent or disabled, responsibilities would fall to 
the next JCS member in the rotation. Finally, if no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is 
available, Acting Chairman responsibilities would be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the 
Assistant Commandant of the Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment to the 
position. 

These procedures have been in place for many years and serve to ensure continued 
military leadership and advice in all reasonably foreseeable circumstances. 

I recommend you approve these procedures by signing the attached memorandum. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

11-L-0559/0SD/2007 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Pursuant to the Constitution and laws of the United States of America, I hereby 
designate the following officers to act as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
in the circumstances described in section 154 (e) of title 10, United States 
Code, during the period indicated in CY 2001 and in succeeding calendar 
years: 

Period of Designation: 
1 January to 31 March 
1 April to 30 June 
1 July to 30 September 
1 October to 3 1 December 

Desi~nated Officer: 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Chief of Staff, US Army 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Chief of Staff, US Air Force 

If the member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified in this schedule were absent 
or disabled, responsibilities would fall to the next member in the rotation. In 
the event no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is available, Acting Chairman 
responsibilities will be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the Assistant 
Commandant of the Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment 
to the position. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
CHIEF OF STAFF, US ARMY 

Subject: Dual Absence 

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
CHIEF OF STAFF, US AIR FORCE 
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS 

If you intend to be absent from the Washington area, your Vice/ Assistant should remain. If 
both you and your Vice/ Assistant intend to be absent, please notify the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense through the OSD Executive Secretary. 

In the event of a dual absence, the Chairman and Vice Chairman should limit their travel so 
at least one remains in CONUS, could return within 4 hours, and has access to secure 
communications, The Service Chiefs/Commandant and their Vice Chiefs/ Assistant 
Commandant should coordinate their travel so that at least one remains in CONUS and has 
access to secure communications. 

copy to: 
Secretaries of the Military Departments 

11-L-0559/0SD/2009 
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March 15, 2001 3:46 PM 

TO: RDML Quinn 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Order of Succession 

Have Dell'Orto take a look at that order of succession in the Pentagon for me. 

DHR:dh 
031501-26 
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March 15, 2001 12:13 PM 

SUBJECT: Order of Succession 

I want to review the order of succession for the Pentagon and be told to what 
extent it is statutory and to what extent we can propose changes to it. 

DHR:dh 
031501-12 

11-L-0559/0SD/2011 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 

CM-1162-01 
19 April 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Designation of Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Dual 
Absences 

; . ' 

1. Title 10, United States Code, section 154, paragraphs d and e (Enclosure A), state 
that the Vice Chairman will function as Acting Chairman in the absence or disability 
of the Chairman or when there is a vacancy in the office. Paragraph e further states 
the President will designate a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to become Acting 
Chairman if both the Chairman and Vice Chairman are absent or disabled or there is 
a vacancy in both offices, 

a. To ensure designation of an Acting Chairman in a timely manner, recommend 
the President appoint the JCS member to become Acting Chairman in advance on a 
rotating quarterly basis, If the Service Chief specified in this schedule is absent or 
disabled, responsibilities fall to the next JCS member in the rotation. Finally, if no 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is available, Acting Chairman responsibilities 
would be assumed by one of the Vice Chiefs or the Assistant Commandant of the 
Services in order of their seniority by date of appointment to the position. 

b. These procedures have been in place for many years and serve to ensure 
continued military leadership and advice in all reasonably foreseeable circumstances. 

2. Guidance with regard to dual absences of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Vice Service 
Chiefs and Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps is also enclosed. 

3. Request your signature at Enclosure B forwarding the proposed memorandum to 
the President on designating the Acting Chairman and at Enclosure C promulgating 
guidance on dual absences. 

Enclosures 

(A)G C. 
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61 CH. 5--ldlNT CHIEFS OF STAFF § 154 

(C) Changes in technology that can be applied effedjvely 
towarf'are~ 
(2) The Chairman aball include in each such report rec

ommendations for such changes inpolicles,directives, regulations, 
and legislation as may be necessary to acliieve the changes in the 
assignment of functions recommended by the Chairman. 
(Added P ..L 99-Ca3. f 201, ~ 1. 1986, 100 Stat. 1007.) 

§1M. Vi& Chairman 
(a)APPolNTMENT.-(1) There is a Vice Chairman of theJ oint 

Chiefs of S~ appointed bv the President, by and with the advice 
and consent OT ttie Senate, Trom the officers of the regu I a r com po
n ents of the armed forces. 

(2) The Chairman and Vice Chairman may not he members of 
the same armed force. However, the President may waive the re
striction in the p~ sentence for a Ii mi ted period of ti me in 
order to provide for tlie orderly transition of officers appointed to 
serve in the positions of Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

(3) The Vice chairman serves at the pleasure of the President 
for a term of two years and m~y be reaP.pointed in the same man· 
nerfor two additional terms. However, in time of war there is no 
limit on the number of reaJ)l)ointments. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOlf APPOI.NTMENT.-{1) The President ma)'_ 
appoint an officer as Vice Chairman of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff 
Only if the officer- . . . . . . 

(A) has the Joint specialty under section 661 of this title; 
and 

CB) has completed a full tour of dutY. in a joint duty assi£n
ment (~s defined in section 664(0 of tliis titre) as a generar or 
.tluofficer. 
(2)'"The President may waive paragraph (1) in the case of an 

officer if the President determines su cli a ct ion is necessary in the 
nati ona I interest. · 

(c) DUTIES.-The Vice Chairman performs the duties pre
scribed for him as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and such 
other duties as may be i,rescribed 6y the Chairman with the ap
proval of the Secretary of Defense. 

(d)FuNCTioN ASACTINo cHAIRMAN.-When there is a vacancy 
in the office of Chairman or in the absence or disability of the 
Chairman, the Vice Chairman acts as Chairman and performs the 
duties of the Chairman until a successor is appointed or the at>. 
sence or disability ceases. 

(e) SUCCESmON AFTER CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN .-When 
there is a vacancy in the offices of both Chairman and Vice Chair
man or in the absence or disability of both the Chairman and the 
Vice Chairman, or when there is a vacancy in one such office and 
in the absence or disability of the officer holdin.gthe other, the 
Presidentshall designate a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
act as and perform tle!d uties of the Chairman u nti I a successor to 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman is appointed or the absence or dis
ability of the Chairman or Vice Chairman ceases. 

(fl GRADE AND RANK.-'ffie Vice Chairman, ~bile so serving 
holds the grade of general or, in the case of an ofticer of the Navy: 
admiral ani:I outranks all other officers of the armed forces euept 

I 

Enclosure·A 
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TO: 

cc: 

Dick McGraw 

Torie Clarke 
Larry Di Rita 
Dov Zakheim 

August 9, 2001 7:56 AM 

FROM: Donald Rumsfe]d ?'
Efficiency and Cost Cutting SUBJECT: 

Thanks so much for the excellent report dated August 3. 

I have these thoughts: 

1. In the first paragraph on page 1, the second line, please get the estimate of 
the Services' Public Affairs, and let's get a total figure. 

2. In the bottom of the first paragraph, let's come up with an average cost for 
military personnel and throw that cost in. 

3. I would get going on exercising some control over AFIS. 

4. You ought to get with Washington Headquarters Services and USD(C) and 
see if we can get a presentation that pulls these things together so we can 
track it properly. I don't know whether or not we ought to actually move 
the accounts. 

5. Why is OASD(PA) never charged for the computer printers? 

6. You might want to get with a pro on the subject of office budgets and 
management and if you need any outside assistance, there are folks around 
who would be happy to help. 

Thanks so much. 

Attach. 
8/3/01 McGraw memo to SecDef re: OASD/PA Efficiency and Cost Cutting 

....s.) 

'.~ 

~ 

~ 
DHR:dh 
080901-S U12701 /02 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1400 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1400 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

3 August 2001 

THROUGH: TORIE Cl 

cc: LARRY DIRITA AND VADM GIAMBASTIANI 

SUBJECT: OASD/P A Efficiency and Cost Cutting 

Where We Are 

Your public affairs operation has about 1,276 people assigned to it a1ml lllr.ais ~ 
totaling $154.3 million for FY 2001. The Services' public affairs operations·are- not me u 
these numbers. These figures include 76 people and a budget of $4.3 million for the office of the 
OASD(PA) and 1,200 people and a budget of $150 million for American Forces Information 
Service (AFIS). T can't tell you the true cost because military personnel assigned to the public b 
affairs function are paid by their military departments and are not canied on the budget of l(y( pvt 
OASD(PA) or AFIS-that's about 387 of the 1,276 people. ~ 

While we have supervisory responsibility for AFIS, our office apparently has rarely 
exercised any budgetary control over AFIS. They are an OSD Field Activity and are budgeted 
by the US~Comptroller, while the rest of OASD(PA) is budgeted by WHS~ \ 

- \-(~\\1 
What We're Doing Now ----.., _ ~,.,\ l , 
We are taking some immediate steps to cut costs and improve the organization of our 

immediate office. Some are minor in the great scheme of things but they are symbolic. Some of 
these savings will not show up on our budget because we never budgeted for them in the first 
place-they're in the WHS budget but we never see it. For example, for 76 people in our 
operation, we have 62 desktop computer printers. We will cut those by at least 50%, saving an 
estimated $6000 to $7000 in capital replacement costs and another $6,600 per year in operating 
expenses for toner, etc. But those figures will never show up on any OASD(PA) budget as a 

\ ... ~ _,,,,- savings because OASD(PA) was never charged for them. T point that out only to highlight the 
'0J \\ \: \ difficulty in finding reportable savings. Moreover, I am concerned that if we, in effect, tum the 

\J · money back to WHS, the funds simply will be recycled to someone who overruns their budget so 
no savings are realized. I submit people are less likely to hunt for cost savings and expense 
reduction if it isn't reflected on their budgets. 

~ 
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Some other things we are doing to reduce costs and improve efficiency in our shop are: 
reducing the number of voice mail boxes, reducing overtime and compensatory time by using 
more flex time, reducing newspaper and magazine subscriptions and eliminating providing Boy 
Scout and Girl Scout certificates upon their achieving Eagle Scout or equivalent status. These 
savings will amount to approximately $167,000 in FY 02. 

AFIS has identified another $1.4 million in potential cost savings in FY 02 and beyond 
but those savings need to be examined closely. In the administrative area of AFIS (travel, 
subscriptions, training, overtime, office supplies, etc.) we know we can save about $155,000 in 
FY 02 and we will proceed to do that. 

Also in the short run, we are thoroughly analyzing our immediate office structure and 
manning-both quantity and quality. We already know we are doing some things very well we 
probably should not be doing, while some things we should be doing, like setting 
communications goals and strategic planning to accomplish those goals, are not being done. We 
already are making some changes and bringing in some new people. So far we have been able to 
accomplish this within our existing headcount allocation, but I expect we will seek some relief 
there from WHS before this is over. 

Measurable results of our immediate steps should be greater efficiency ( even if the 
dollars don't show up in our budget) and the ability to deliver the DoD message or messages to a 
variety of audiences, in any geographic location, through a multitude of communications media 
and mechanisms and provide reasonably quick feedback as to whether we are successful in 
getting our message across to the target audience. We do not now have the ability to do those 
things. 

Where We're Headed 

We are in the process of preparing a DOD-wide audit and evaluation of all internal and 
external public affairs activities and organizations with an eye toward reviewing the public 
affairs mission across all the services, achieving some cost savings through greater efficiencies 
of operation, making sure the proper assets are in place to execute the mission, and to better 
manage message coordination and delivery. This will include a review of all the legislation and 
DoD directives under which we, AFIS and the Service PAO's operate. It probably will take 
from six months to a year to complete the work. This will be a massive undertaking for the 
Public Affairs shop. It likely will run into resistance-change is hard and this kind of 
undertaking will be seen as a precursor to change. We are also mindful that the Congress is quite 
sensitive to and has a history of looking very carefully at what the DoD spends on its public 
communications activities. At the end of the day, we will have completely reevaluated what the 
Public Affairs mission is and should be in the 21st century and realigned ourselves, both in OSD 
and throughout the services, accordingly. 

2 
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~cc~ 
October 22, 2001 11:12 AM 

t,kt1 t /O]oo/-3'8 

TO: Torie Clarke 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld -~ 

SUBJECT: Link w/CENTCOM 

~~ 
I have read your memo of October 19. My recommendation is that you develop a 

quick response center here in the Pentagon, with a direct link to Craig Quigley. 

Then have someone redraft this as a memo from me to Gen. Franks to tell him we 

are setting up this quick response cell. Let him know we need to do it as part of 

our information and influence campaign and that we would appreciate his 

cooperation inallowing us to work closely with.Craig Quigley on it.. 

Then you should work with the influence group and be sure there is a direct 

connection between what you are doing and what they are doing. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
I 0/19/0IASD(PA) memo toSecDef 

DHR:dh 
102201·16 

/ 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1400 

SECDEF HAS SEEN 
OCT 2 2 2001 

19 October 200 I 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Credibility 

The news cycles for the war against tenorism are minutes and hours, not days or weeks. 
Improved technologies have greatly expanded news capabilities from remote areas. Bad 
information can and does travel fast and has a debilitating impact on our credibility if not V 
addressed quickly. Thus, we need to be organized to rapidly counter disinformation and quickly r1 J 
admit our mistakes. 

Initial reports often come through the press. The media report what the Taliban and their 
supporters say, even when what they say is flatly not true. Our spokesmen and public affairs 
people get press inquiries about operational mistakes before we hear about them from our own 
commanders. Network footage airs without explanation. 

Our responses have been delayed or incomplete or inadequate. We have missed 
opportunities to set the record straight and to explain our own actions. 

We can and should do better. Our experience in the past few days has convinced me that 
we need to work this from the top down. 

Specifically, T recommend you direct your supported unified commander(s) to report to you 
and the Chairman as follows: 

I 

I 
• 

• 

Make an initial report within one hour of receiving a report of significant disinformation 
or a mistake by U.S. forces. 

Follow up that initial report within three hours with a written operational and intelligence 
assessment and a recommended public affairs approach, including a proposed news 
release if wananted. 

• Submit imagery and other "proof' in time for the next Pentagon news briefing. 

In PA we can and will support this effort, but the guidance and direction should come from 
you, and the supporting information must come from the CINC. 
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November 20, 2001 8:12 AM 

~-
Torie Clarke 1 -,. -........., .. ·\2~. \ 1- 1 c 

I ' ' 1 • I 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \ . / 

. ..:~ 
' .) 

·"'\ I l h . I \ . • ,.-- ·~ y./' 
'\ .. -J<.' '.._;,... __ . 7 . 

l
l r--·:!\ ( j • ( /. ;: __ _!. '-''-"" _ ... , "--"'Y--· 

-~ 
SUBJECT: Claims by Al-Jazeera 

, 

I think we ought to get somebody to go after Al-Jazeera /ery hard for making the 1 . __ . 
( ---, ___.. 

irresponsible charge that we purposely targeted the71t is a flat lie. We did not. "· · --:- _ .. 
'\ l \ - .:..- • ,· . 
!\ _\~\ v~ 

It is irresponsible for an organizati'!,~th;;~)tiake that charge without any _,----· ' ,...... _ 
/ ;· \ _.-· / ./ 

justification at all. ;' / } ·. 1 
/ 

/ i.fi/ J Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
112001-2 

V'f/ 
I ~ .... / 

I ,, /,..,.· 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by----------

/ 
I 

.. / ., 

/ 
./ 

Ii 
// 

/; 

// 
U14726 02 
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PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

Hafez AI-Mirazi-Osman 
Bureau Chief 
Al-Jazeera 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1400 

Nalional Press Building 
Suile 924,529 14th Slreel NW 
Washinglon, DC 20045 

Dear Mr. AI-Mirazi-Osman, 

December 6, 2001 

On November 18, Al-Jazeera claimed U.S. bombers targeted its Kabul office. Chief 
Editor Ibrahim Hilal was quoted as saying he believed the attack was deliberate and planned. 

The Secrel:uy of Defense has been clear from lhe start of the campaign in Afghanislan 
that we would only consider militarily significant targels and lhal we would not target civilians. 
As our spokesmen from the U.S. Central Command said in the immediate aftermath of the 
bombing, the building we slruck was a known al-Qaida facility in central Kabul. There were no 
indications this or any nearby facilily was used by Al-Jazeera. 

We will continue to target lhose facilities and locations that have military significance. 
We regret any loss of life or damage to property lhal occurs during bombing. bul will continue to 
aggressively pursue those individuals and organizations that support or underwrite terrorism or 
terrorist organizations. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

COALITION WORKING GROUP 
PUBLIC DIPLOMACY MORNING REPORT 

Sunday November 18, 2001 
,"1, '-A: 

MEDIA/OPINION CLIMATE 

Reuters carried an item stating U.S. urges that any future Afghan 
government include both genders. The item also mentions the First 
Lady's address and the Department report on "Taleban's War Against 
Women." (Reuters) 

Northern Alliance senior officia Is said 100 recently arrived British 
commandos must! leave since the Alliance was not consulted about their 
arrival. UK insist? the issue had been discussed. (Reuters) 

The Taleban confirmed the death of bin Laden's military chief 
Mohammed Atef in a U.S. bombing raid three days ago. (AP) 

BBC office on the same street 

SUMMARY OF AL JAZEERA PROGRAMMING 

Pakistan correspondent quoted Tale ban ambassador to Pakistan as 
stating that while he was unaware of the exact location of Usama bin 
Laden, he did know that bin Laden was still in Afghanistan, 

Station: 
• reported arrival of 25 UN workers in Kabul; 
• speculated that a Russian delegation will soon travel to Kabul to meet 

with former president Rabbani; 
• claimed that since Pakistan has tightened its borders it is unlikely 

that bin Laden will attempt to escape to Pakistan. 

PUBLIC APPEARANCES BY STATE AND OTHER OFFICIALS 

November 18: Secretary Powel I to appear on ABC and Fox Sunday news 
shows to discuss the global coalition. Senior Advisor Ross to appear on a 
Lebanese Broadcasting Corporation interview program. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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• 
FR0M oipARTMENT OF STATE OPERATI ONS CENTER 

.>-
(SUN) 11 . 18 ' 01 5 : 3 6/ ST. 5 : 31 / NO. 3700000989 P 3 

UNCLASSIFIED 

November 19: Secretary Powell to appear at the University of Louisville; 
EAP Assistant Secretary James Kelly to appear at the Foreign Press 
Center. Ambassador Kenton Keith will open the Coalition Information 
Center in Islamabad with a press conference. 

November 20: Senior Advisor Ross on VOA Arabic radio/TV interview 
call-in show "Hello America;" AID Administrator Natsios to appear at the 
Foreign Press Center reporting on visit to Afghanistan. Natsios to appear 
on the morning TV news shows to discuss Humanitarian efforts in 
Afghanistan. 

November 2 1: Senior Advisor Ross DVC with Tunisian media. 

November 29: Attorney General Ashcroft on al Jazeera, BBC, VOA; AF 
Assistant Secretary Kansteiner on VOA. 

CpALITION MESSAGE OF THE DAY 

The Taleban's war against females has cruelly reduced women and girls 
to poverty, poor health, and illiteracy, conditions that do not conform to 
the treatment of women in the Muslim world nor the tenets of Islam. 
These brutal discriminatory policies violate basic principles of human 
rights and they deny Afghan society a large pool of professional 
knowledge. In the early 1990s, women were well-represented in 
government, education, medicine, and other occupations. Women will be 
able to provide invaluable expertise necessary for the reconstruction of 
post-Taleban Afghanistan. (Washington File) 

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY ACTIONS 

IIP translated and posted the First Lady's address on the brutal 
oppression of Afghan women and children by al-Qaida in five languages 
(Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian and Spanish) and did the same with 
the State Department report "Taleban's War Against Women." (IIP) 

Drafted: MMul)er, Coordinator Approved: JJohnson, Director 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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A1,ril rn. 2001 9:~~ A 

TO: Duvid Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfcld ~ 

SUBJECT: Military Health System 

Please take a look at these health papers that we received from the National 
Academy of Sciences group. We ought to think carefully about some of their 
recommendations. 

Attach. 
"Military Health System'· and "Alt I: Defense Health Command" 

DHR:dh 
041001-:'iO 
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• Military Readiness - to provide medical and 
preventive health services and support to the 
United States Armed Forces during military 
operations 

. Peacetim.e flealth Ca.re - to provide continuous 
medical and preventive services and support to 
members of the Uniformed Services, their family 
members, and survivors, retired members and their 
families and all others entitled to Department of 
Defense health care 

Source: ASD(HA) 
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-:» 6 million ~t1stomers (8. 2 mill on 
eligible) 

® 12,000 physicians 

·@ Total n1edical workforce 147,800 

® $15. 7 Billion - 6.4% of DoD budget 

'* 115 hospitals, 471 clinics 

·~~~~~~·~Jl4000. deploya.ble beds 
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Council 

Principals 
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PDASO (HA) 
Director for Logistics, J--4 
ASA(M&AA) 
ArmyVCS 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE 

FOR 
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(ASD/HA) 

I 

~-·············., 
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• I TRICARE Support Office (234) I 
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7RMCs 

MRMC 

Staffing 
.Office of the Surgeon General 95 
.Medical Command 374 
.7 Regional Medical Command's 114 
.Dental Command 17 
.vet Command 27 
eMedlcal RDT&E 116 

CHPPM 

.center for Health Promotion and P·reventive Medicine 758 

.AMMED Center and School 1886 · 

.Assigned to Health Affairs Lead Agents 143 
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Ea-ch circle rep-resents a -
Medical Facility. They are 

-- -color coded to represent the -~ ~ - ------ -~- - --- -

Major Command they 
report to. 
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Not Shown 
TRICAK~ Europe 
TRICARE Pacific 
TRICARE Latin America 
TRICARE Alaska 
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-~~£:Af.l.~ .. §ta_ffin_g LeveJ .. 
1tppropriate level of staffing is between current 

.Health Affairs level and the total of all Nlilitary Departments 

Air Force 1545 

··-·- ·-- ... ---·- ···---·--·-···-··· ··-····-·---··-·------
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He~Jth and Benefit' Policy : 
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Quality Assurant~, 
Pa tieut·· Satis'ractio1 

Prevention/ 
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• 
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Health Promotic 
Preventive Med 

ecuperative care 
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·A 
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t one balf of all early deatbs in 
the United States are a.ttributable to 

external factors such as alcohol, 
dietary habits, illegal drugs, and 

tobacco. Tobacco t1se alone accounts 
for over $50 billion in heal tit care costs 

nationally. 
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• Adjusted for age, race, gender 
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• To to provide medical and. preventive 
health services and support to the United 
States Armed Forces during military 
operations 

• To provide for a healthy and productive 
military force during peacetime 

• To provide for healthy and productive 
milita.ry benefi.ciaries 

., ., ., ., ., ·-----·-·-------.. ---·-• .... .-----------···-- ------~ 
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* USUHS forms the core of the command 
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Oversight boards will co11sist of: 

.. Permanent membership from all three Military 
Departn1ents - including both line and medical 

.. Representation from the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

.. l~eprese11tation from US:D(A), USD(C), 
US:D(P&ll), and AS:D(llA) (as appropriate) 

l~epresentatio11 from custo1ners to inclttde active 
dutyJ:~rese11tatio11 (and retiree representation~~ 
- if possible) 
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Deployed Medicine & Health Promotion: 

17 from DENTCOM 
758 from CHPPM 
21 from AMEDD Center & School (logistics) 
134 from AMEDD Center & School (force integration) 

Research & Training: 

116 from RDT&E 
1643 from AMEDD Center & School 

Defense Health Command: 

114 from Regional Medical Commands 
269 from MEDCOM 
$8 from AMEDD Center & School(IM/1.T) 
143 already allocated to Lead Agents 

Surgeon General: 
200 plus 27 (VETCOM) for a total of 227 
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Deployed Medicine & Health ·Promotion: 
161 from AF Materiel Command 
80 from AF Medical operations 

Research & Training: 
597 from Air Training Command 
70 from Medical RDT &E Brooks, AFB 

Defense Health Command: 
186 from MAJCOM's 
78 From AF Medical Systems Activity 
160 already allocated to Lead Agents 

Surgeon General: 
200 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 5, 2001 12:12 PM 

TO: Mr. John Veroneau, Legislative Affairs 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld vi--
SUBJECT: Congressional Reporting Requirements 

Attached is a report that indicates the Congressional reporting requirements for 
2001. 

I am absolutely amazed. I have not seen anything like this. 

I have these thoughts: 

1. What does all this cost? 
2. Which committees are requiring these reports? 
3. Which individuals are requesting the reports? 
4. Are there some that can be reasonably eliminated completely? 

cc: 

5. Are there some that can be combined? 
6. Is it possible that we could encourage the Congress to put sunsets on these 

reports so that they only happen once and never again? 
7. Does someone have the due dates? 
8. Is this something we should be talking to the key members of Congress 

about and see if we can't calm it down? 
9. Is there some way we could reduce the level at which these reports or 

responses have to be? For example, the ones for the President being 
reduced to me and the ones for me being reduced down to lower levels. 

I 0. Any thoughts from anyone? 

Dr. William Schneider 
Dr. Paul Wolfowitz 
Dr. Dov Zakheim 

Attachment 

DR:dh 
020501-7 
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• OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3-F&eb:Pf -<;f, 
'./! 

SUBJECT: Congressional Reporting Requirements 

MEMORANDUM FOR Dr Cambone 

Sir 

Attached for your information is a paper explaining the 
subject reports 

Also attached is a listing of all Congressionally mandated 
reports 

Package prepared by Bruce Dauer and Warren Hall 

They indicated in red which reports tey believe the Secretary 
should personally sign (i.e. not delegate to Component 
leadership for signature) 

MARIA I. CRIBBS 
Colonel, USAF 
Executive Secretary for the 

Department of Defense 
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N 2001 CONGRESSIONAL REPORTING REQUIREI\1ENTS "''. ).-,\i \,,.,,...' \rV: vF°''t 
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The attached listing identifies the congressional reporting requirements included in the FY 200Il l( 
Defense Authorization Act, the FY 2001 DoD Appropriation Act, FY 2001 Military ~v,.i 'l~\.t, 
Construction Appropriation Act and the accompanying conference, House, and Senate reports. 

• Reports noted in language to be submitted by the President or the Secretary of Defense 
are highlighted in the attached listing. 

There are 520 individual requirements for the Department to prepare reports, plans, studies, 
notifications, and certifications. 

• 

• 

• 

21 state that the President should report to the Congress . 

245 state that the Secretary of Defense should report to the Congress ') 
/ 

The remainder identify the Department, a Military Service, or an indivf<luaf other than the 
Secretary of Defense 

General procedures for submission of reports to the Congress: 

• Reports required to be submitted "to the Congress'· are addressed to the Speaker of the 
House of Representative and the President of the Senate. These offices then distribute 
the reports to the relevant offices. (Sometimes copies are sent directly to the defense 
oversight committees as well as a courtesy. The office preparing the report makes this 
recommendation on a case by case basis.) 

• Reports required to be submitted "to the defense committees'' are addressed to the Chair 
and Ranking member of the House and Senate Defense Authorization Commmittees and 
the Chair and Ranking member of the House and Senate Appropriation Committees. 
Copies are usually sent directly to the relevant DoD Appropriation Subcommittee. 

• Reports required to be submitted to a specific committee are addressed to that committee. 
Copies are usually sent to the other committees as a courtesy. 

General procedures for Secretary of Defense signature on reports: 

• Secretary of Defense should sign all correspondence relating reports required to be 
submitted by the "President" 

), As a matter of practice, the Secretary of Defense would forward all designated 
"President" reports to the President for submission to the Congress. 

), The Secretary of Defense would sign a "President" report that is to be jointly signed 
with the Secretary of another agency or directly coordinate on a report signed by the 
Secretary of another agency that is to be coordinated on by the Secretary of Defense 
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• "Secretary of Defense" reports allow for discretion by the Secretary of Defense to either 
accept or delegate signing authority 

);.,, The Congress designates a "Secretary of Defense" report because it wants the 
Secretary to sign it or wants a senior official from the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense to sign rather than someone from the Military Services 

2 

};:,, The Secretary of Defense signs those reports considered to be of special interest by 
the Secretary or the senior OSD staff, and delegates signature authority to other senior 
officials for all others 

As a general rule, the Secretary of Defense signs certifications and elected waiver 
authorities required in statute 

Secretary of Defense special interest reports could be determined from issues 
known to be of interest to the Secretary, international policy issues, highly 
controversial issues, or other issues recommended by the senior OSD staff. 

The attached listing annotates those "Presidential" and "Secretary of Defense" reports 
that might be considered for signature by the Secretary. Final determination should be 
made by the OSD senior staff. 
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Congressional Reporting Requirements/Assignments 2001 
Action 

Report Page Subject Action Due Date Office Brief 

106-290 SAC-MILCON Subcommittee Rot (on S 2521, Rot'd 9 Mav 00) 
106-290 020 Armed Forces Institute of Pathology Facility Report "Without further OASD/HA Evaluate alternatives for improving the AFIO facilities. 

delay" SECDEF reoort. 

1()6.290 012 Transfer Authority Notify "After the fact" OUSD/C Transfers between any accounts io the bill could be 

accomplished at the detennination of the SECDEF. SECDEF 
reoort. 

106-290 053 Support for counter-drug activities of the Report Within 45 days of OUSD/P Outline specific uses for all funds appropriated in accounl 
Government of Colombia enactment SECDEF reoort. SECDEF SHOUl,D SIGN. 

106-290 020 Weapons Storage and Mainrenance Facility. Ft Report 06/15/01 JCS Needed improvements in the overall infrastructure requhed to 
Bragg,NC ensure the safety certification and efficiency of those foreign 

weal)ons. 
106-290 022 Weapons of Mass Destruction -- Civil Support Report 2/15/01 NGB Distribution of funds for unspecified minor construction fundine 

Teams(WMDCSTI to directly suooort WMDCST mauirements. 
106-290 053 Support for counter-drug activities of the Notify (if I 5 session days prior OUSD/C Limit on funds made available. 

Government of Colombia necessary) . to obligation of funds 

1()6.290 025 NATO Security Investment Program Funds Notify 21 days prlorto OUSD/P Before using NSIP funds for NATO enlargement or Pannership 
obti211tion for Peace (PPP) oumoses. 

1()6.290 053 Support for counter-drug activities of the Report Monthly OUSD/P Identify private sector firms providing support. the number of 

Government of Colombia Americans overseas in execution of supporting conttacts, the 
number of military persoone.l and U.S. Government employees 
operating iD Colombia and surrounding region. 

106-290 021 Antilles Consolidated School System Report 08/01/00 OUSD/P&R Deficiencies of the school system, corrective measures to be 
implemented, and an associated lime line for resolving the 
issues. 

}()6.290 059 Defense Health Program.~ Report Within 30 days of OUSD/P&R Repon on the application and use of funds provided. 
enactment 

106-614 HAC-MILCON Subcommittee Rot (on HR 4425. Rot 9 Mav 00) 
106-614 026 New housing consttuction Notify 30 day.~ prior OUSD/AT&L Funds appropriated for a new consttuction project may be 

transferred for purpose of a private sector pilot project at the 
same location. SECDEF ~-

1~614 026 Construetion improvements Notify 30 days prior OUSD/AT&L Funds appropriated for a consttuctioo improvement project may 
be rransfe:rred for purpose of a private sector pilot project at the 
same location. SECDEF report. 

1()6.614 038 E hvironrnental Restoration Notify When necessary OUSD/AT&L A ceiling is established on lhe level of funding unless ii is 
determined that additional obligations are necessary, and the 
necessary reasons t:or. ~e increase are given. SEC D El; report. 

Thursday. February 1, 2001 Page tof 36 
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Congressi ona I Reporting Requirements/Assignments 2001 
Action 

Report Page Subject Action l ~ue Date Office Brief 
106-614 007 1 ansfcr Aulhorily Notify "After the fact" OUSD/C The budget request proposed a general provision allowing the 

transfer of up lo $67,000,000 between any accounts in the bill. 
SECDEF report. 

106-614 014 Ft Belvoir: Army Museum Report Within 90 days of Army Determine whether Fort Bclvoir is au appropriate site for the 
enactment National Museum of the U.S. Armv. 

106-614 030 ire Suppression Report Within 30 days after Anny To ensure smoke detectors. alarms and fire extinguishers arc 
enactment installed in all stairwell apartments in Germany. 

106-614 039 Rio Vista Reserve Center: Cleanup efforts and Report 09/15/00 Anny Concerning plans for building demolition, including the required 
asbestos remediation funding, funding source. and estimated dates for completion of 

such activities. 
106,614 008 Recycled foundry sand Report 03/30/01 A1111y _/ Navy Prior and potential use of foundry sand in military construction. 

106-614 007 Joint Use Facilities Certify With use of Form Amy/Navy/ When the Department assesses facilities needs, and Form 
139011391 Air Force 1390/1391 which is presented as justification for either joint use 

or unilateral construction. 
106614 020 !Facilities Backlog Repon With the budget Army I NGB Current backlog of facilities requirements of the Army National. 

Guard. 
106,614 020 Armory Infrastructure .Repon 01101101 Army I NGB Status of armory infrastructure . 

106-614 008 B'.\,1DG Construction Projects Notify 30 days prior to BMDO The Committee is concerned about this request and wants prior 

- ~bligati~ notification of .soecific oroiects with detailed iustification. 
10~614 015 Lemoore NASQualityofLife and Work Space Report 03/15/00 Navy Explain the execution of the Infrastructure Improvement Plan, 

Conditions including any changes or modifications that have been made to 
the plan and the reasons therefor. 

106-614 015 Puerto Rico-Roosevelt Roads Naval Stadon Report Within 90 days of Navy Outline options available for development of the land, a 
enactment timetable, the Navy should develop with lhe Municipality of 

Celba. and actions to be taken by the Deoanmeot. 
106-614 032 Marine Corps Barracks. Notify 30 days to a<lvanc.e Navy Aulhortzes tile use of private RJnds for the consuuctlon, 

of intended fund use imorovement, reoair, and maintenance of the historic residences. 
106-614 038 Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Reoort 01/15/01 Navy Status of lhe transfer and remediation of the shipyard. 
106-614 006 Historic Preservadon Report 3/30/01 OUSD/AT&L Develop innovative Initiatives and future plans that can help 

reduce costs and improve maintenance of historic orooerties. 
106-614 OC11 Paint Report 03/30/01 OUSD/AT&L Review current mllltarv soeclficatlons and cost& for oaint. 
106-614 035 Contractor Support for Family Housing Report Quarterly OUSD/AT&L Review and report the expenses of each Service to ensure 

Privatization excessive amounts are not being spent on contractor support 
106-614 024 NATOSecmity Investment Program Report Quarterly OUSD/C NATO nations share of cost and NSIP project costs aud cost 

shares. 
106-614 027 Foreiim Curreney Savin!!S O&M Rlmnrt 11/01/00 OUSD/C Allowcation of savin2s from foreign currencv ~estimations. 

Thursday, Fcbrnaiy 1, 2001 Page 2 of36 
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Congressional Reporting Requirements/Assignments 2001 
Action 

Report Page Subject Action Due Date Office Brief 
106-614 027 Operation and Maintenance, Reprogrammlngs Notify Within 30 days of OUSD/C Proposed transfers of funds in excess of ten percent to all 

transfer of funds lorimarv account& and subaccounts. 
106-614 028 Domestic Leases Reoon Quarterly OUSD/C Details of certain new or renewed leasin2 ts. 
106-614 028 Foreign Leases Repon 21 days prior to OUSD/C Perform an economic analysis on all new teases or lease/contrac 

entering into an agreements; repon deWls of any new or renewal lease exceedln. 
agreement S20,000 per year (as adjusled for foreign currency fluctuation, 

but not adiusted for inflation). 
106-614 024 NATO Expansion Notify 21 days prior to OUSD/P Before using NSIP funds for NATO enlargement or Partnership 

obli2ation for Peace (PFP) l'ldl'Mses, 
106-614 011 Child Development Centers Plan 02/15/01 OUSDIP&R Crcalion of 25,000 additional child care spaces lbrough 

constructing child development centers over the next five vears. 
106-614 029 Asbestos and Lead-based paint removal Notify As required Servires When asbestos and/or lead-based paint removal costs cause 

mainlenance and repair thresholds to be exceeded. 

l06-292 SASC Rot (S 2549, Rpt'd 12 May 00) 
106-292 329 Appropriate use of the government purchase Report 02/01/01 Anny (Bruce Report on processing costs at the DFAS. SECDEF report. 

card Sullivan, 681-
7564) 

106-292 264 Manufacturing T cchnical Assistance Pilot Report When necessary Navy Outline results of this pilot program SECDEF report. 

Program 
106-292 142 Army Future Combat Systems (FCS) Report 01/31/01 OUSD/AT&L Include the schedule for this initiative~ funding required for FY-

02 aud future years; and a description and assessment of the 
acquisition strate_gy, SECDEF report. 

106292 224 Maritime patrol aircraft Report 03/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Outline lhe cmrcnt stalus of the MMA concept cxploralion, 
including the impact of funding requested in the FY-02 budget 
request to prevcnl near-lerrn shortfalls. SECDEF report. 

106-292 226 Radial ion Harden& Elecaonics Investment Report 4/1/2001 aud OUSD/AT&L Rcporl on implementation of the S1ra1cgy, including the degree 
Strategy Annually therea&r lo which directed invcslmcnl goals arc being fulfilled. SECDEI 

report. 
106-292 329 Availability of contraclor past pcrfonnancc Report l\"L T 03/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Examine the issue. of award fee determinationinformation 

infcmiation disclosure under FOIA, lo delermine whether a clarification in 
regulation would be in the public interest. SECDEF rcporl. 

106-292 331 Performance goals and measures forqualityof Reporl 02/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report how the Department plans to improve its quality 
equipment and other oroducts assurance SECDEF report. 

106292 332 Polyacrylonilrile (PA:-.l) carbon fibers Report 02/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on the domestic and international industrial structure tha 
produces PA;\' carbon fibers, current and anticipated market 
trends. and on auy decision made in regard lo the DFAR 
restriction. SECDEF report. 

Thursday, February 1, 2001 Page 3 of 36 
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Congressional Reporting Requirements/Assignments 2001 
Action 

Report Page Subject Action Due Date Office Brief 
106-292 286 Inventory of financial management and feeder Plan Addition tocurrent OUSD/C Additional matters to be covered under the original report, e.g .. 

systems requ,irement identify each system listed in the inventory as critical or non-
critical and maior or non-maior,. SECDEF reoort. 

106-292 302 Funeral honors for members of the uniformed Report 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Following a conference with VA, HHS and Commerce, report it 
services findings and recommendations. SECDEF reoort 

106-292 J02 lnfonnation related to alternatives to the Report NLTOl/30/01 OUSDIP&R Descn'be the TAP program and its content by service. include a 
Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP) description of the methods of exposure; various numbers on 

oarticpa~s. and those who declined SBP. SECDEF repo11. 
106-292 JOJ Study on the use of peyote hy military personnel Report Upon completion of OUSD/P&R Report the findings of a study and any recommendations prior t, 

studv finalizing a ueomunent direciive. SECDEF rennrt 
106-292 319 Health care benefits for retirees living overseas Report NLTOJ/12/01 OUSD/P&R Re,wt on the desirability and feasibility of providing health C8ll 

benefits to these militaiy retirees. SECDEF re~ort. 
106-292 319 Implementation of DoD and VA sharing Report NLT 01/31/01 OUSD/P&R With the VA. develop a plan and report on the formation of 

iniliatives problem solution groups and regional liaisons to facilitate 
shllrin~ nnnortunities. SECDEF renrnt_ 

106-292 320 Notification of persons affected by unanticipated Repon lllL T 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Review the current notificati~n prooess and any additional 
adverse outcomes of medical care requirements the Secrewv dtt'.ms oeressarv. SECDEFreoort 

106-292 320 Special pays for military health care Report NL T 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Conduct a review and repon on the adequacy of special pays an, 
I orofessiooals bonuses. SECDEF reoort. 

106.292 049 Interim Brigade Combat Teams (IBCT) - Certify Wheo neccssaJ)' PA&E Cemfy that 1he conclusions of lhe operational analysis containe• 
Medium Armored Combat Vehicles in the Anny's 2nd report support the proposed acquisitions for 

additional IBCT equipment. SECDEF report SECDEF 
SHOULD SIGN. 

106-292 127 C-S aircraft upgrades Report 02/IS/OJ Air Force Contain analysis to support the recommendation on sequence of 
aircraft uo2rades and moiect lift capabilities for ten years. 

106-292 048 Interim Brigade Combat Teams (IBCT) - Report& 02/01/01 Army Description of the Army's plans for conducting a side-by-side 
Medium Armored Combat Vehicles Plan comparison of existing versus new hardware implementations. 

1~292 049 Interim l:lrigade Combat Teams (IBC'I) • Report 03/01/02 Army Provide analysis of the results of the side-by-side comparative 
Medium Armored Combat Vehicles operational analysis. 

1~292 127 Electronic digital compass system Report None specified Army Assess the utility and costs involved in integrating and procurio 
systems for combat and tactical vehicles of the first digitii.ed 
division and the digitized corps. 

1~292 12& Soldier's portable on-system repair tool Repon None specified A r m y Following a review of outstanding requirements, report on an 
(SPORT) acquisition sttategy designed to meet those requirements. 

1~292 225 Prophylactic pharmaceuticals Report When completed Army Report results of a cost-benefit analysis of a development 
program based on current medical research, aud Include the 
fundin1t reQuiremem to fully develoo this research. 

Thursday,Febiuaiy I, 2001 Page 4of36 
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Congressional Reporting Requirements/Assignments 2001 
Action 

)Report Page Subject Action 1 •ue Date Office Brief 
106-292 2S6 C arlestown Naval Auxiliary Landing Field, Report 01/01/02. if Army If the site demolitiou workplancannot be executed inFY-01, 

Charlestown, RI. necessarv then the Army needs to explain their inaction. 
106-292 405 Support for Weapons of :vtass Destruction Civil Repo11 NL T 10/01/01 Army Provide a report on the expenditure of these funds. 

Support Teams 
106-292 222 ( rusader Repon 03/01/01 Am1y{AT&:l} Descnbe how the current development and acquisition strategy 

will fit with efforts designed to field the objective force 
described in the Anny transformation initiative. 

106292 212 National Missile Defense (NMD) Report 04/01/01 BMDO Report the analysi.~ of the advantages and disadvantages of a 
competitive approach to follow-on GBR development and 
deolovment. 

106-292 330 Online auctioning Report 03/01/01 DFASor Provide a progress report on identifing specific markets for 
OASD/AT&L which online auctioning may be appropriate and the 

development of a pilot program. 
106-292 12) Special Operations Forces small arms and Report Priortoanyadd'I cs Assess the suitability of the equipment enhancements for all 

support equipment authorizations SOF operational elements and any recommendations for 
improvements to meet the needs of SOCOM. 

106-292 224 Joint Training and Experimentation Report 03/01/01 !JCS Assess the advisability and feasibility of establishing a joint 
national training center, include a summary of action.~ taken. 
planned or under consideration. 

106-292 0 9 4 LHD-8 Advance Procurement Report None Specified Navy Continued concern.~ over the FYDP and the Navy's stmcture of ; 
con1rac1 for LHD-8 that maximizes potential costs savings. 

106292 176 Refuel Los Angeles-class SSNs or convert Ohio Repo11 W/FY-<Jl Budget Navy Report the attributes u.~ed to anal y1.e the options and the 
classSSBNs distinctions among these attributes in the near- aud long-term. 

106-292 177 Shipboard simulators for Marine Corps Report 03/01/01 Navy A.~.~ess Marine Corps training for Marines afloat: a program to 
operations develop and field additiooalsimulation capabilities; and plans to 

support the fielding of new training simulation systems. 
106-292 283 Cultural and Historic Activities Repon 04/01/01 Navy Describe all the uses of Legacy funds aud relevant .~tale funds, 

status of recovery and preservation activities related to three 
civil war era vessels. aud the pn~jectedfunding and date for 
completion of all recoverv and preservation activitie.~. 

106-292 289 Revised requirements for report on use of smart Report 12/01/00 OASD/C3I Report on the cost and fea.~ibility of existing hard disk .~torage 
card as PKI authentication device carrier technology or other technologies tit could be used. include a 

comparison of the technologies on a cost and performance basis 

106-292 216 Complex systems design Report When completed OASD/C31or Conduct a review of the project. 
Army 

106292 221 ~fanagement reform for DoD test and evaluation Report When funds are OT&E Report on the allocation of PE 64940D funds and the Criteria 

centers awarded used to determine the recipients. 
106292 124 Advanced SEAL Delivery System Repon None Specified OUSD/AT&L Explain why this program wa.~ not to elevate to a higher level of 

review. as was required. 
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106-292 226 Transition of sucressful rese.arch project.,; into Report ML T 6 monlhs after OUSD/AT&L Review the transi1ioo pace problem anci report alternative 

lhe acquisi1ion system enactment approaches 10 ensuring that successful research initiatives are 
fielded in a timely manner, and lbe review should consider 
possible changes to the acauisition and budgeting systelll8. 

106-292 287 Joint Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Report 03/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report progress made to rei;ttucture lbe program to expand the 

Support (JCALS) program functionality and use of the JCALS program beyond the 
technical manual caoability. 

106-292 319 Financial assistance for tho.~ heneficiaries Report None specified OUSD/P&R Study requirements for dependents of military persoonel whose 

requiring animal assistance medical wnditioos may re<Juire such assistance, include an 
assessment of lhe economic imnact of obtaining such animals. 

106-292 329 Appropriate use of the government purclwe Report 0110l/01 Services Repon the findings of sampled purchase card transactions from 

card - selected commands to determine whether the prices paid wel'e 
fair .wd reasonable. 

106-616 HASC Rot (HR 4205, Rot'd 12 May 00) 
106-616 4S5 Condition of Barracks to Support Basic Training Report With the FY -02 Army Report findings, including recommendations, coincident with 

buditet reQuest Army's review of current p~s and J!fOl:[M& SECDEF report. 

106-616 465 Military Housing Privatization Initiative Report With die FY -02 Army Report findings, including recommendations on the impact of 
budget request miHtary housing developed under lhe authority of subcbapter IV 

ch. 169 of title 10, U.S.C., at Fort Carson. SECDEFreoort. 

l06-616 408 DoD Persoooel Security Investigation Report NL T 03/01/00 DA&M Describe efforts to establish a prioritization scheme and to 

Requirements Prioritie.'! provide more timeJy and complete personnel security 
iovestiutions. SF.CDEF rennrt 

106-616 286 Thermionics for space power systems Report Wich the FY -02 DTRA Report the results of che assessment of progress being made in 

budjtet reci uest the~-~-- and nlans for its continuation. SECDEF n>nnrt. 

106-616 334 Container Freight Station (CFS) Operations Report 180 days prior to any JCS Report results of the MTMC business case analysis and assess 
action on any the effects of tbe proposed transfer on military readiness. 
function transfer SECDEF reoort. 

106-616 342 Urban Warf~ Training Report 02/01/01 JCS Report on master plan for a DOD-wide strategy, with 

milestones, for im..-ovingservice and joint capabili1ies 10 
conduct these militarv onerations. SECDEF reoort. 

-· 
106-616 224 SSGN Conversion Report With the FY -02 Navy Provide an approved acquisition strategy and program plan, and 

budget request a decision as to whether the SSGN shall be ST ART .accountabk 
or ST ART comnliant. SRCDEF renort. 

106-616 282 lnfonnation technology, superiority and Report tl/01/00 OASD/C31 Report finding$ and recommendations of assessed shortfalls lo 

assuraDce the information technolon 1>ro ...... m. SECDEF reoon. 

106-616 290 Central Test and Evaluation Investment Program Report Prior to including in OT&E Report any recommended change to current funding procedures 
(CTElP) any buditet reouest for T&E facilities. SECDEF """"'". 
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106-616 284 Requirement for "designated laboratory'· Report With theFY-02 OUSD/AT&L The Department "s po.~ition. actions, and funding requirements 

budget request relative to establishment of a .~econd designated laborntory. 
SECDEF report. 

106616 285 Science and technology affordability initiative Report 03/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on the manner in which the S& T program addresse.~ total 
life cycle costs of weapons systems, include a description and 
assessment. associated funding requirements, and related policy 
initiatives. SECDEF reoort. 

106-616 285 Tactical and support aircraft noise reduction Report 03/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Provide status of funding and plans for noise reduction in 
tactical and support aircraft and for the reduction of sound 
I pres.~ure levels. SF.CDF.F report. 

106-616 337 r epm1ment of Defense Civilian Persoooel Report 01/31/01 OUSD/AT&L Develop a comprehensive plan to attract high quality sciet1tists 
(Recrniting and Retention) and engineers, and report the findings and recommendations. 

SECBEF reDort. 
106-616 394 Compliance with Applicable Labor Laws in Report NLT04/0I/Ol OUSD/AT&L Repon at1y it1formation indicating non-compliance by 

Procurement of Military Clothing contractors, with emphasis shall be placed on proper wage 
oaymerits and scales, SECDEF report. 

106-616 rn Armed Forces Recreation Centers Report 01/31101 OUSD/P&R Review the categories of personnel with APRC privileges to 
determine whether those categories should be broadened to 
include honorably discharged veterans. SECDEF report. 

106-616 331 I pdging Programs Report& 01/31/01 OUSD/P&R Review change iu policy. detailing the reasot1s for the chat1ge. 
Plan and submit a plan to hold harmless Army and Marine Corps 

MWR. SECDEF rennrt 

106-616 331 Nonapproprialed FWld Support of Official Report 03131/01 OUSD/P&R Review the support that category C activities provide to official 

Activities activities without reimbursement. SECDEF reoort. 

106-616 333 Civilian Air Traffic Controllers Report 01/31/01 OUSD/P&R Determine the best method to solve the recruiting and retention 
oroblem and renort any recommendations. SECDEF rennrt_ 

106-616 347 Additional Capabilili~ of, and Reporting Report Anoual report OUSD/P&R Detail the fundiog programmed for deficiencies identified In the 

Requirements for, the RRS Joint Monthly Readiness Review orocess. SECDEF rennrt. 

106-616 361 Incentives for Overseas A~ignments Report 12/31/00 OUSD/P&R Study incentives for overseas assignments and report on 
attainable and atrot<lable Rcommendatioos to resolve the 
loroblem of filling overseas dutv nn.ititions. SECDEF reoort. 

106-616 361 National Guard Military Technician Overtime Repon 03131/01 OUSD/P&R Repon findings and ~ommendations to a review of 1he "time 

Pay off in lieu of overtime" policy and cost considerations. 
SECDEF rennrt 

106-616 372 Benefits of Military Service Report 03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Review the programs employed to provide service members 
informaoon on the benefits available to them. and include an 
assessment of the IJl'02Tams effectiveness. SECDEF reoort. 

106-616 373 Extension of Time Llm.italioo on Use of Resene Report 03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Study time limitations on use of education benefits and 

Education Benefits detennine if an exten~ion <'f the time limitatiot1s is useful at1d 
~t effective. SECDEF reoort. 
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106-616 373 Improved Bask Allowance for Housing (BAH Report Annually 03/31/01- OUSD/P&R Study the growth of housing cosls in areas where the local costs 

06 of housing are believed to be directly influenced by increases in 
BAH rates. SECDEF report 

106-616 373 Military Pay Day Every 14 Days Repon 03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Study whether the change to a 14-day pay period for military 
!Personnel is both necessary and desirable. SECDEF report. 

106-616 374 Pay Table Reform for Mid-Grade Enlisted Report or With the FY-02 OUSD/P&R Study the issue and submit either a legislative proposal or an 
Members Legislative I udget request explanation as lo why lhe concerns arc not valid. SECDEF 

Proposal report. 
106616 374 Reimbursement for Reservisls' Travel Expenses Report 03/31101 OUSD/P&R Review current I ravel practices, potential aclvanlages for 

Reservist and Reserve components of providingreimbursments, 
and reporl SECDEF report. 

106-616 374 Reimbursement of Permanent Change of Station Legislative With the FY -02 OUSD/P&R Baaed on a DoD study. develop a legislalive proposal designed 
(PCS) Expenses Prooosa1 budget request lo enhance PCS reimbursement levels. SECDEF report 

106-616 383 Preventive Health Care Services Report 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Repon on the steps taken to improve the implementation of the 
PPIP initiative. SECDEF reporl 

106616 383 Computer-Based Patient Record and ~1edical Report Annually beginning OUSD/P&R Report on the progress and the remaining timelines and tasks 
Records Tracking System 03/01/01 associated wilh inlcgraling lhe medical information syslcms. 

SECDEF report. 
106-616 383 Computer-Based Patient Record and :Medical Report 03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Reporl lhe progress of lhe :MRTS and any interim measures lo 

Records Tracking System assure that all hospital and medical records of service members 
can be eas.ilv identified. SECDEF renort. 

106-616 384 Maodatocy Enrollment Program for TRICARE Repon 03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Conduct a study of die benefits to be gained by requiring 
Beneficaries TRICARE beneficiaries to enroll in any of the Department's 

TRICARE nrooraim. SECDEF reoort. 
106-616 384 Two-Year Extension of Authority for Use of Report 12/31/00 OUSD/P&R Extend authority for two years to complete tests of alternative 

Contract Physicians at Military Entrance methods for streamlining lhe new-recruit medical screening and 
Processing Stations and Elsewhere make recommendations for changes. SECDEF reoort. 

106-616 125 F-15 modifications Report With die FY -02 Air Force Provide plan to implement a block upgrade program. 
budget request 

106-616 129 Predator uomaoned aerial vehicle (UA V) system Repon With tbe FY-02 Air Force Assess lhe utility of a Predator-B aircraft.. including the benefits 
budget request or problems ooeratin2 a mixed Predator fleet. 

1()6.616 249 Extended nnge cruise missile (ERCM) Notify If necessary, but 30 Air Force If lhe Air Force proposes to pursue an acquisitioo strategy using 
days prior to other than fuU and opeo competitioo, Inform the committees of 
obli2ating any funds the radooale and justiftcadon. 

106-616 256 Small smart munitions (Miniaturiud Munitions Report With the FY-02 Air Force/Navy Final results of analysis of altematives, include a review of all 
Caoability (MMC)) budget request 26 government and industry MMC concepts. 

1~616 062 / 341 Reserve Component Automalioo System Report NLT 03/01/01 Anny Detail programmed funds for RCAS for FY s 2002 through 2007. 
lRCAS) 
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106-616 172 Chinook helicopter modification and Report With the FY-02 Army Assess the need to establish a funded product improvement 
improvement budget request program; report the results including levels of funding required. 

106-616 176 Future Combat System (Futun= Scout and Report NLT 12/31/00 Anny Report how the Army will sustain the joint FSCS program to 

Cavalry System (FSCS) program) develop and demonstrate key technologies applicable to the 
future family of combat systems. 

106-616 332 Army Apprenticeship Program Report 01/31/01 Anny Repon on plans to implement an apprenticeship program for 
Armv maintenance denots. 

106-616 332 Army Workload and Performanoe System Report 02/01/01 Army Update the A WPS master plan .to incorporate GAO' s 
recommendations and submit a revised master olan. 

106-616 340 National Maintenance Program (NMP) Report 01101/01 Army Identify the proliferation of depot-level maintenance that is 
oerformed outside of the oublic denots. 

106-616 270 National missile defense (NMD) Repon If determined NMD BMDO Detail justification for noncompele determination not later than 
radars shouldn't be 30 days prior to the propoSed initiation of any noncompetitive 
comneted effort. 

106-616 271 Navy theater wide (NTW) Report 02/15/01 BMDO Assess NTW radar requirements aod technologies and 
architectures, include consideradon of exnecred tlueals,. 

106-616 272 Russian-American cooperative national missile Report 01/15/01 BMDO Ex~ne concept report on possible architectures, technical 

defense merits aod challenges, cost, effectiveness, technology transfer 
risks, and areas of technical cooneration. 

106-616 193 Advanced anti-radiation guided missile Report WiUt the FY -02 Navy Provide results of the developmental testing of the ARRGM 

(AARGM) budiret reauest seeker and. the Navy's plans for further develOPment. 

106-616 199 Common Command and Decision (CC&D) Report With the FY-02 Navy Report on the Navy's program plan and funding for the CC&D 

System budget request P3I program and for insertion of advanced technology in the 
CEC/SSD inteaated combat svstcm. 

106-616 200 Composite advanced sail development Report With the FY-02· Navy Provide the Navy's plan for further develOPment of a oomposite 
budKet reauest advanced sail for the Virginia class submarine. 

106-616 200 CVNX aircraft carrier design product modeling Report With the FY-02 Navy After conducting an assessment of the cost-effectiveness of 

budget request developing a product model for the CVNX report the results, 
102:etber with olans and fundin2 reauirements for develoomeot. 

106-616 203 Extended range guided munition (ERGM) Report 11/01/00 Navy Provide a revised program basetine, risk reduction measures, an<l 
measures to foster comoetition in the nmoTam, 

106-616 204 Fielded system obsolescence, technology Report With the FY-02 Navy Report on plan for an Acousdc Rapid COTS Insertion (A-RCI) 

insertion and techuology refreshment budgel request program that would addre.~.~ the issues of technology refresh and 
technology insertion in legacy and developmental programs. 

106-616 205 Fleet health technology and occupational lung Report !\LT 03/21/01 Xavy Report on the plan for the occupational lung di.~ease study and 
disea.~e any initial study results 

106-616 207 l- y hr id fiberoptic/wireless communication Report With the FY-02 Navy Assess the progress in the program and the potential for 
techuology budget request incorporation into the Navy's core science and technology 

pro~! -
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106-616 219 P-3 modernization program Report With the FY-02 Navy Provide plans for sustaining 1he operational capabilities of the 
budsret reouest P-3 and for develonment of a reolacemenl aircraft. 

106-616 220 Parametric Airl>oroe Dipping Sonar (PADS) Report Widl the FY-02 Navy Pending successful completion of tests. report on the Navy's 
budget reauest 1Dlan for funber deveJooment 

106-616 220 ProjectM Report With the FY -02 Navy Report on the Navy's plan for transition oflhe technology 
bud~t reo11e&1 

106-616 226 Vacuum electronics Report With tile FY -02 Navy Provide final results and recommendations oo the asseSBment of 

budget request vacuume\ectronics and solid state technologies and 
aooUcadons. 

-·. . .. 
10~616 336 Defense Pe~onnel Records Imaging Syslem- Rtport 09/01/00 Navy Identify the strategy for sustainment ofthis sy.~tem. 

Electronics Mllitarv Personnel Records Svstem 
106-616 341 Naval Audit Service Notify Within 10 days of Navy Submit dcx.-umentatio.O: to support any decision to close audit 

decision beiD2 made sites in maior fleet cooceotration areas. 

106-616 249 Extended range cruise missile ('ERCM) Report Ifneressary, but 30 OUSD/AT&L H Ah' Force opts to include a penetration warhead, DDR&E 
days prior to provide an assessment of penetration warhead improvements 
obli1tacioR any funds necessarv to defeat the full snectJUm of tareets identified. 

106-616 279 High definition displays for military applications Report With the FY -02 OUSD/AT&L Develop a strategy for meeting the req~ments f(X advanced 

budttet reouest high definition disolavs. 

10~616 120 Aircraft navigational and passenger safety Report 02/01/01 Services Report on passenger and navigation safety upgrade status and 

eauioment !plans for each of its oassenger-canyi02 aircraft. 

106-298 SAC-Defense SubcommiJtee RDt (on S 2593, Rpt'd 18 Maw 00) 
106-298 136 Defense Working Capital Funding Adjustments Report NLT 10/30/00 OUSD/P&R Report on the usage policies. categories, reimbursement. etc. of 

the commissaries. SECDEF rcnort. 

106-298 028 Civil Air Patrol (CAP) Rtport 04/01/01 Air Force Report on the status of the relationship between the 
organizations and the governance and management of CAP. e.g. 
the cost of Air Force oversi2ht of CAP. 

106-298 035 819th Red Horse Squadron Report 10/15/00 AlrForc:e Report on the plan and time line to provide this standard vehicle 
allowance to the 819th Souadron. 

106-298 036 c4 Infrastructure Requirements for C-17 Plan 11/15/00 Air Force Provide a plan and time 1iDe for satisfying these funding 

Beddown 
commitments. 

106-298 083 C-130 modifications Report Not specified Air Force Report on the poteotial acquisition of existing simulators to 
support this effort. and the Jocalioo of the simulator training site 
to suooon die Pacific Air Forces. 

106-298 083 Commando Solo Report NLT 02/15/01 Air Force Conduct an analysis of options for effective airframe 
alternatives. to include the investigation of cost effective, 
commercial aircraft renla.cement rmtions. 

106-298 118 Combat Training Ranges Report 11/01/00 Air Force Inform the Committees of the earliest expected implementation 
of ADOSM to achieve initial OIV'!rational caoabilitv. 
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106-298 018 Unutilized plant capacity !Report NLT09/15/00 Anny Study the scale and capacity of arsenals and ammunition plants, 

in au effort to mitigate the need for further cash subsidies. 
106298 059 ! TAR-T certify lwiien necessary A r my Certify, when appropriate, that the program no longer has any 

software integration problems. 
106-298 098 Objective Crew-Served Weapon (OCSW) Report !within 60 days of IArmy Provide a status of the program. 

lnaiisasre 

10Cr298 139 Deseret Chemical Depot Report Within 30 days of Army Report the findings from safety investigations conducted at 
investi~ation Tooele Chemical Agent Facility (TOCDF). 

106298 l 4 4 Office of the lnspecttX" General Report Semi-annually IG Submit a semi-annual expenditures report in compliaocewilh 
the requirements contained in sec. 127 of title 10, U.S.C. 

106-298 014 !Container use maximization Report Within 1 year from JCS Outline in detail the inventory of DOD-owned container 
~nactment equipment and its readiness condition, the percentage being 

containerized, and provide an analysis of steps taken. 
106-298 023 Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard Repon NLTOl/15/01 Navy Report on the status of the conveyance and remediation of this 

I V 1 VV'-1 ,_y • 
106298 033 !Real property maintenance, Army National Report 04/15/01 NGB Detail how all funds appropriated for real property maintenance 

Guard to the ANG will be allocated. 
106-298 034 Distributive Training Technology program Report 01115/01 NGB Report on how tbeDepartmeot intends to allocate funding for 

this program in FY-01. 
106-298 034 Homeland Defense Initiative, Camp Gruber, OK Report 03/05/01 NGB Report on a feasibility study to assess the establishment of 

and Camp Dawson, WV combat training centers for local, State and Federal entities in 
response to weapons of .mass destruction (WMD) threats. 

106-298 037 Museum of the Rockies Report 10/01/00 OUSD/AT&L Provide a report on plans to fund and build this facility, and the 
overall construction schedule, to include the DD form 1391. 

106298 097 Electronic Warfare Plan Assessment 04/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Provide a analysis of each system's capability and potential for 
enhancement, including a specific assessment of each system's 
capability against the current and projected threats. 

I 06-298 127 PAC-3/Navy Area Defense Report 04/15/01 OUSD/AT&L Conduct a study of the potential for the missile to be used as tbl 
interceptor in the Navy Area program. 

106-298 035 Angel GateAcadei:rues Report NLT 02/15/01 OUSD/P&R Should this program be included in the civil-military program 
and should it be expanded to additional locations. 

106298 140 Clinical Coupler Demonstration Project Report 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Report the results of the clinical couplers demonstration, 
including a recommendation on whether they should be fully 
incorporated into the CHCS II system. 

106-298 036 Notification of environmental contract awards Notify Upon release of draft Services Notifyinterested State and local authorities and interested 
solicitations Members of Coogress upon release of draft solicitations for 

contracts anticipated toexceed$5,000,000. 
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06-644 HAC-Defense Subcommittee Rpt (on HR 4576, RDt'd 25 May 00) 
106-644 050 War Resel've at1d Prepositioned Materials Report 01/31/01 JCS Detail specific shortfalls and other stocks needed as described in 

the QRR, include estimates for both quantities and types of 
material shortfaJls, measures to eliminate shortfalls. and 
estimates of the cost to rernedv. SECDEF report 

106-644 006 Information Assurance and Computer ::-.letwork Report With the FY-02 OASDIC3I Provide details on planned obligation of funds, as well as 
Security budget reQuest fundim! pronosed in the FY-02 budl!et. SECDEF reoort. 

106-644 176 Radiation hardenedelectronics Report NLT 04/01/01, then OUSD/AT&L Report on the implementation of the Radiation Hardened 
Annually Electronics lt1vestment Strategy, and describe the degree of 

participation bv the Services and Auencies. SECDEF l'eport. 
106-644 014 Interim Brigade Combat Teams ((BCT) Certify With FY -02 bud gel OUSD/C Certify the budget .~ubmission fully funds an additional two 

request IBCTs, as well as iDeach of the succeeding years of the FYDP 
until eight brigades are financed. SECDEF report- SECDEF 
SHOULD SIGN. 

106644 041 Guard and Reserve Workyear Requil'ements Report 02/01/01 OUSD/C Repon on effons 10 ensure that accmate accountit1g it1formation 
is used ioprcparlngtheReserve components budget 
suhm i ssi ons. .S ECO EF reP<.m. 

1~644 053 Public transit vouchers Report NLn2/31100 OUSDIP&R Delineate measmes that the DoD has taken to implement E.O. 
13 I 50, and e.~timate the funding required to support the 
Executive Ordel'. SECDEF report. 

106-644 071 DoD Schools Report 01/15/01 OUSD/P&R Report on school teachercompensation/allowancesand fees for 
teacher/dependent medical servces. include recommendations 
and legislative proposals, if appropriate. SECDEF repon. 

1~644 067 c-s spare Parts Report NLT 01131/01 and Air Force Report 1he overall slalus oftbe spare and repair parts program, 
09/30/01 including whether necessary resources are programmed to 

address future requirements. 
106644 067 AF cargo distrihu1iot1 hub Report NL T 12/31/00 Air Force Assess the feasibility of using Youngstown-Warren Aii as a 

hub for the distribution of DoD cargo. 

106-644 014 Interim Brigade Combat Teams (IBC1) (Anny Repmt 04/30/01 Army Commission an independent organization to review and make 
Management) necessary recommendations to improve the Army's managemen 

structure, procedures, e1c., and provide a summary of the 
Secl'etary'.~ planned recommendations and actions. 

106-644 014 Interim Brigade Combat Teams (IBC1) (Am1y Report 04/30/01 Army After a review of ways to impmve the Army's management 
Management) structure and procedures, provide a summary of 

recommendations and actions to be taken. 

106-644 085 Depleted Uranium Environmental Re.~toration Repon 11/23/00 Army Define responsibilities for res1ora1ion of the site. if any. plans to 
meet them, and iden1ifyfunding requiremenls. how the Army 
has financed them. and a detailed schedule for completion. 
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106-644 093 Short Range Air Defense (SHORAD) Plan 01/15/01 Army Submit a plan for modernization of the force, and include au 

IModerni:zation analysis of the threat against the current, mid-term and future 
threat forces, alternatives for meeting the threat and their cost, 
and the Dian to fund modernization. 

106-644 091 Ground Proximity Warning System (GPWS) Report 04/01/01 Army Report the viability of installing GPWS on Army transport 
helicopters, include a cost analysis of the latest generation on a 
single circuit card and an acquisition plan. 

106-644 098A nmunition Management Report Within 3 months of Anny Report the effectiveness of the Triad at managing ammunition, 
enactment include readiness measurements; on-time delivery; reduction in 

backlog, and modernization of production base. 
106-644 103 Up-armored High Mobility Multi-purpose Report NLT07110/00 IAnny Outline Army's acquisition objective, current inventory levels, 

Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWV) and the funding required to alleviate the shortfall. 

106-644 156 Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UA V) Report 06'15/01 Army Identify UA V requirements not met by the Tactical UA V 
(fUA V) and plans for meetilig tbooe requirements. 

106-644 157 Excalibur (XM-982) Report 07/1 WOO Anny Outline alternatives for meeting the 155mmreqwrement. 
including capabilities, estimated development cost, production 
cost, and the schedule for each alternative. 

106-644 195 A nthrax Vaccine Program Report I2/3CN'OO Anny Present plans to significantly accelerate the availability of new 
vaccine as well as any additional unfunded requirement 
associated with this goal. 

106-644 128 Miscellaneous Production Charges Report NLT 02/15/01 AT&L Report the findings of a review of plans to acquire next 
generation targeting pods, and steps taken to promote joint 
commonalitv, 

106-644 062 Naval Sea Cadet Program Report NLT 12/31/00 Navy Lists the benefits of the program to the Navy, and identifies 
financial, material and manpower resources the Navy should 
make available to the program in order to expand it. 

106-644 108 ;f-3 Modernization Report 01/15/01 Navy Identify the outyear requirements for a SLEP, including any 
requirement to replace sensors. 

106-644 I 18 Aviation requirement for Joint Tactical Report 03/15/01 Navy Review and report the requirement for aviation joint tactical 
Terminals terminals. 

106-644 168 Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UA VS) Report 11115/00 Navy Address all of the plans for unmanned aerial vehicles, including, 
at a minimum, all identified requirements. 

106-644 145 Information security lessons learned Report 11/15/00 OASD/C3I Outline efforts in implementing lessons learned from April 10, 
2000, report on Year 2000. 

106-644 148 • actic.al radios ce11ify Prior to mere than OASD/C3I Certify that the development program meets interoperability 
25% of funds being requirements, is not duplicative of other developmental efforts 
obligated and is fully funded in the budget. 

106-644 148 Networking of Intell igence, Surveillance, and Report NLT 09'30/01 OASD/C3I Provide a report on the strategy to network ISR platforms. 
ReconnaissanceCISR) 
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106-644 151 Use of special access-like security measures 10 Reporl NLT I 1/01/00 OUSO/AT&L Report on the l'eview of guidance for using security measmes to 

protect business sensitive information pl'otect business sensitive information, and development of 
additional euidance. 

106-644 052 0&~1 BudgetExeculion Data Notify Semiannual OUSD/C Summarize O&M budge1 execu1ion, including the effec1 of 
rebaselining procedures, other below threshold reprogrammings, 
and prior approval reprogrammings. 

106-W 052 O&M Budget Execution Da1a Nolify 30 days prior OUSD/C Notify prior to executing procedures to rebaselineO&M 
accounts. 

1()6-.644 052 i & M Reprogrammings Notify If necessary OUSD/C Notify of the cumula1ive value of any and all 1ransfers in excess 
of$15,000,000 from aoy of the O&M budget activities and 
subaclivity group cate2ories. 

106-644 197 Tedie.red Aerostat Radar System (TARS) Renort Not specified OUSDIP Report oo the status of the Tethered Aerostat Radar Svstem. 
106-644 197 Tethered Aerostat Radar System (TARS) Certify Not specified OUSDIP Certify that the budget for FY -02 and the FYDP fully meet the 

operational and modernization IeQuirements, and management 
t~sibillty and fundini have been best allocated. 

106-644 184 Arms control technolollV R.epon 11/01/00 OUSD/AT&L Provide a detailed reoort on lhe olan for oblleatiol! these funds. 

10~644 177 Air Traffic Control, Approach, and Landing Certify Prior to funds being OUSDIP&R Certify that the development program meets schedule and 

Svstem oblilzated lnerfol'DlllnCe ren.,l ...... ADI" nf Air N~•;nn~I ,: .. ~,·rl 11nitc 

106-710 MILCON Conference R11t (on HR 4425, Rpt'd 29 Jun 00) Became P.L. 106-246 on 13 Jul 00 
-

106-710 015 Sec. 139, Tran!lfer of Funds (Forward Operaling Report NL T 60 days after OUSD/AT&L Report on construction, .security and operation of Forward 

Locations) enactment Operating Locations (FOL) in ~1anta,. Ecuador .. Aruba; Curacao, 
and Et Salvador. SECDEF reoort. 

106-710 020 Sec. 106, Defense Health Program Notify Before charging OUSD/P&R Notify the committees before charging an obligation or an 
adiustmcnt to oblittatioos under this section. SECDEF rennrt. 

106-710 020 Sec. 106, Defense Health Program Report NLT 30 days after OUSD/P&R Report on obligations made under this section. SECDEF report 

the end of FY-00. 

1~710 094 DoD Fai;nily Housing Improvement Fund Notify 45 days prior to OUSD/C Submit notice and justification for the transfer of appropriated 

(Reporting Requirements) transfer of any funds funds into the account. SECI)EF report. 

106-710 062. Sec. 3101. Counter-drug activities of the Certify 15 days prior to OUSD/P Address the support provided under this section by Ille 

Government of Colombia obligation or Government of Colombia. SECDEF report. SECDEF 
expenditure of funds SHOULD SIGN. -

106-710 007 Sec. 11 1), Transfer of Funds(Burdeosharing) Report 02/15 Annually OUSD/P&C Provide details of the specific ac1ions proposed 10 be taken to 
encourage nations of the NATO. Japan. Korea. aod C.S. allies 
bordering lite Arabian Gulf. SECDEF report, -

106-710 064 Sec. 320 I. Conditions on Assistance for Cel1ify If nece s.~ary OUSD/P Assistance may be furnished if to do so is in lhe national 
Colombia - waivel' securitv interest. Pr~suunt reooi1. SECDF.F SHOULD SIGN.:. 
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106-710 06S Sec. 3202. Regional Strategy Report Within 60 days of OUSD/P Current policy and strategy regarding U.S. countemarcotics 

enactment assistance for Colombia and neighbors. President report . 
SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-710 066 sec. 3204, Limitations on support for plan Report When necessary OUSD/P Request the availability of funds. Prerilknt report. SECDEF 
Colombia and on assignment of U.S. personnel SHOULD SIG~. 
in Colombia 

106-710 067 Sec. 3204. Limitations on assignment of U.S. Report If necessary loUSD/P Request the limitation not apply. President report. SECDEF 
loersonnel in Colombia ·· Excenrion SHOULD SIGN. 

106-710 067 Sec. 3204. Support for Plan Colombia Report Semi annua I ly fromOUSD/P Delineate aoy costs (including incremental cosrs) incurred by 
06/01/01 any entity of die Executive branch during the two previous fisca 

1qua11ers. Presilknt re~. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-7IO 067 Sec. 3204, Bimonthly report Report Within 90 days of OUSD/P Includes the aggregate number. locations. activities. and lengths 

enactment and every of assignment for all temporary and pennanent l:.S. military an, 
60 days thereafter U.S. individuals retains ascootractors. Presidentrtfl'!rt. 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-710 011 Sec. 1%. Brooks Air Force l:la.~e Development Plan 30 days prior to Air Force The Secretary may not exercise any authority under this section 

Demonstration Project exercising any until after the submission of a master plan for development of 
authority the Base. 

106-710 014 Sec. 136, Brooks Air Force Base Development Report 30 days prior Air Force Section 2662 of title IO, lJ.S.C .. applies to transactions at the 
Demonstration Proiect Base during the Project. 

106-710 OR9 Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Report l\"L T 02/28/01 Air Force Conduct a comprehensive cost/benefit analysi.~ and standard 
Simulator return on investment criteria in the relocation study now being 

oeffonned and provide a reoort. 

106-710 019 Sec. 104, A~MIA2SEPUpgrade$ Certify Prior to funds being Anny Certify lha1 lhese funds w:il be used 10 upgrade vehicles for ao 
obligated average unit CCl6I (for 307 vehicles) lhat does not exceed 

SS.900,000. 

106-710 095 Base Realignment and Closure Account, Part IV Notify 21 days prior to Anny Any transfer of funds which exceeds reprogramming thresholds 
transfer of foods for any construction project financed by any BRAC Account and 

shall not be subject to repromunming procedure. 

106-710 097 Cadet Physical Development Center Notify 30 days prior to use Army Any further requirements must be funded lhough private 
of llriv* dooatioos dooatioos. 

1~710 022 Sec. 113. PaaiOl missile JIOPU1 Piao NL T 30 days after BMOO Submit a revi~ plan for $125,000,000 to remain available •til 
enacbneDt Seoreml,et' 30, 2002. and be available only fc. dus 

1~710 023 Sec. 118.. NMD Program Notify I!> days prior BMOO Notify prior 10 issumg any type of inf01D111tion or pl'()l)0&8I 
solicitation with a p(l(entialannual contract value greater than 
$5,000,000 or a total contract value gn:at.er than $30,000,000. 

106-710 006 Sec. 113, Proposed miliwy exercises Notify 30 days prior JCS Provide plans and scope of proposed military exercise involving 
U.S. personnel if amounts expended for construction, either 
temDOflllV or i. are antlcioated to eJtceed $ J 00,000. 

Thunday, February I. 200 I Page 15of36 
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106-710 010 Sec. 135. Marine Corps Barracks. 8th and I Notify 30 days prior to the Navy Authori:zadon to use funds received for the conslruction, 

Streets use of funds 1imorovement, rMair, and maintenance of the historic residencies 

106-710 017 Operation and Mainteoance, Defen~wide Certify 30 days prior to Navy Certify that the integrity and accessibility of the training range ii 

(including Tranfer of Funds) funds becoming uninterrupted, and trespassing and other intrusions on the range 
available have ceased. 

106-710 017 Operation and Maintenance. Defense-wide Recertify 90 days after initial Navy SECNA V shall recertify the status of the nnge 90 days after the 
tCincluding Tranfer of Funds) certification initial certification, and each 90 davs thereafter. 

106-710 oos Sec. 110, New insta11atioo overseas Notify Prtor to ioidalion OUSD/AT&L No funds MilCon Appropriations Acts may be used to initiate a 
new inscatlation overseas without orior notification. 

106-710 0<11 Sec. 123, DoD Family Housing Improvement Notify 30 days prior to OUSD/AT&L Additional amounts as may be determined may be transferred to 

Fund transfer the DoD Family Housing Improvement Fund from amounts 
appropriated for construction in "Family Housing" accounts. 

106-710 008 Sec. 125, Transfer of funds (military family Notify NLT 60 days before OUSD/AT&L Provide notice of any guarantee (including making mortgage or 

housing) issuing any rentaJ payments) proposed to be made by the Secretary to the 
solicitation I Drivate nartv under the contract involved in the cemiin events. 

106-710 088 Alkali Slltca Reactivity Report NLT 05/01/00 OUSD/AT&L Assess the overall condition of facilities and infrastructure with 
respect to ASR, also address the long-term strategy and 
recommendations to manaee this issue. 

106-710 094 DoD Family Housing Improvement Fund Report Quarterly OUSD/AT&L Review quarterly, and report the expenres or each component tc 

(Conttactor Support for Family Housing ensure excessive amounts are not being spent on contractor 

Privatization) suooort. 

106-710 009 Sec. 127, O&M for family housing, including Report Annually OUSD/C Report all O&M expenditures for each individual flag and 

flal! and aeneral officer auaners I iteneral officer Quarters for the nrior fiscal wiar. 

106-710 132 Military personnel, recruiting, advertising, and Notify 30 days prior to OUSD/C The remaining funds shall be withheld from obligation pending 

retention obli2.ation the orooosed specific distribution of funds. 

106-710 061 Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, Report 15 days prior to OUSD/P Report on the value, duration and purpose of contracts for 

Defense (including Transfer of Funds) obligation or training, logistics support. planning or assistanoe contracts for 
expenditure of funds any overseas activity. 

106-710 . 132 Anti-Deficiency Act and TRICARE Report Witbio 60 days of OUSD/P&R Delineate lbe extent and scope oi any violations of fiscal law or 

enactment departmental regulations .found during an investigation into the 
execution and administration of Defense Health Proirram funds. 

106-710 009 Sec. 128, Family Housing Master Plan Plan 07/01/01 Services Demoostrate how the plan will meet the year 2010 housiog 
goats with traditional consttuction. operation aod maintenance 

ISUDDOrt. as well as nrivatization initiative nmnnsals. 

106-710 087 Real Property Maintenance: Reporting Notify 21 days prior Services Submit prior to carrying out any repair project with an esdmate 

Reaulrement cost in excess of $7,500,000. 

106-710 094 Do0 Family Housing Improvement Fund Notify 45 days prior to Services Submit notice of the nature and terms of the privatization 

(Reporting Requirements) - entering into any contracts followmg a 45-day review period.. 
contract 
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106-754 Appropriations ConferenceRpt (onHR4516,Rpt'd 18Jul00) Became P.L 106-259 on 9 Aug 00 
106-754 234 Artillery Systems - Demoostration/Validatioo Report 30 days prior to 50(} Army Submit an Analysis of Alternatives on Crusader and analysis of 

of funds Crusader and Future Combat Svstem SECDEF report. 
106-754 024 Sec. 8021. Relocations Certify !When necessary DA&M If a relocation within the ~ational Capital Region is required is 

it in the best interest of the Government. SECDEF report. 
SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-754 040 Sec. 8095, ADC(X) class main propulsion diesel Certify On a case-by-case Navy When adequate domestic .~upplies are not available to meet 
engines andpropulsors basis requirements on a timely basis and such acquisitions must be 

made in order lo acquire capability. SECDEF report. SECDEI~! 
SHOULD SIGN. 

106-754 2RI ~nformation Technology Cenler Report NLT05/0l/Ol Navy Outline plans for proceeding with establishment of the centers. 
SECDEF report. 

106-754 024 Sec. 8019, Executive agreement with ~ATO Report 30 days prior OUSD/AT&L Each executive agreement with a NA TO member host nation 
member host nation shall be repo11ed. SECDEF report. SECDEF SHOULD 

' 
SIGN. 

106-754 027 Sec. 8032, Department of Defense Federally Report With FY -02 budget OUSD/AT&L Presentspe.cific amounts of staff years oftechoicaleffon to be 
Funded Research and Development Center request allocated for each defense FFRDC during that fiscal year. 

I 
,!"!"-· ._, SECDEF report. 

106-754 028 Sec. 8036, Buy American Act Report When necessary OUSD/AT&L Detennine the amount ofDoD purchases from foreign entities i11 
FY -0 I and indicate the dollar value of items for which the BA 
Act was waived pursuant to any agreement. SECDEF report. 

106-754 054 Sec. 8066, Purchase of supercomputer certify- If necessary OUSD/AT&L Certify that an acquisition must be made in order to acquire 
capability for national security purposes. SEC DEF report. 
SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-754 035 Sec. 807 l, Defense exports loan guarantees Report Quarterly OUSD/AT&L Report on the implementation of these loau guarantees. 
SECDEF report. 

106-754 038 Sec. 8084,RDT&E funds to procure end-items Certify If necessary OUSD/AT&L May waive the restriction on a case-hy-case basis by certifying 
for delivery romilital)' forces that it is in the national .~ecurity interest. SECDEF report. 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-754 041 Sec. 8099, Advanced concept technology Certify If necessary OUSD/AT&l... Waive the restriction by certifying that it is in the national 

demonstration projects inLeresl to do so. SECDEF report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN 

106-754 046 Sec. 8120, Work-related illnesse.~ resulting from Report 05101101 OUSD/AT&L Work-related illnesses in the DoD workforce, including the 
exposure to beryllium or beryllium alloys workforce of conlractors and vendors. SECDEF report. 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-754 048 Sec. 8124, LRIP for F-22 aircraft program Certify Whennecessary OUSD/AT&L Cenify that all Defe11.~e Acquisition Board exit criteria for the 

award of low-rate initial production of the aircraft have been 
met. SECDEF repoll. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

Thunday, February 1, 2001 Page 17 of36 
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106-754 106 E.ohanccd Safety in DoD lndu.sttia1 Facilities Report 12/01/00 OUSDIAT&L EvahWe lbe feasibility ot establishing pi.lot programs to i.mpro9' 
worker safety and ioclude proposals for employing gain sharing 
inoenlives. SECDEF reoort. 

106-754 220 Join! Strike Fighter Report With FY-02 budget OUSD/AT&L PrO\lide a stahls of lhe program. ttcbnical development results, 
request flitzht test 0102ram. and cost esumates. SECDEF report. 

106-754 264 Joint E",Jeetion Seat Program Plan 30 days pri()( to OUSD/AT&L Address all specific applications for lhe ejection seat or ejection 
coottactaward (N(AF) seat tcdmology developed. Specifically address the cost and 

commooalitv benefits. SECDEF renon 
106-754 020 Sec. 8005. Military Functions Notify Prior to transfer OUSD/C Transfers between working capital funds and the military 

funcuons account. SECDEF reoort. 
I06-754 020 Sec. 8006, Working Capital Funds Notify Prior to b'anSfer OUSD/C Transfers between working c.apital funds and the "Foreign 

Cuncncy Flucluatioo" and "Operation and Maintenance" 
.. 

accounts. SECDEF renon.. 

106-754 020 Sec. 8006, Working Capital Funds Noury Prier IO transfer OUSD/C Transfers between working capital funds and the war reserve 
material inventorv. SECDEF reoort. 

106-754 028 Sec. 8041, DoD Overseas Military Facility Report 30 days prior to OUSD/C Detail the balance avaUabJe, projected inoome during FY s 2001 
Investment Recovery Account transfer or ohliga1ion and 2002, and specific expenditure.~ to he made using funds 

of funds cransferred from the account durine: FY -01. SECDE.f l'l!l'Xrt. 

106-754 033 Sec. 8061, Penaagon Reservatioo Maintenance Certify When necessary OUSDIC Certify that the tocal cost for the planning, desigii. oomtructioo 
Revolving Fund and installalion of equipmeot for the renovation will oot exceed 

$1,222,000,000. SECDEF report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGJ\1 

106-754 043 Sec. 8103, Reimbursement by another Certify Hnecessary OUSD/C Certify a waiver if a department or agency is more than 90 days 

departmenl or agcucy in arrear~ for goods or services. SECDEF report. SECD EF 
SHOULD SIGN. 

106-754 049 / 091 Sec. 8131, Overseas Contingency Operations Report NLT 30 days after OUSD/C Explain cransfers from tbe "Overseas Contingency Operatioos 

Transfer Fund the end of each Transfer Fund", and transfers for maintenance. pay of civilian 
lauarter oe:rsonoel, and base operations suooon. SECDEF renort. 

106-754 040 Sec. 8092, Foreign security forces training Report 15 days after lhe OUSD/P Describe the circumstances, purpose and duration of training, 
program exercise of any U.S. and fon:ign forces involved, and human rights violalions 

waiver infonnatioo necessitating lhe waiver. SECDEF reporl. 
SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

10<>754 044 Sec. 8109. the Center of &cellence for Disaster Rctk)rt 04/01(01 OUSD/P Regards training of foreign personnel in 1he previous year, 

Management and Humanitarian Assis1ance specify countties in which the training was conducted, type of 
trainine:, and lhe foreitm oersonnel trained. SECDEF reoort. 

·-106-754 031 Sec. 8052. Field Operating Agency Certify lfnecessuy OUSD/P&R Granting a waiver on limitations will reduce the personnel 
requirements or lbe financial requirements of the department. 
SECDEF reoort. SECDRF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-754 046 Sec. 81 t 7, Health care contract costs Report 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Evaluate the scope and extent of health care contract claims, an 
on actions taken 10 imolement Ille orovisioo. SECDEF rcnnrt. 
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106-7S4 047 Sec. 8123, Interim Armored Vehicle program Report NLT 90 days after Anny Include the required R&D and production unit cost for each 

l(Familv of Medium Armored Vehicles) source selection variant of the vehicle and the program cost and milestones. 
1~754 098 Underutilized Plant Canacitv Renot-t 09/15/00 Army Study the .~cale and capacity of the plant.~. 
106-754 098 Air Battle Captain Report Within 60 days of Army Submit a detailed recruitment plan. specifically addressing this 

enactment loromun. 
I M-754 099 .Enhanced Skills Training Program Report 10/01/00 Army Define the long-term plans for the program's pannership with 

HBCU's. 
106-754 ()1)9 Open Bum/Open Disposal Practices Report 09f30'01 Army Study potential alternative technologies and report on possibile 

phase our: include a review of technologies currently in 
existence and under development and a.~sess cost and feasihilit)I'. 
of consttuctin11: facilities. 

106-754 147 Forward Looting Infrared Devices (FUR) Report Prior to obligatioo of Army Justify a requirement for a unique FUR and demonstrate that it 
funds is affordable · to a common system. 

106-754 234 &hanced Skills Training Program Report NLT 1001/00 Army Rep)n on long tenn plans foe Anny's partnership with HBCU's 
in preparing students for the Army. 

106-754 287 Peer Reviewed Medical R.esearcb Program Report 03/01/01 Army Repon the status of the program, and include the corresponding 
funds orovided in nrevious fiscal years. 

106-754 048/293 Sec. 8127, NMD Program Notify 15 days prior to BMDO When issuing any type of information or proposal solicilation 
issuing with a potential annual contract value greater tl1an $5.000,000 OJ 

a total couttact value l!l'e.3ter than $30,000,000. 

106-754 048 Sec. 8123, Joint warfigbting TeQuire~ f(l[ ~ With FY -02 budget JCS Describe any adjustments made to operational plans of the 
new medium briir~~ for the Army lreooest unified combatant commands for use of those brigades. 

!06-754 49 Sec. 8133, Navy ship coosttuction appropriation Report 30 days prior to the Navy Navy may transfer funds for the pu.rpose of liquidating oecessar: 

cransfer of funds prop06ed lraDsfer ship cost changes f<X" Jnvious ship construction programs 
aDDroDriated in law. 

106-754 189 SLQ-32 Electronic Warfare System R.cport Within 120 days Navy Assess the operational readiness status of Ute syscem. including 
iDlans and fundintt requirements. 

106-754 050 Sec. 8136. Navy loaclive Fleet and Maritime Report ()6'()1/01 Navy (and DoT) Report 1he total number of vessels CWRDtly ~goaled for 

Administration National Defense Re.~erve Fleet scrapping, and the schedule and costs for scrapping~ 
sm1> disoosal and scraooint vessels. 

106-754 264 Joint Ejection Seat Program Certify Prior to obligation of Na\lY / Air Certify that a joint program office is in place to manage to 
funds Fcrce 11>rogram. 

106-754 042 Sec. 8102, Certifications as to Compliance with Notify Prior to Milestone OASD/C3I Certify, with respect to each miles10De, that the system is being 
Cliner-Coben Act app-oval de.velnfted in acoordan<:e with the Act. 

106-754 264 Discoveser n Repon Not specified OASDJC31 Submit a program plan for the developmell<, resting aod 
1amlicatioo of technol~ funded under tbi..s ~vised initiative. 

106-754 048 Sec. 8124. LRIP for F-22 aircraft Jll'OgnuD Report Wheo necessary OT&E Assess tbe adequacy of testing to date to mea.sure and predict 

perfonnance ofF-22 avionics system. stealth characteristics. 
and wcaoons deliver.i svstems. 
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1~754 022 Sec. 8014, Contractor performance Certify When necessary OUSD/AT&L No funds shall be available to convert to contractor performance: 

an activity orfuncdoo that, until an efficient and cost-effective 
organization analysis is completed. 

I0~754 041 Sec. 8099, Advanced concept reclmoiogy Repon 30 days prior to OUSD/AT&L Include a description of the demonstration project and its 
demonstration oroiects ohlieation offuods estimated annual and total cost. 

106-754 020 Sec.8007, Special Access Program Notify 30 days prior to OUSDK Funds may not be used to initiate a special access program. 
transfer 

106-754 020 Sec. 8008, Multi year Contracts Notify 30 days prior to OUSD/C No funds shall be available for which the economic order 
contract award quantity advance procurement is not funded at least to the limits 

of the Government's liabilitv. 
106-754 021 Sec. 8008, Multiyear Contracts Notify JO days prior to OUSDIC No multiyear procurement contract can be terminated. 

termination -

106-754 021 Sec. 8009,Hwnanitarian and Civic Assistance Report 9130 Annually OUSDIC 0&:vt funds may be obligated forbumaoitarian and civic 
costs assistance costs incidental to authorized operations and pursuant: 

to authority granted. 
106-754 OJ7 Sec. 8078, FY -02 l:ludget Request reductions Report 01101/01 OUSD/C ldemify. by amount and by separate budget activity, activity 

group, subactivity group, line item. program element, program, 
project. subproject. and activity any reductions. -

I 06-754 038 Sec. 8086, Funding reductions of 0.7% Report 60 days after OUSDIC Amounts provided in allappropriatioo accounts in titles IP and 
enactment IV of the Act are affected and reductions shall be applied on a 

pro-rata basis to each appropriation account. -

106754 OJ9 Sec. R09 I , New Start Program Notify Prior to payment OUSDIC No funds may he used to compensate an employee of the DoD 
I who initiates a progr~ without notification. -

106-7)4 121 CiviVMilitary Pr<H!rams Rep(!!; 04/15/01 OUSD/C Report the status of the obligation of funds for these programs. _ 
lOIJ.754 2R4 National Defense Sealift Fund (C-17) l\otify When necessary OUSDIC NDAF should confonn to the requirements for other DoD 

procurement accounts. -
106-754 OJ5 Sec. R070. Limitation on Tn111.~fer of Defense Notify 15 day.~ in advance OUSDIP A description of the equipment. supplies, or services to be 

Articles and Services of my transfer. transferred, and a statement of the value in peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operations. -

106-754 291 ·1-AGOS support Repon NL T 03/30/0t OUSDIP Analyze the operational effectiveness of the T-AGOS ships and I 
provide a summary of suggested alternative platforms or assets 
and their associated costs. -

lOIJ.754 015 '.':ational Guard and Reserve &Juipment Report NL T 30 day.~ after OUSD/P&R Submit amodernimtion priority assessment for ea~h.Re5erve of 
enactment National Guard conmonent 

106-754 023 Sec. 8016, Shipboard anchor and mooring chain Certify If necessary Services When adequate domestic supplies are not available on a timely 
basis, lhe Secretary of lhe service respoosible tor the 

I procurement may waive the n:slrictioo oo a ~-bv-cue basis. 

106-754 027 Sec. 8033. Procurement of carbon. alloy or Certify Wbeo necessary Services Certify that adequate domestic supplies are not available to meet 

annor s1eel otate lreauirements and an aoouisition must be made. 

Thursday, February 1, 2001 Page 20 of 36 

11-L-0559/0SD/2080 



Congressional Reporting Requirements /Assignments 2001 
Action 

·Report Page Subject Action Uue Date Office Brief -
1~754 033 Sec. 8060. Military Treatment Facilities C.Crtify If necessary Services Certify that the beneficiary population is declining and civilian 

strengdl l'eductions may be consistent with responsible resource 
stewardship and c.miration- based budgetin}!.. -

1~754 034 Sec. 8064, Vessel propellers and ball and roller C.Crtify When nece.~.~ary Services Certify that adequate domestic supplies are not available 10 meet 

bearinl?S reowrements on a timely basis. -

106-945 AuthoritJllion Conference Rpt (H.R. 4205 (HR 5408), Rpt'd 6 Oct Became P.L 106-398 on 30 Oct 00 
-

106945 036/646 Sec. 131, B-2 Bomber Report ()310 I Annually Air Force Include capability to carry out missions; ongoing and planned 
technology efforts to improve capabilities and meet expanded 
threats; and a fiscally-phased pmgram for each of three funding 
scenarios. SECDEF report. SECDEF SHOL'LD SIGN. -

106-945 340 Sec.1203, Furnishing of Nuclear Test Report Promptly after Air Force Identify the country with which the agreement was made, the 
Monitoring Equipment to Foreign Governments entering into any anticipated costs 10 be incurred, and the national interest that is 

agreement furthered by the agreement. SECDEF report. .SECDEF 
SHOULD SIGN. -

1~945 031 Sec. 113. Costs and Effectiveness of Medium Certify 30 day.~ after Army After completion of comparison of costs and operational 
Armol'ed Combat Vehicles fol' the Interim submission of effectiveness, cenify obligation of funds, the fol'ce stmcture ant I 
Brigade Combat Teams Anny's plan subsequent operational capability will not diminish the combat 

power. SECDEF report. SF.CDEF SHOt.:LD SIG'.\!. -
106-945 038 / 647 Sec. 152, Federal economic assistance for Report 04/01/01 Army Report on impact of the DoD destruction program on 

communities impacted by Chemical communities in the vicinity of stockpile storage sites and 
Demilitarization activities associated activities at certain facilities. SECDEF l'eport. -

106-945 079 Sec. 344.Codific.ation and improvement of Report J\L T 07/01/01 Army Report on the procedures and controls implemented to carryout 
armament retooling and manufacturing support this program. SECDEF report. 
nm~ -

106-945 2411836 Sec. 911, Wes1ern Hemisphere Institute for Report NLT 03/15 Annually Army Detail activities of the institute for the previous calendar.year, i:n 
Security Cooperation consultation with the Secretary of State. SECDEF reporl. 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGX -
106-945 2051819 Sec. 751. Management or anlhrax vaccine Repon KLT 04/01 Annually DEPSECDEF Track and report separations resulting from refusal to 

immunization narticioatc. SECDEF reoort. 

106-945 261 sec. 1006. Requirement for prompt payment of Report If necessary DFAS If for any month of the noncompliance reporting period the 
contract vouchel's requirement is not met. a report on the magnitude of the unpaid 

contract vouchers shall be submitted. SECDEF report. -
106-945 044 1718 S •c. 216. Limilation OD Russian American Report 30 days priol' to BMDO Explain plans to protect U.S. advanced mililar)' technology thall 

Obser\.'ation Satellites Program (RAMOS) obligation or may be associated with the program SF.CDEF report. 
ex.nenditure of funds 

106-94S 2751849 Sec. I 034. Status of domestic preparedness Report 03/01/01 DIA An intelligence estimate of the thl'eat posed by a biological 

against the threat of biological 1errori.m1 weapon and the consequences of a terrorist a11ack compared to 
using other types of weapons. SECDEF report. SECDEF 
SHOULD SIGJ\. -
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106-94S 346/871 Sec. 1233, Communist <llioese military Report NLT OJJOl/01 DIA Mate a ddermioaciCM of dlOSe persons operaling io the U.S. or 
companies operating in the U.S. any of its territories and possessions and submit a list in 

classified and unclassified fonn. SECDEF report. SECDEF 
SHOULD SIGN. 

106-94.5 346 Sec. 1233, Communise Chinese military Report 01/01 Aonually DIA To mate additions or deleuoas 10 the list SECDEF rq,ort. 
es onerlllting io dle U.S. SECDEF SHOCLD SIGN. 

106-94S 0!)4/770 Sec. 381, Public sale of certain lllililal}' Reporl NLTMarch31 DLA ldeblify each public sale cooduaed by a military depanment or 
equipment identified on U.S. Munitions List annually defense agency and cover various elements of Ille public sale. 

SECDEF reoort 
106-94.5 2191852 Sec. 1054. DOD process for dedsioomatmg m Report 02/0)/0) IO Describe policies and prooedures in cases of claims: include any 

cases of false cwam changes in policies aDd procedures. aDd how such procedures are 
bel02 inlolemented. SIECDEF reMfL 

106-945 792 Sec. 5.52, Defense Clearance and Investigative Repon 04/01/01 IG Submit findings and recommendations of a review of policies 
Index (OCII) and procedures addressing the degree that must exist before 

titling and indexing occurs. SECDEF report. 
106-94.S 030/641 Sec. 113, Objective Force Development Proocs.~ Report 03/01/01 JCS Report oci dle process for developing the objective force in die 

transfonnaoon of lhe Army. including joint warfighbng and lift 
lreauirements. SF.CDF.F reoon. 

106-945 041/717 Sec. 213, FY-02 Joint Field Experiment Repon NLT 3/1/2001 JCS Report oo the concept plan, including the objectives; forces 
participating: schedule and location; and for each participate. 

id~tification of bud2et issues. SECDEF report. 
106-945 116 Sec. SC11, Grade or Chiem of Res«Ve Report NLT 01./01/01 OUSD/P&R Report ma Sindy of cmngiog die grade authorized for the Vice 

compooeacs and Directors of National Guard Chief of the NOB from major geoeral to lieuleftant general, and 
OOll)nnnfm(6 include recommendations/conclusions. SECD.EF .renort. 

106-945 ISO Sec. 576, Test of ability of Reserve component Report NLT 12/1/2004 OUSD/P&R Submit a final report with recommendalioos for changes. 
intelligence units an<! personnel to meet current (Pinal) SECDEF report. 
and emerging Defense iotclliszence needs 

106-945 152 Sec. 578, Study of use of civiliao contractor Report NLT 6 mooms aner JCS Study the f~lblllty and COSl of 11slng cMlian con1n1etor 
pilots for operational support mis.~ions enactment persoonel as pilots and oOaer air crew members to Oy 

nonmilitarv Government aircrafi. SECDEF reoort. 
106-945 2Sl /839 Sec. 934, Network Centric Warfare (Joint Report 03/01/01 JCS Study the present and future use of joint experimentation for 

Exi,erimentation) developing network centric warfare concent.<1.. SECDEF renon. 
106-945 042 Sec 214, Acawsition aacl Mainteoance Piao Renor1 NLT 04/18/01 Navv RHVVt oo the Navv's olao. SECDEF rr:nm. ·-
106-945 124 Sec. 535, Authority f« NPG School loeoroll Repon NLT 60 days after Navy Submit the Navy lq)Oft on the progam. together wilh any 

certain Defense industry civilians .receipt of Navy comments that are considered appropriate. SECDEF report . 
report 

106-945 147 /795 Sec. 573, Coogrusiooal review period for Notify Prior to any change Navy No changes in lhe policy, as in effect on May l 0, 2000. may takt 

assignment of women to dllty on submarines in Navy policy effect uoeil ootificauon is given and a period of 30 days of 
coatinuous session of• bas~ SIECDEF,...,..... 
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1~94S 147/795 Sec. S73. 0.gRSSionat .review paiod for Notify Prior to timcls being Navy Benn funds may be eKpeOCk:d to recoofigure any submarine. or 

assignment of women to duty on submarines available to design any new submarine, aod a period ~ 30 days of 
cootiouous sessioo of Coo2RSS have rnw SECDEF l'ftlOl1_ 

106-945 756 Cultural and historic activities Report NLT 04/01/01 Navy Completely describe all prior and current use of Legacy funds 
llnd relevant state funds .aod the status of recover~ and 
loreservation activities. SECDEF renmt. 

106-94S 224 Sec. 811, Acquisitioa and management or Repon NLT04JOI ofFYs OASDJC31 Report oo implemeotalioo of the requirements or this seclioo 
infonnalion technology 2001. 2002 & 2003 during lbe precedillg fiscal year. iDctuding each major automale:c 

information ~m anmnved. SECDIEF a.11111 

106-945 2261828 Sec. 812, Tracking and Management of Report NLT03/1S Annually OASD1C3I Summarfae data cotteefed for each purchase of information 
information technology purchases teclmology products and services lo excess of the simplified 

acquisition threshold. SECDEF,:eport. 
J06-94S 246 Sec. 921, Institute for Defense Computer Plan NLT 04/01/01 OASD/C31 Submlt a plan for establishing and contracting to orgaJ1ize and 

Security and Information Frotecoon ooerak the inslirute. SECDEF renon. 
106-94S 251/839 Sec. 934, Network Ceecric Warfare . Report 03101/01 OASDIC31 Report on ~ developmeol aod imple!DMCatioo of network 

(Implementation) centric warfare SIECDEf n>.nnrt 

106-945 263 Sec. 1008, Electronic submission and processing Plan NLT 03/30/01 OASD/C31 Plan for the implementation of the requirements imposed under 
of claims for contract payments Sec. 2227 oftitle 10, U.S.C. (as added by subsection (a)). 

SECDEF reoort. 
106-945 239 Sec. 1063. Relationship of Defense iofonnatioo Report An.al OASDIC31 Ao additioo to the anaual report RlqUirement .is made by 

lWIIUOce program to govemmeoc-wlde amending Subsection (e) sec. 2224 of tide 10, U.S.C. SECDEF 

iofonnalioo security r I~. 

106-945 289 Sec. 1071, Limitation on granting of security Report (]2/()l Annually OASD1C3I Repon each waiver Issued aothorizing an exception lo 

clearances prohibition.~ during the preceding year with an explanation for 
each case. SECDEF reoon. 

106-945 298 Sec. 1078, Coordination of nuclear weapons Report NL T 05/01/01 OASD/C3I Report the results of the review, including any changes made or 
secrecy policies and COIWderation of bealh of ~ for legislation; and stan1.1 of the notificalioos 

workers at formel' DoD nuclear facililies · • S£CDEF1ffl0lt. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 363 Sec. 1403. Commission to Assess the Threat to Report NLT I year after die OASD/CJI? Report on the Commissioo's findings and cooclusioos; describe 

the U.S. from Electromagnetic Pulse Attack Commission's report political-military scenarios; evaluate the likelihood of an EMP 
attack comnared to other threats. SECDEF Mnnlt. 

106-945 383 Sec. 1705, Progress on Spectrum Sharing Report Within 1 year of OASD/C3I An interim report on the progress of the engineering study. 
eoactme8' SECDEF report. 

106-945 639 lntelligeace. Surveillanc.e. and Reconnaissance Report WilhFY-02 budget OASDJC31 Provide aa analysis evalualiog cwrent capability and rorces; 

((SR) progwm ff4l)est ideotifing capabilities aocl forces; enumt.rate capabilities lhat 
need to be created er enhanced; and itemi7.e how the budget and 
lhe FYDP suooorts these needs. SECDEF reoort. 

106-945 712 Defense Space Reconnaissance Program Report 05/01/01 OASD/C3l Provlde an assessment and recommendations regarding the 
overall role of the NRO in supporting tactical military forces. 
SECDEF tennrt 
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106-945 715 National Imagecy and Mapping Agency (NIMA) Report 02/01/01 OASD/C3I Describe the implementation of omnerous steps to ensqre the 

lore-a<X1uisidou activities TPED efforts be~in efficiently and 1>ronmtly. SECDEF reoort. 
106-94S 865 Sec. I 142. ID<na.1e io number of positioos Repon 03/15/01 OASDIC31 How wiU the additiollal stniOf executive SCl'Vke posltioos be 

alllhmz.ed for lhe Defense Intelligence Senior a11ocaled wilhin the defense intelligence community? SECDIEI 
Executive Savioe lreonn 

106-945 824 Acquisition programs at die National Security Repolt Wilh FY -02 budget OASDJC31& Ollllioc an oversigN plan. including lhe ctw.ges lhe plan will 
A11encv l.mQuesf NSA make in the Mnlaiglioo 1111'1('p_g,_~. SECDF.F l'lf'ftl-.t 

106-945 250/839 Sec. 932. Number of personnel assigned to Report NLT 12/01/00 OASDILA Report the nwnber of personnel. shown by organizational entity 
legislative liaison functions and by pay grade, performing legislative liaison functions as of 

Amil I, 2000. SECDEF renort. 
106-945 033/644 Sec 123, Virgioia clasa submarine program Report With FY -02 budget OUSD/AT&L Report on a plan for maintaining al least SS fast attack. 

request submalines; two production rate ~ssments of potential 
savings; and a analysis of various contracting strategics. 
SHCDEF reoon.. 

106-945 037 /647 Sec. I 41. Study of Final Assembly and Check Report NL T 180 days after OUSD/AT&L After awanl of a cootract ror eegineering and maaufacturiog 
Alternatives for the Joint Sttike Fighter program date of award of a development provide the results of a study of final assembly an( 

~~a~t_ checkout alternatives for that aircraft. SECDEF renort. 

106-94S 040/717 Sec. 212, Joint Sttike Fighter program Report 11115/00 OUSD/AT&L Describe the criteria for exiting from the demonstration and 
validation phase, and entry into into the engineering and 
manufacturing develooment ohase. SECDEF rennrt. 

106-945 040/717 Sec. 212. Joint Strite Figheer program Cectify Upon oompletioo of OUSD/AT&L Certify accomplishment of exit criteria; technological maturity i 
ell.it criteria sufficient for entry into engineering and manuucruring 
acoomplsshment devek)pmeot phase; and short tab-off, venicaJ-landiog ain:raft 

variant. SECDEf repon. SECDIEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 0411717 Sec. 212, Joint Sttike Flghser program Notify Prior to any transfer OUSD/AT&L Transfers withln the JSF Navy and AF accounts may occur, 

subject lo established congressional notification and 
RPl'Ol!J'alllDUDf procedures. SECDEF rennrt. 

106-945 043/718 Sec 215, DD-21 class destroyer program Report NLT 04/18/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on Navy's plan ror the acquisition and maintenance of 

the destroyers. SECDEF rennrt. 

106-945 044/719 Sec. 217, Joint Biological Defease program Noofy Prior to funds being OUSD/AT&L Su'lail when the FDA bas approved lhe CUlre8t manufacturer 
obtiuled for i,roducooo or the aadvax vaccine. SECDEF re~ 

106-945 044 Sec. 217, Joint Biological De(ease program Report Prior to funds being OUSD/AT&L .Repod contingencies associated wilh conlinniDg to rely oo lhe 

obtialed 001m1t manufacturer. SIECDEF RnnlL 

106-945 045 / 719 Sec. 217. Joint Biological Defense program Notify/ NL T 7 days after OUSD/AT&L Notify that total obligations exceed $SM, together with written 
Justify funds obligated jusdflcatioo for obligation of funds lo excess of that amounL 

excecds$5M SECDEF reoon. 
10~945 045 Sec. 218. Biological warfare defense vaccines Report 02/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on the acquisition of biological warfare defense vaccine 

research and deve1nnnw11 for lhe Denadnieot SECDEF-. 
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106-945 046/ Sec. 220. Unmanned advanced capability Report 01'31/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on lbe programs to de~ the aircraft and vehicles 
720 combat aircraft and ground combat vemcles uodertaten jointly betWffll the DARPA and any of the services. 

SECDEF rennrt_ 

106-945 048 Sec. 221, Global Hawk high altitude eodurance Report NLT 4S days after OUSD/AT&L Repon on the results of the demonstration, including an 
unmanned aerial vehicle demonslration assessment of the technical feasibility and a discussion of the 

I onerational concept for the use of lhe vehicle. SECDEF reNlrt. 
106-94S 050 Sec. 233. Plan to modify ballistic missile .Report NLT 02/15/01 OUSD/AT&L After assessing the plan report oo the results ollhe assessment. 

defense svstems and an:bileetlll'e SECDEF rennrt. 
106-945 053 Sec. 248, High Energy Laser~ Repoo NLT 02/15/2001, OUSDIAT&L Assess the adeqoacy of the maoagelJleDt structure.. t'lmding 

2002&2003 available. technical progress, and extent to which goals and 
objectives o~ the P!~ have been met SECDEF rennrt. 

106-945 054 Sec. 250, Review of Defense-wide diRcted Repon NLT 03/15/01 OUSD/AT&L Report lhe findings of the evaluation of expansion of lhe 

enerllV programs mana2ement slructure. SECDEF rcnort. 
106-94S 054 Sec. 2Sl, Merits of Mobile Offshore Base Report NLT 03JOI/OI OUSD/AT&L Report on lbe cost-benefit analysis, using operatiooal ooocepts~ 

Coocept recommendation regarding whether to proceed as a pcogram and 
if so state which service is to be designated to have the lead 
resnonsibililY; and include a schedule. SECDEF renon. 

106-945 066/762 Sec. 319, Defense Environmental Security Report NLT 60 days after OUSD/AT&L Include a mission statement and slrategic objectives for the 

Corporate Information Management Program enactment Program. recommendations of lhe Secretary for the Programs 
future ~ion and obiectives. SECDEF ~ 

106-945 071 /764 Sec. 341, Ceoten of Industrial and Technical Report lf oecessary OUSD/AT&L Report the cxtellt to wbi.ch a loan guarantee program modeled 
Excellence and ~private partnerships to after the Am'laaat Retooling and Manufacturing Support 

increase utilization of such centeffl Proeram would help to achieve the obiectives. SECDEF rl'flffl. 

106-945 081 /765 Sec. 351, Additional information required before Certify If necessary OUSD/AT&L Certify the far.tors considered in the examinations performed, 

conversion of commercial or industrial type and the decisions made. did not include any predetennined 
functions to conttactor nerformance I oersonnel constraint or limilation. SECDEF renort. 

106-945 081 /766 Sec. 353, Consolidanoo, restructuring. or Plan Annually with OUSD/AT&L Submit each Strategic Sourcing Plan of Action for the 

recngineering of organizations. functioos, or budget request Department (as ideotified in the DoO Interim Guidaocc), fOC' die 

activities following vear. SECDEI' fPflnrf · 

106-945 082 Sec. 353, Consolidation, restructuring. or Repon lf a decision is made OUSD/AT&L Describe the decision, include a projection of savings compared 
reengioeering of organizations, function&, or with cost; describe missions, duties, or requirements affected; 
activities: Decision to execute plan and various ceJtificatioos and schedules. SECDEF nimnrt. 

106-94S 083/767 Sec. 354, Savings resulting from workforce Report NLT 02/01 annually OUSD/AT&L R.epon. on 1he results of lhe monitoring performed under the 

reductions as nart ot conversion of functions system established. SECDEF renort. 

106-945 091 /769 Sec. 374, ID of requirements to reduce bacUog Report NLT 03/JS/Ol, with OUSD/AT&L Identify, develop and annually update a strategic plan for the 

in maimenance and n:pai! of Defense facilities annual unlbtes reduction oftbe backlot!. SECDEF n-.nnrt 

1~945 097 /772 Sec. 386, Additions to plan for ensuring Plan NL T t 80 days after OUSD/AT&L Submit any revisions made to lhe plan that are required by any 

visibility over all in-transit end items and enactanenl law enacted after October 17, t 998. SECDEF report. 

secondarv items 
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106-945 215 / 82' Sec. 80 I. Acquisition pilot programs Report NL T 01/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Dcscrtbe. for each acquisition program identified in Sec. 5064(a) 

of the FASA of 1994. quantitative measures. recommended 
revisions to statutes 01· the FAR, any new innovative business 

!practices, etc. SECDEF reoon. -
106-945 ·J'·J -·'- Sec. 824, Extension of waiver period for live-tire Certify If necessary OUSD/AT&L May waive the application of the survivability and lethality tests 

survivability testing forMH-47EandMH- if live-fire testing of the programs would be unreasonably 
60:K helicooter modification orograms exnensive and im11racticable . .SECDEF report. 

106-945 233/831 Sec. 831. Impact of foreign sourcing of systems Report NL T one year after OUSD/AT&L Study whether parts, components. ano matma.is 01 certain 
on long-term military readiness and related enactment systems are obtained through domestic sources or from foreign 
industrial infrastructure sources. and lhe imnact on militllni readiness. -~lj:CDE.F. ~P.Q.r.h. 

106-945 235 /831 Sec. 834. Requirement to conduct study on Report Before the FY -02 OUSD/AT&L Report tbe results of a study OD the practice of "contract 
contract bundling budget request bundlinro!'', and lhe effect OD small businesses. SECDEF reoort. 

106-945 329 Sec. 1112, Work Safety Demonstration Program Report NLT 12/1/2001 OUSD/AT&L Submit an interim report on demonstration program containing 
at a minimum, for each .~ite of the demonstration program 
certain baseline information and oomnarisons. SECDEF nmort. 

10~94S 329 Sec. 1112, Work Safety Demonstration Program Report NL T 12/1/2002 OUSD/AT&L Final report containing, at a minimum. for each site a 
detennination on safely practices; comparisons of lost workday 
iniurv rates, and direct/indirect costs. SECDEF rennrt 

106-945 430 Sec. 2801, Joint use military coostruction Certify With FY -03 budget OUSD/AT&L Bach Secretary evaluated the feasibility of canying out the 

projects (defmed) request. Annually moiects as ioint use MILCON nroiects. SECDEF reoon. 

106-945 436 Sec. 2812, F.nhanccment of authority of military Notiry NLTMarch 15 OUSD/AT&L Changes reporting requirement of Subsection (d)(3). sec. 2667 

I detiartments to lease non-excess nmperty Annuallv of title 10, U.S.C. SECDEFrennrt 

106-94S 692 Space-based radar Report 05/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Prepare a roadmap to guide lhe deveJopmcnt and deployment of 
an onerational sv stem.. SECDEF renort. 

106-945 760 Sec. 314. Payment of fines and penalties ror Report NLT 03/01/02 OUSD/AT&L Report the anaJysis of all environmentaJ compliance fines and 

environmental compliance at Ft Wainwright. penalties asses.~ed and imposed at military facilities during fisca 

Ala.ska tycars 199S-200l. SECDEFrennrt. 

106-94S 772 Sec. 389, Alkali Silica Reactivity (ASR) Report 09/30/06 OUSD/AT&L Outline the damage caused to aviation facilities and dle 
availability of technologies capable of ,.-eventing. treating, or 
mi1i2atio2 the imDact ofASR. SECDEF n-nort. 

106-945 063/759 Sec. 312, Cectain environmental restoration Notify Before paying costs OUSD/AT&L Upon determioalioo that such permanent relocation is part of a 

activities of permanently and Seivices response action. SECDEF report. 
relocatin2 

106-945 099/773 Sec. 391, Additiooal conditions on Report Prior to granting a OUSD/C Report on ana1ysis of the requiremeoU for the DJAS and 

implementation of Defense Joint Acoountiag Milestone 111 analysis of aJtemalives to the S~tem to de1em,ine whether it 

Srstem decision wammts der,lovmenl SECDEF n>nnrt 

106-945 100/773 Sec. 391, Additional conditioos oo Certify If necessary OUSD/C Will the system meet required functionality for users; acquisitic 

implementation of Defense Joint Accounting standards; applicable Milestone requirements; and requirementli 

Svstem of tbe CliD1ter-Cohen Act. SECDEF te""rt. 
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106945 100 1773 Sec. 392, Defense Travel System Report 11/30/00 OUSD/C Provide a schedule and discus.~ion of the development. testing. 

and fielding of the system; and analysis of the costs and benefits 
of fieldine this svstem. SECDEF renon. 

106-945 216 Sec. 802, :Multiyear service contracts Notify If nece.~-~ary. at least OUSDK' Head of an agency may not initiate under this section a contract 
30 days in advance for services that includes an unfunded contingent liability in 
of contract award excess of $20,000,000. SECDEF report. 

106-945 217 Sec. 802. Multiyear service contracts Notify If necessary, IO days OUSD/C Head of an agency may not terminate a multiyear procurement 
after ootificalioo contract for services until notice is provided. SECDEF report. 

106-945 217 Sec. 802. Multiyear service contracts Kotify lfnecessary, 30 days OCSDK Before any contract contains a clause setting a cancellation 
after notification ceiling in excess of $100,000,000 my be awarded. SECDEF 

reoort. 
I Cd-945 219 / 826 Sec. 806. Reporting requirements relating to Report Annually. NLT ouso,c Contains information on each multiyear service contract or 

Multiyear Services Contracts w/President's budget extension of an existing contract entered into, or planned. by the 
request head of an agency during the current or preceding year'. 

SECDEF reoort. 
106-945 219 / 826 Sec. 806, Reporting requirements relating lo Report Prior lo entering into OUSD/C Provide a report containing information described in paragraph 

:Multiyear Services Contracts a multiyear contract (4i of this amendment with respect to the contract (or contract 
extension). SECDEF report. 

106-945 254 Sec. 941, flexibility in implement.ation of Certify If necessary OUSD/C Certify that the limitation of headquarter.~ _personnel, would 
limitation on maior DoD headouarters oersonncl adversely affect national security. SECDEF rel)ort. 

106-945 258 Sec. 1001. Transfer Authority Notify Upon determination OUSDIC Total amount of amhorizations that may be transferred may not 
exceed $2.000,000.000. SECDF.F rennrt. 

106-94S 262 Sec. 1()07, Proq,t recording ol obligations of Pia NLT 11/15/00 OUSDJC Ensure that each oblgation ader a mosaction be recorded not 

fuuds for colllractual transactions later Olan 10 days after the date on which lie obligation is 
incurred. SECDEF reoon. 

106-94S 269 Sec. 1022, DoD expendi~ to support foreign Report NLT 01/01/01 OUSD/C Detail the expenditure of funds during FY -00 in direct or 
counter-drug activitles indirect support of the counter-drug activities of foreign 

,2ovemments. SECDEF renmt. 
106-945 298/855 Sec. 1081, Funds for administrative expenses Report Prior to providing OUSD/C Report on operation of the DBLO Program and determination as 

under Defense Export Loan Guarantee program fund& for admin to which agency, office. or other activity should administer, 
and oversee lhe SECDF.F renart.. 

106-94S 343/869 Sec. 1221. NATO fair burdeosharing (Costs) Report 30days afta a OUSDA:: Report oo cosas of Opeiatioo Allied Foo;e. includiDg ordnaoce 
military operation expended, fuel consumed, pel'.~onnel: and estimated cost of 
begins, or later. if ... reduced service We of U.S. aircraft. etc. SECDEF report. 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 343 / 869 Sec. 1221, NATO fair burdensharing (Future Report NLT 90 days after OUSD/C Report on costs of Operation Allied Force, including ordnance 

operations) completion of the expended, fuel consumed, personnel; and estimated cost of 
military operation reduced service life of U.S. aircraft. clc. SECDEF report. 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

Thursday, February 1, 2001 Page 27of36 

11-L-0559/0SD/2087 



Congressional Reporting Requirements/Assignments 2001 
Action 

I Report Page Subject lAction l ~ue Date Office Brief 
106-945 356 Sec. 1302, Obligation or expenditure of funds Notify 15 days prior to IOUSD/C Provide notification of the intent to obligate amounts 

for other purposes (Cooperative Threat obligation of funds . . . 'ated for FY -0 I in excess of the amount specifically 
Reduction) authorized and the iustificatioo for doing so. SECDEF reoM. 

106-945 356 Sec. 1304, Limitations on use of funds for funds Notify 15 days prior to CTR OUSD/C !For construction of a second wing for the storage facility. 
for fissile material storal!e facilitv fund use SECDEF reoort. 

106-945 356 Sec. 1305, Limitation on use of funds to support Notify 15 days prior to CTR loUSD/C When the U.S. has reached an agreement with Russia, which 
warhead dismantlementprocessing fund use shall provide for appropriate transparency measures, regarding 

assistance bv the U.S. SECDEF report. 
106-945 825 Sec. 802, Multiyear services contracts Report 02/01/01 OUSD/C Contains information comparable to that required by Sec. 

~306b(l)(4) for each multiyear service contract and each 
extension of an existing cootract entered into, or planned, during 
the current or preceding year. SECDEF report. 

106-945 241 / 836 Sec. 912, Regional centers for Security Studies Notify Upon intent to OUSD/P Upon intent to establish the center, including a description of tbe 
establish mission and functions, and justification, SECDEF report. 

106-945 242 / 836 Sec. 9 I 2, Regional centers for Security Studies Report NLT 02/01/01, then OUSD/P Report on operations during the preceding fiscal year, including 
Annually budgetary and international participation information for each 

center. SECDEF report 
10Cr945 269 Sec. 1023, Recommendations ou expansion of Report NLT 02/0l/01 OUSD/P What, if any, additional counties should be covered or 

support for counter-drug activities additional support provided to covered countries, together with 
the reasons; and a olan for orovidinQ sunnort. SECDEF renort. 

106-945 269 See. 1024, Review of riverioe counter-drug Report NLT 02/01/01 OUSD/P For each country receiving support, provide an assessment of the 
program effectiveness of the program, and a recommendation regarding 

responsibility for managing the program. SECDEF report 

106-945 269 Si c. I025, Tethered Acrostat Radar System Report NLT 05/01/01 OUSDIP Report on the status of the TARS used to conduct detection and 
monitoring and border security and air sovereignty operations. 
SECDEF report. 

106-945 271 Sec. 1031, Preparedness of military installatioo Report NLT 90 days after OUSD/P Describe the overall program, deficiencies of installations to 
ftrst responders for incidents involving weapons enactment respond to an incident; schedule and costs associated with 
of mass destruction implementation; and plans. SECDEF report. 

106-945 274 Sec. 1033, Loan guarantees to improve domestic Report NLT 03/01 annually OUSD/P Report. on the loan guarantee program. SECDEF report. 
preparedness to combat cyber-terrorism 

I M-945 276 / 850 Sec. 1041, Revised nuclear posture review Report Concurrent) y w/QD] OUSD/P Report the results of a oomprehensive review of the nuclear 
rptdue in 12/01 posture of the U.S. for the next 5-10 years. SECDEF report. 

106-945 276 / 850 Sec. 1042, Plan for Jong-term sustainment and Plan NLT04/15/01 OUSD/P Develop a long-range plan forsustainment aud modemizationol 
modernization of U.S. strategic nuclear forces strategic nuclear forces to counter emerging threats and satisfy 

evolving requirements of deterrence. SECDEF report. 
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106-945 278 /&51 ~cc. 1044. Report on the defeat of hardened and Report INLT07/0l/01 OUSDIP !After conduct a .~tudy relating to the defeat of hardened and 

deenlv buried taroets kteeplv bmied targets report the results. SECDEF renort. 
106-945 341 Sec. 1211, Assessing effect of continued Notify When necessary. but bUSD/P !Notice that the annual report is no longer required after U.S. 

pperntions in the Balkans region on readiness to INLT lhe latest date !military operations in the Balkans region have ended. SECDEF 
execute the national mililarv strategy of next annual rot ~J)Ol'.t. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 345/870 Sec. 1231, Joint Data Exchange Ceoler with Report NL T 30 days after OUSDIP Report on plans for a center on early warning systems and 
Russian Federation enactment notification of bal Ii stic missile launches. SECDEF report 

SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 345 / 871 Sec. 1232. Sharing and exchange of ballistic Report 03/15/01 OUSD/P Report current and planned activities with respect to .~haring and 

missile launch early warning data exchanging early warning data; include an assessment of the 
benefits and risks ofsbariog such data. SECDEF report. 
SECDEF SHOULD SIG~. 

106945 346 / 872 Sec. l 234. Adjustment of composite theoretical Report 04/01/01 OUSD/P Report on national security implications of trends in the R & D. 
performance levels of high performance manufacture. use. and proliferation of informal ion technology in 
comnuter.~ the commercial sector. SECDEF report. 

106-945 355 Sec. 1302, Obligation or expenditure of funds Report 30 days prior lo OUSD/P Report the pmpose and the amount for which funds will be 
for other purposes (Cooperntive Threat obligation 01· obligated or expended CTR. SECDEF report. 
Reduction) exnenditure of funds 

106-94S 360 / 876 Sec. 1308, Reports on activities and assistance Report NL T 30 days after OUSDIP Assess Russia's arsenal of tactical nuclear warheads. include a 
under cooperative threat reduction programs enactment summary of U.S. efforts lo work.cooperatively with Russia. 

SECDEF report. 
106-945 360 f 8T Sec. 1309. Russian chemical weapons Report NLT90 days after OUSD/P Identify the amount of money spent: assistance provided by the 

elimination enactment international community for the storage and elimination of nerve 
agents; countries providing assistance; and value of assistance. 
SECDEF report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106945 361 Sec. 1310. Limitation on use of funds for Report 30 days prior lo 50% OUSD/P Report on agreement between the U.S. and Russian Federntion 
elimination of weapons grade plutonium being oh ligated or regarding shut down or conversion of the reactors of the Russi.al 

program expended Federation, SF.CORF report. SF.CDF.F SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 069/ 764 Sec. 336, Effects of availability of slot machines Report ~LT03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Evaluate the effects of the availahility of slot machines as a 

on U.S. military installations overseas MWR activity. the morale of military oommunities overseas. ant 
members' ~oal financial stability. SF.<.:DF.F repol't-

106-945 104/781 Sec. 415, Increase in numbers of members in Report NLT03/31/01 OUSD/P&R Report on management of the grade structure for .reserve. 
certain.grades authorized to be on active duty in component officei-.~ enlisted members subject to sec. 12011 and 

sunnon of the Reserves sec. 12012 of title 10, U.S.C., respectively. SECDEF report. 

106-945 122 Sec. 534, Review of allocation of Junior Kesem Legislative If necessary, with F. OUSD/P&R Based on the review of the allocations of units ii is determined 

Officers' Training Corps (JROTC) uni ls among proposal 02 budget request that an increase in the statutory maximum number of such units 

the services is warranted. SECDEF repor:t: 
106-945 143/79' Sec. 563, Access to secondary schools for Notify If necessary OUSD/P&R If one year after notification is given a local educational agency 

military recruiting purposl's continues to deny access lo al least two of the armed forces. 
SF.CDF.f report. 

Thursday, Februaiy l, 2001 Page: 29 of 36 

11-L-0559/0SD/2089 



Congressi ona I Reporting Requirements/Assign men ts 2001 
Action 

!Report Page !Subject Action [ •ue Date Office Brief 
106-945 144 sec. 564, Pilot program to enhance military Report NLT 180 days after OUSD/P&R Provide the Secretary's findings aud conclusions ou the pilot 

recruiting by improving military awareness of program period program. SECDEF report. 
school counselors and educators 

106-945 149/795 Sec. 574, Management and per diem Report 03131/02 OUSD/P&R Report on the admioislration of this provision and make 
reouirements recommendations for revision. SECDEF reoort. 

1()6..945 157 Sec. 604, Supplemental subsiS1eDce allowance Repo11 NLT 03/012001- OUSD/P&R Postp0nementauthority of up to 180 days may be exercised, as 
for low-income members with dependents 2006 determined by the SECDEC afmr consultation with the FRTIB 

Executive Director. SECDEF reixm. 
I06-94:i 16X IR05 ~ec. 6:n Authorization of retention bonus for Notify 90 days before any OUSD/P&R In advance, of each military skill to be designated as critical. 

members of the armed forces qualified bonus notice shall be submitted. SECDEF reoort. 
106945 168 Sec. 6:-13. Authorization of retention bonus for Report NLT 02/15 annually OUSD/P&R Analyze the effect of honuses on retention of members qualified 

members of the armed forces qualified for which the bonuses were offered; and describe the intentions 
regarding their continued use, SECDEF report. 

106-945 178/808 Sec. 661, Participation in Thrift Savings Piao Notify If necessary OUSD/P&R Postponement authority of up to 180 days may be exercised, as 
(TSP) determined by the SEC DEC after consultation with the FRTIB 

Executive Director. SECDEF report. 
106-945 184/812 S c. 702. Chiropractic health care for members Report NLT 01/31/01 OUSD/P&R Plan to phase in, over a period of five years. sen-ices for all 

on active duty active duty service personnel, also continue to provide services 
and benefits as provided during W -00. SEC DEF report. 

106-945 188 / 814 Sec. 712, Couditions for eligibility for Notify If necessary OUSD/P&R Continuation of program would be contingent upon SECDEF 
CHAMPUSand TRICARE; expansion and and HHS jointly developing and implementing terms and 
modification of :-..1edicare subvention oroiect conditions for both a1?encies. SECDEF reporl. 

106-945 190 Sec. 712. Couditious for eligibility for Report Annual Report OUSD/P&R Report on tie program and its impact on costs and the provision 
CHAMPUSandTRICARE;expansion and of health services. SECDEF report. 
mowficalion of Medicare subvention nro iect 

106-945 190 Sec. 712, Conditions for eligibility for Report 60 days before OUSD/P&R Justify changing the designation of a site: applying comparable 
CHAMPUS and TRICARE; expansion and changes requirements; making significant changes in payment amounts 
modificalion of Medicare suhvention project or methodology, and operation of the program or telDlinating 

the agreement. SECDEF repo11. 
106-945 190 Sec. 712, Cooditions for eligibility for Notify Upon negotiating au OUSD/P&R Ttansnut a copy of a proposed agreement with HHS and all 

CHAMPUS and TRJCARE; expansion and agreement re I ated agreements and supporting documents. SECDEF report 
modification of Y1edicare subvention nroiect 

106-945 198 / 8 If Sec. 7'23. Modemi7.ation ofTRICARE business Plan NLT 03/15/01 OUSD/P&R Submit a plan to provide portability and reciprocity of benefits 
practices and increase of use of military foraU enrollees under the program throughout all regions. 
treatment facilities SECDEF .repoJ1. 

106-945 199/ 81. Sec. 725. Protections against health care Report NLTOl/31/01 OUSD/P&R Recommend praclices to di.~courage or prohibil providers under 
providers seeking direct reimbursement from the TRICARE program, and individuals or entitie.~ working on 
members of the uniformed services their behalf, from seeking direct reimbursement. SECDEF 

reporl. 
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106-945 201 Sec. 731, Demonstration project Cot expanded Plan NLT 03/31/01 OUSDIP&R Submit a plan to carry out the demonstration 1m~jcct. SE(:DEF 

access tu mental health counselor.~ report. 
106-945 201 Se-c. 731. Demonstration project for expanded Report NLT 02/01/03 OUSD/P&R Report on the denmnslration project, including tbeexteot to 

acces.~ to mental health counselors which expenditures for reimhursement changes. SE(:DEF 
rerort 

106-945 203 Sec. 733, Health care management Report NLT03/15/02 OUSD/P&R Report on the demonsttation program, include an assessment of 
demonstration program the value of incorporating the use of the tested planning and 

mana~ement models. SECDEF re~rt. 
106-945 207 /820 Ser. 753, Health Informatics Report Annual OUSD/P&R Adds two additional section.~ to the annual report a.~ required by 

Sec. 723 of the NDAA for IT-00 (P.L.106-65). SECDEF 
reoort. 

106-945 210 I 820 ISec. 756, Privacy of DoD medical records Plan NLT 04/01/01 OUSD/P&R Sutm1il a comprehensive plan 10 improve privacy protections. 
Sl<:CDiff report. 

106-945 2 II Sec. 757, Authority to establish special locality- Report J\LT om1 JOI OUSD/P&R Report on actions taken to cany out sec. I079(h)(5) of title I 0. 
based reimbursement rates U.S.C. SECDEF ~rt. 

106-945 211 Sec. 757, Authortty lo eslablish special locality- Reporl NLT l&Odays afler OUSD/P&R The extent to which physician.~ are choosing not to participate in 
ha.~ed reimbursement rates enactment contracts for the furnishing of health care in rural States, include 

reasons for withdrawals and refusals. SECDEF report. 
106-945 2121821 1sec. 760, Training in health care management Report NLT 18 months after OUSDIP&R Indude a survey of professional civilian certifications and 

and administration enactment credentials; descriptions of continuing education activities and 
of the prominence of such credentials or certifications among 
senior civilian executives. SECDEF reoon. 

106-945 214 Sec. 762, Study on comparability of coYerage f01 Report NLT 03/31/01 OUSDJP&R R.epon on the findings of the smdy comparing coverage and 

physical, speech, and occupational therapies reimbursemenl for covered beneficiaries to coverage and 
reimbursement for such theraDies. SECDEF renort. 

106-945 327 Sec. 1105, Study on civilian personnel services Report NLT 01/01/02 OUSD/P&R Assess the manner in which personnel services are provided for 
civilian personnel and repon, and ioctude, if appropriate. a 

for a demoostratioo ---- SECDEF reoort. 

106-945 403 Sec. 1811, Coosuuction Report NLT 011()1 Annually OUSD/P&R Justify each grant to enable local educational agencies to cany 
out modemizalion of school facilities for the prior fiscal year. 
SECDEF renon. 

106-945 455 Sec. 2871, Land conveyance, AAFES property, Report Within 30 days after OUSDJP&R Repon the particulars of the sale. SECDEF report. 

Farmers Branch, Texas sale of orooenv 
106-94S 811 Aimed Forces Re.tirement Home fees R.epon 03/JMH OUSD/P&R Following a review. report the results aod any reoommeodatioo~ 

for changing the currcot fees oc operatioos or tbe Armed Forces 
Retiremeot Home. SECDEF nonnrt 

106-945 815 Sec. 712. Medicare subvention project Plan 03/30/01 OUSD/P&R A plan for universal, continuous enrollment of aJI eligible 
beneficiaries beginning in fiscal year 2002. SECDEF renort. 

106-945 815 Sec. 713, Accrual funding for health care for Report 02108/01 OUSD/P&R Report results of an independent study, including any 

Medicare-eligible retirees and depeDdeo4s recommendations. SECDEF report. 
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106-945 776 Revision of authority to waive limitation on waiver None specified Air Force Waive the 50 percent depot maintenance requirement for reason 

performance of depot-level maintenance of national security. President report. SECDEF SHOULD 
SIGN. 

106945 049/ 722 Sec. 232, Reports on Ballistic Missile Threat !Report NLT 2 weeks after [ I A Assess tbe missile threat, whether the U.S. is capable of 
Posed By North Korea (lbreat) next long-range test !defeating the N. Korean missile threat, and the potential for 

by N.K. or 60 days proliferation of missile technologies. Presuknl report . 
SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 049 / 722 Sec. 232, Reports on Ballistic Missile Threat Report NL T 2 weeks of next DIA Provide any steps intended to reduce the vulnerability to the N. 
Posed By North Korea (Reducing Vulnerability) test Korean long-range ballistic missile threat, and the technical and 

IProgrammatic viability of testing any other missile defense 
svsteim. President renort. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 034 /644 Sec. 124, Limitation during fiscal year 2001 on Report 04/15/01 !Navy Required force structure to support the national military strategy 
changes in submarine force structure and include the ae,quisition strategy and fleet maintenance 

requirements. President report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 279 / 852 Sec. 1053, Report on Federal Government Report NLT 01 115101 0ASD/C3l Detail the specific steps taken by the Federal Governmenl as of 
progress iii developing information assurance the date of the report to develop critical infrastructure assurance 
strategies strategies as outlined by PDD-63. Presitknt report .SECDEF 

SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 274 / 849 Sec. 1034, Status of domestic preparedness Report 03/31/01 'OASDICS Report on the status of domestic preparedness against the threat 

against the threat of biological terrorism of biological terrorism. President report. SECDEF SHOULD 
SIGN. 

I 06-945 341 / 867 Sec. 1204, Additional matters for annual report Report Annual bUSD/AT&L Include in annual report. a description of actions taken on 
on transfers of militarily sensitive technology to recommendations of inspectors general contained in previous 
countries and entities of concern annual reports. Pre1identreoort. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 342_/ 869 Sec. 1213, Serniaunual report on Kosovo Report 12/lflOOOand OUSDIC& P Reporl on the contributions of European nations and 
peacekeeping Semiannually organizations to the peacekeeping operations in Kosovo. 

thereafter President report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 260 / 842 Sec. 1005, Limitatiou on Funds for Bosnia and Certify When necessary OUSD/P If a waiver is necessary and will not adversely affect the 

Kosovo Peacekeeping Operations for FY-01 readiness of U.S. military forces or national security interests. 
Pnswntreoort .SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 260 / 842 Sec. 1005, Limitation on Funds for Bosnia and Report When necessary OUSD/P Reasons for waiver, including impact of military involvement ir 
Kosovo Peacekeeping Operations for FY-01 Balkan peacekeeping operations on military readiness, aud 

specific reasons additional funding is required Presulent 
report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 341 / 867 Sec. 1211 , Assessing effect of continued Report NLT 04/01 Annually OUSD/P Making the report on the readiness impact of U.S. military 
operations in the Balkans region on readiness to operations in the Balkans an annual report. Pn1ulenl report . 
execute the national militarv strate~ SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
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106-945 342 / 868 $ec. 1212, Situation in the Balkans ~rt '°6'30/01 and bUSD/P Report on progress in achieving benchmarks for conditions that 

(Benchmarks) Semiannually would achieve a sustainable peace aud ultimately withdrawal of 
thereafter U.S. military presence in Kosovo. PresilkRt report. SECDEF 

SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 342 / 868 >ec. 1212, Situation in the Balk.ans ~ 06/30'0 l and OUSD/P Report on progress in developing and implementing a 

(Comprehensive Strategy) lsemiannua11y comprehensive political-military strategy for the BaJtans. 
I • r 'l'relitknt report. SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 357 / 876 Sec. 1307, Limitation on use of funds for Report IWitbin 60 days of OUSD/P Detail optious for assisting Russia iu thedevelopment of 
construction of fossil fuel energy plants enactment alternative energy sources to the three plutonium production 

reactors remaining in operation in Russia. President rtport . 
SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 

106-945 357 I 876 Sec. 1308, Reports on activities aud assistance Report 02/05/01 aud each OUSD/P Consolidate reports on activities and assistance during the 
under Cooperative Threat Reduction programs first Monday in preceding fiscal year under CTR programs. President report . 

Februarv SECDEF SHOULD SIGN. 
106-945 036 / 646 Sec. 132, Modernization of Air National Guard Plan 01101/01 Air Force A plau to modernize and upgrade the combat capabilities of 

F-1 6A units those units that are assigned F- l 6A aircraft. 
106-945 093 1770 Sec. 377, Air Force spare and repair parts Report NLT 01/01/01 and Air Force Report on the overall status of the spare and repair parts 

orO!!ram for c-5 09/30/01 '" 

106-945 213 Sec. 761, Studies ou feasibility of sharing Report INLT03/0l/01 AirForoe Report on a study ou the feasibility of sharing a biomedical 
Biomedical Research Facility (Little Rock research facility wilh the Department of VA and lhe School of 
Medical Facilitv) Medicine at the University of Arkansas. 

106-945 253 Sec. 935, Air Force Institute of Technology Report NLT 09/30/01 Air Force Report the roles aud missions, organizational structure,funding, 
andoperatioos as projected, aloug with any recommendations. 

!0~945 638 Air Mobility Command Report 03/15/01 Air Force Provide analysis for the C-141, C-5, and C-17 fleets and 
determine readiness levels, explore alternatives to existing 
aircraft stationing plans for component airlift forces . 

106-945 692 Specialty aerospace metals Report With FY-02 budget Air Force Report on the plan for meeting requirements for advanced 
reauest special aerospace metals and alloys. 

106-945 693 Space maneuver vehicle Report 04/01/01 Air Force Report on concepts, critical development paths, and application! 
for a low-cost reusable lower stage booster, and how it could fit 
into au overall Military Spaceplane system. 

106-945 694 Satellite conttol network Report 04/01/01 Air Force Conduct au evaluation of commerctal technologies aud services 
relevant to modernization of the satellite control network. 

106-945 029 / 642 Sec. 1 I I, Multiyear procurement authority Certify Prior to executing a Army Certify that the vehicle bas successfully completed the initial 
£M2A3 Bradlev) contract operational test and evaluation and milestone HI review. 

106945 029 Sec. 113, Objective Force Development Process Report 30 days prior to Army Include envisioned operational environments, threat assumptiOE 
obligation of 80% of on which R and D efforts are based, and potential operational 
the funds and organizational concepts. 
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106-945 758 Water quality issues at installations in Repott With fY-02 budget Army/ Air Plan and submit findings and recommendations for completion 

K3iserslautem. Gennanv lreauest Force I of t'P.Dlediation Gnrl . . . ·~ =- -···-'- · • - ..l ........... ~t,: 

106-945 oso Sec. 234, Management of Airborne Laser Report NLT 02/15/01 BMDO Report on the role of the airborne laser. including assessments o: 

IDCO!lnffl various aspects of tbe • 

106-945 708 Natiooal Missile Defense (NMD) Repon 04/0l/Ol BMDO Report on plans for mitigating the ground-based interceptor 
(GBI) booster problem~. 

106-945 503 Sec. 3301. Authorii.ed uses of Stockpile funds Report If necessary or 45 DMCA May obligate amounts in excess of$7l ,OOO,OOO if extrac.rdinary 
days prior to or emergency conditions neressitaie additional obligations; or 

obli2atioo may make the additional oblieations described in notification. 

106-945 720 Sec. 219, Cost limitations applicable to F-22 Notify If necessary DOT&E Consult wi1h the USD(AT&L) to determine lhat the increase, no 

aircraft program exc.eed 1 112 percent of the total amount. is necessary in order 1' 

ensure adequate testin2. 

106-945 090/769 Sec. 373, Effects of worldwide contingency Repon NL T l 80 days after JCS Assess the effects of operations on the readiness of equipment, 

operations oo readiness of mililaJy aircraft and dale of enactment and the capability of 1he Armed Forces to maintain a high level 
1 Nluioment of ttiuioment readiness and to manae:e a hil!h ooeratin,t temDo. 

1()6.94S ISO Sec. 576, Test of ability of Re.serve component R£port 7/1/2002 & 2003 JCS Submit interim report& on the status of the test program. 

intelligence units and personnel to meet cunent (Interim) 

and emerging Defense illtellie:ence needs 
106-945 238/ 835 Sec. 905, Additiooal components of Chainnan oi Report With tile budget JCS Identify lhe extent lo which the FYDP includes funds to addresa 

the JCS annual report on rombatant command request dle capability shortfalls identified during the Joint Readiness 

I n>.11uirements Review conducted during first Quarter llf fiscal year. 

106-945 244/837 Sec. 916. The Joint Requirements Oversight Report Semiannually from JCS Focus on the progress made on the initiative of the Chairman to 

Council reform initiative 03/01/01 - 03/01/03 reform and refocus the Joint RNn•iJements Oversieht Council. 

1()6.945 032 Sec 122, Arleigb Burke class destroyer program Report 11/01/00 Navy Update infonnation provided in the report of the SECNA V 
entilled the 'Arleigb Butte (DDCi-51) Class Industrial Base 
Study of 1993'. 

106-945 035/645 Sec. 127, Alternative funding mechanism for Report With FY-02 budget Navy Include a delai1ed description of the funding mechanisms and 

naval vessels au d other naval capabilities request (NLT effect of each fundiog mechanism on production stability of 

02/05/01) other shipbuilding J:)rormun.o: funded within the Navy. 

106-945 042/718 Sec 214, Nuclear Aircraft Carrier Design and Report With the fY -02 Navy Report the results of tbe required assessment and plans and 

Production ModelinJt budael reauest fundinll. rMuirements for devel,...,.,ine the model mecified. 

106-945 042/718 Sec 214. Use of Technology Insertion Approach Plan NL T 04/18/01 Navy Submit a plan for pursuing the Approach as authorized, and 

for Construction of the DD-21 ShiD include estimates of resources nccessarv to caav out the olan. 

106-945 043/718 Sec 215, DD-21 class destroyer program Plan NLT 04/18101 Navy Pursue a technology insertion approach for consttuctioo as 
authorized; the plan shallinclude e.~timates of the resources 
DCCCS~ to CaJI')' ouL 

106-945 054 Sec. 251, Mobile Offsho~ Base potential use for Report NLT 03/01/01 Navy Repon on the potential use of iechnologies associaled with lhe 

certain purposes of associated technologies concept. including an assessment of the potential application an, 
feasibilitv of usin2 ellistine technololries. 
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106-945 065 / 762 Sec. 318, Ship disposal project Report NLT 12/31/00 Navy Include a description of the competitive procedures used for the 

solicitation and award of task orders including a description; an 
assessment of the results; and a strategy for fun.re procurement. 

10(r945 084 / 767 Sec. 356, Suspension of reorganization or Report 180 days prior Navy Detail plans and justification for the reorganization or relocation 
relocation of Naval Audit Service of the performance of the auditing functions, as the case mav be. 

106945 123 Sec. 535, Authority for NPG School to enroll Certify Prior to the start of Navy Providing instruction during that year will further the military 
certain Defense industry civilians tbeacademic year, mission of the school; enhance the design aud development of 

annuallv defense systems; and will be on a space-available basis. 
106-945 228 I 828 Sec. 814, Navy-Marine Corps Intranet Certify Prior to obligation or Navy Certify a review of the business case and comments provided by 

expenditure the OSD(C) and the Director of 0MB and determine that 
implementation of the contract is in the Navv's best interest. 

106-945 229 / 829 Sec. 814, Navy-Marine Corps Intranet (phased Certify Prior to exceeding Navy After a review of the operational testing and cost review have 
implementation) threshold determined that the implementation of the contract is in the best 

interest of the Navy. 
106-945 279 / 851 $cc. 1052, Report on submarine rescue support Plan With FY-02 budget Navy Report on the plan of the Navy for providing for submarine 

vessels reouest rescue support vessels throue.h FY-07. 
10~945 365 / 879 Sec. 1501 , Assistance for economic growth on Notify When necessary Navy The advance notice required by the Vieques supplemental 

Yieques appropriation of each proposed transfer shall also be submitted 
to the committees. 

106945 368 / 879 ~ec. 1503, Determination regarding continuati on tertify If necessary Navy If the CNO and tie CMC jointly find that the range is no longer 
of Navy training needed for training. 

106-945 674 DP-2 drrust vectoring system proof-of-concep Assessment With FY-02 budget Navy Assess the program's progress, plans and funding requirements 
demonstration reauest for completion of the flieht-test demonstration. 

106-945 677 Advanced land attack missile (ALAM ) Report With FY-02 budget Navy Report on recommended revisions to the program plan and the 
reouest funding required to deploy as soon as technically feasible. 

lob945 224 Sec. 811, Acquisition and management of Notify NL T 30 days after OASD/C3I Whenever during FYs 2001, 2002, or 2003 a system previously 
information technology the date of designated as a major automated information system is changed 

designation to another category. 
lob945 224 Sec. 811, Acquisition aud management of Report NLT 60 days after OASD/C3I Specify systems previously designated as a major automated 

information technology enactment information system currently in another designation category 
including as a "special interest major technology initiative". 

106-945 250 Sec. 922, Information Security Scholarship Piao NLT04/01/0l OASD/C31 Submit a plan for implementing the programs under chapter 112 
ProgJam of title 10, U.S.C. 

106-945 250 Sec. 933, Joint report on establishment of Report NLT03/01/00 OASD/C3I Assess alternatives architectures for the establishment of a 
national collaborative information analysis national capability. 
I canahilltv 

106-945 7 II common Imagery Processor (CIP) Plan 03115/01 OASD/C31 Outline a path for migrating tactical imagery programs, 
including lhe CIP, NA VE, and CIGSS, to integrated solutions 
within lhe CIGSS architecture. 
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106-945 1030 / 643 Sec. 113, Costs and Effectiveness of Medium Plan 30 days prior to Army !Compare costs and operational effectiveness of infantry carrier 

Armored Combat Vehicles for the Interim !obligation of funds variant and troop-carrying medium armored vehicles currently ir 
Brigade Combat Teams the Army Inventory for the use of infantry battalions. 

106-945 066 1762 Sec. 320, Plasma Energy Pyrolysis System !Report NLT 02J01/0l !Army Analysis of information and data on fixed-transportable unit and 
on mobile unit demonstration phase; recommendations cmfuture 
applications of system; and statement of projected funding. 

106-945 075 Sec. 343. Arsenal Support Program Initiative Report NLT07/01/01.& Army Specifying the amount of loans guaranteed during the preceding 
2002 calendar year. 

106-945 075 Sec. 343, Arsenal Support Program Initiative !Report INLT07/0l/01 !Army Report on the implementation of the demonstration program am 
include a review of contracting at the manufacturing arsenals 
aud recommendations appropriate ~g_arding any changes. 

106-945 081 /76(, Sec. 352, Effects of outsourcing of overhead !Report Changes may not Army Include a descriplioo of the effect that the performance and 
costs of Center of Industrial and Technical lbegin until at least administration of the resulting contract will have on the 
Excellence and Armv ammunition olants 60 davs after reoort overhead costs to the required report. 

106945 084 / 767 Sec. 355. Performance of emergency response Certify Prior to any Army Certify the plan for conversion is consistent with 
functions of chemical weapons storage conversion recommendation contained in GAO Report NSIAIF00 -88, and 
installations provides for a transition to contractor performance. 

106-945 0991773 Sec. 390, Demoslratioo project for the National Report 02/01/05 Army Describe the activities conducted under the demostralion project 
Guard to provide internet access and include any recommendations regarding the expansion of 

this demosttation project to other offices. 
106945 141 Sec. 561, Army recruiting pilot programs Report NLT 02/01/06 Army Provide a separate report on each pilot program carried out, and 

include an assessment of the value of the actions taken and any 
recommendations to increase the effectiveness and efficiency. 

106-945 210 Sec. 755, Augmentation of Army medical Report NLT03/01/01 Army Report the results of a review and assessment of the adequacy o: 
department by detailing reserve officers of the laws for authorizing the Secretary of HHS to detail reserve 
Public Health Service officers. 

106-945 213 Sec. 761, Studies on feasibility of sharing Report NLT03/01/01 Army Report on a study on the feasibility of sharing a biomedical 
Biomedical Research Facility(Tripler Army research facility with the Department of VA and the School of 

Medical Center) Medicine at the University of Hawaii. 

106-945 231 Sec. 822, Financial analysis of use of dual rates Report NLT 02/15/01 Army Report results of the analysis carried out on the costs incurred 
for quantifying overhead costs at Army and the benefits derived from implementation of a policy of 

ammunition olants using various sets of rates for quantify)!l_g overhead costs. 

106-945 480 Sec. 3138, Contingent limitation on use of Certify NLTl l/01/01 Army Certify that the Corps of Engineers is in. compliance with tbe 
certain funds ... with formerly utilized sites requirements of travel funds for the Chief of Engineers. 
remedial action oro!!rarn fundin2 nmhibition 

106-945 640 Multipurpose individual munition (MPIM) Plan NLTOI/30/01 Army Following a final, thorough review of the status of this program 
I and alternatives to the status quo, provide a plan to the on how 

these requirements will be met as soon as practicable. 

Thursday, Febrnasy 1, 200 I Page 34 of 36 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETAA'l QF.OEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20$~ts3()(), . - -'-·-·--· ._•: - .......... -

LEGISLATIVE 
AFFA1Rs February 15, 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
,j 

FROM: John K. Veroneau, Assistant Secretary for Defense (Legislative AffairsJt 
~ 

SUBJECT: Congressional Reporting Requirements (SecDef Memo dated February 5, 
2001) 

PURPOSE: To address questions and concerns about the number of congressionally 
mandated reports that are required by law or policy. 

DISCUSSION: Historically, the Comptroller has tracked the Department's congressional 
reporting requirements that are mandated by law and emanate from the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees and Appropriations-Defense Subcommittees. I asked Bruce 
Dauer in the Comptroller's office to provide the cost estimates and other data to address 
some of the questions you have posed. His response is at Tab A. 

Reports fall into one of two categories: l) periodic ( e.g., annual; semi-annual; 
quadrennial, ect.); or 2) one-time requirements. This distinction is important because in 
1995, as part of the Contract with America, the new Republican majority pushed through 
the Federal Report Elimination and Sunset Act of 1995. The bi II arose from initiatives of 
the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee and was introduced in the 
Senate by Senator John McCain (R-NM). The bill was signed into law on December 21, 
1995. The law eliminated some reports and created a sunset provision of four years for 
all previously enacted laws with re-occurring annual, semi-annual, or periodic reports. 
The deadline, however, was extended to May 15, 2000. to give congressional committees 
more time to scrub their requirements. In the meantime, the Armed Services 
Committees, as part of the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2000, 
"preserved" most of their periodic reports by exempting them from the sunset provision 
after undergoing an extensive scrub of all existing periodic reports. 

The majority of congressionally mandated reports fall into the "one-time 
requirement" category and, as such, are not subject to the 1995 law. Currently, the only 
check on the Congress' thirst for information through reporting requirements is the 
exercise of self-discipline. According to sources on the Hill, only Senator McCain is 
expressing concern about the number of reports required by law. Apparently, nobody 
else is taking a good hard look at the issue. There exists a certain mentality in some 
circles on the Hill that the Pentagon has vast resources of personnel and money and 

' V\ 
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should not complain about providing necessary information to Congress. Others know 
the requirements are onerous and burdensome, but see it as a necessary evil. At a 
minimum, the number of reporting requirements is something that is discussed by 
Members and professional staff as the bill is being put together. My assessment is that all 
are concerned about this issue, but none are motivated to act. 

On the other side of the issue, some Members and professional staff will claim that 
they have exercised some self-discipline in reducing the number of reports. As you will 
note in the Comptroller's assessment, the number of congressionally mandated reports 
has actually declined from a historic high of 861 in 1990 to the current figure of 567 for 
2 0 0 1 

RECOMMENDATIONS: One approach you may want to explore that will highlight this 
issue is to seek a line item authorization/appropriation to fund the Department' s reports 
that are congressionally mandated. Another approach is for you to use your office as a 
bully pulpit, much like then-Secretary Cheney did on this very issue during his tenure in 
DoD, to encourage greater self-discipline by our Committees to ensure that only the most 
critical reporting requirements are mandated by law. 

Attachment: 
As Stated 

11-L-0559/0SD/2098 



CONGRESSIONAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

1. What does all of this cost'! 

A: Reports are prepared either entirely in-house or with contractor support. No 
recent cost estimates have been prepared 

• The costs of preparing these reports could be calculated by requiring each 
office that prepares a report to make a formal cost estimate similar to that made 
for responses to Freedom of lnfonnation requests 

• Alternatively, total costs could be estimated by extrapolating total costs based 
on samples of cost estimates 

2. Which committees are requiring these reports'! 

A: The House and Senate Defense Authorization Committees and House and Senate 
DoD and Military Construction Subcommittees include reporting requirements in 
committee reports, conference reports, and the Authorization and Appropriations 
Bills. The following tables provide an historical distribution of these reports: 

A UTH APPN Supps/ 
IT UASCSASCCONF HAC SACCONF MilCon Other TOTAL 

80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
00 
01 

51 
52 
49 
77 
133 
74 
52 
60 
92 
108 
65 
76 
126 
60 
62 
76 

43 
32 
35 
44 
76 
78 
67 
66 
66 
57 
45 
50 
86 
74 
50 
60 

No breakout available 

179 126 77 122 69 
184 77 55 181 88 
185 101 57 165 105 
219 92 53 96 80 
308 72 70 115 87 
232 80 56 91 46 
180 90 86 166 46 
233 67 95 86 36 
248 86 80 86 18 
216 68 93 138 27 
254 47 32 64 48 
189 47 40 81 51 
220 36 15 62 49 
287 38 20 69 41 
184 35 36 88 52 
222 39 23 62 85 
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231 
223 
221 
325 
422 
458 

9 676 
11 680 
22 719 
0 661 
0 861 
19 676 
47 734 
11 654 
() 676 
2 709 
0 555 
0 534 
27 621 
8 597 
0 so7 
() 567 
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3. Which individuals are requesting these reports? 

A: Both staffers and members request reports to: 

• obtain information they may otherwise be unable to get 

• punish the Department or a particular Service or Component because information 
has not been forthcoming, or 

• force the Department to take a particular course of action (such as requiring DoD 
to report details on contingency costs and to submit supplemental appropriations 
requests before undertaking a contingency operation) 

Sometimes DoD proposes a reporting requirement as a cheap alternative to a 
congressional budget cut or as a vehicle to resolve problem conference issues 

4. Are there some that can reasonably be eliminated completely? 
5. Are there some that can be combined? 

A: Services and OSD components routinely try to work around, eliminate, or 
consolidate some reporting requirements by negotiating with the committees about 
report content or type of compliance for reports not required in statute 

• For example, committees often will agree to briefings, consolidation of 
submissions (either for content or due dates), or accepting information 
informally in lieu of a formal report 

• The Services and OSD Components are encouraged to seek such relief 
wherever possible 

6. ls it possible that we could encourage the Congress to put sunsets on these 
reports so that they only happen once and never again? 

A: In each year's budget and authorization request, the Department formally asks that 
statutory reports included in the previous year not be repeated. However, each year a 
new set of "one time only'' reports are included on a new set of subjects 

7. Does someone have the due dates? 

A: The Plans & Systems Directorate in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller) is responsible for identifying, tasking, and monitoring compliance of all 
annual congressionally reporting requirements 

• The Comptroller signs out an annual tasking memo to the Military Services, 
the Joint Staff, and the OSD Components 

• This tasking is consistent with the DoD General Counsel's annual Delegation 
of Authorities memos that assign responsibility for actions required in Defense 
Authorization and DoD Appropriations Acts 

11-L-0559/0S D/2100 



8. Is this something we should be talking about to the key members of Congress 
about and see if we can't calm it down? 

A: The Secretary and Deputy Secretary and senior military and civilian staff could 
address the excessive reporting burden placed on the Department in a number of venues: 

• The burden could be underscored at meetings with Committee chairs and 
ranking members and at annual Authorization and Appropriation budget 
hearings 

• Senior DoD officials could advise informally the senior congressional 
leadership and committee staff directors of the Department's willingness to 
work with the committees to provide alternatives to their reliance on annual 
reporting requirements 

3 

9. Is there some way we could reduce the level at which these reports or responses 
have to be? For example, the ones for the President being reduced to me and the 
ones for me being reduced down to lower levels. 

A: It is very difficult to reduce the President's reports to a lower level after the fact. 
Generally they are in statute and are identified as a President's report because the 
Congress wants the President to sign or requires an action by the President. However, the 
Department has much discretion with Secretary of Defense reports. 

• Generally, the Secretary of Defense signs certifications and elected waiver 
authorities required in statute 

• Other Secretary of Defense reports can be delegated to a senior OSD official 

10. Any other thoughts? 

A: The Department should change its management approach to complying with 
reporting requirements 

• Senior DoD managers should take an active interest in determining the most 
efficient way to respond to congressional reports assigned to their organizations 

• Contractor support should be used only as necessary or appropriate to prepare 
reports 

• DoD staff should reduce reliance on reports as a negotiating tool during 
congressional markups 

• DoD components should be discouraged from promoting congressional repo1ting 
requirements to garner support for their programs 

11-L-0559/0SD/2101 
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AFF"Alfi!S 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 300 

INFO Mlii6DEF HAs SEEN fbt,/t1-
1JUN_ 1 0 2d/1£° 7, 2'f!o1, Noon 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE \.· .. ,;\];~~;.;~~·. f) . 
FROM: Powell Moore, Assistant Secretary of Defens~

0

~:-;::;i,;(['~ Alfa~ 
~p~ 

SUBJECT: Rep. Jo Ann Davis (VA-I st District) 

• This memo is in response to your May 23rd memo to me about Rep. Jo Ann Davis, 
freshman Republican Member, who asked you during your May 23rd HASC 
meeting about the involvement of high-ranking military officers in the strategic 
review. 

• The background for her question is that she had been in contact with several three
star and four-star generals who told her they had not been consulted about the 
review. 

• As a follow up to the meeting, Rep. Davis sent you a hand-written note thanking 
you for the meeting "to discuss the future of our national defense, what I consider 
our# I priority" and you responded. (Attached) 

• Last week, my House Deputy, Mary Beth Carozza, was in contact with Rep. Davis 
and her staff to pass on your message that you have been meeting with the service 
chiefs and other military officials as you work to develop the '02 amended budget. 
The Member and staff were appreciative of the update. 

• Rep. Jo Ann Davis also attended a DepSec breakfast on June 6111 
that he hosted for 

new HASC members. 

COORDINATION: None 

Attachments: 
As stated. 

Prepared By: Mary Beth Carozza, DASO-House Affairs, 697-2536 

11-L-0559/0S D/21 02 u,oeoo 101 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Powell Moore 

Donald Rumsfeld 

May 23, 2001 

Let's get back to the congresswoman who asked about the four-star general and let 
her know that Gen. Shelton and I see that every four-star in any service has it. I 
am sure that 3/4ths of them already do, but undoubtedly there are some that don' t. 

We are going to try to fix that. 

Thank you. 

DHR/azn 
052301.03 

11-L-0559/0SD/2103 



y 
\ 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

The Honorable Jo Ann Davis 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Congresswoman Davis: 

MAY 2 9 2001 

You were so nice to write. I appreciate it a great deal! I 
assure you that I look forward to working with you in the period 
ahead. 

With my appreciation and best wishes. 

Sincerely, -------

7 

\U09966 /01 
! . 
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TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld }1\ 
SUBJECT: Venezuela MoD 

July 25, 2001 11:59 AM 

Congressman Cass Ballenger, a very friendly Republican from North Carolina, 
called me this morning. I His phone number is (202)225-2576.] 

He says he has a working relationship with President Chavez of Venezuela. 
Apparently Ballenger is a successful businessman from Hickory, North Carolina, 
and has done a lot of good things for Venezuela. He knows the U.S. Ambassador 
down there. Chavez has been to Ballenger's house. 

He says that the Minister of Defense, Rangel (he used to be Foreign Minister and 
is probably an old, left-winger), would like to come to the Department of Defense 
and meet some people. He has been turned down. Apparently, he said he would 
like to go to SOUTHCOM also, but that has been turned off. 

Ballenger thinks they have been pretty cooperative except for overflights. He said 
they are thinking of buying some helicopters from the U.S. or Russia. Ballenger 

made a point of telling me that he has stock in the U.S. helicopter company-I 
think it is Bell. 

He said, "Does DoD have any reason for keeping him away?" I said I would look 
into it and that we would want to talk to State. 

Please take a look at it and get back to me. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
072SOl-35 

U12644 /02 
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• 
August 6, 2001 10:15 AM 

TO: Steve Cambone 

CC: Lin Wells 

Donald Rumsfel~ , FROM: 

SUBJECT: Spectrum 

I talked to Congressman Mark Kirk from Illinois yesterday. He said he would 
bring up his amendment in the mark-up meeting of the Armed Services 
Committee, discuss it, get everyone alerted to the problem that DoD needs to get 
the money-but then withdraw it at the last minute, if that is what we want. He 
thinks the spectrum auction could bring as much as plus or minus $50 billion and 
that it is going to end up being traded off at the end of the year. He wants to have 
his oar in for us. 

He also talked about the contliction problem-that this bandwidth has already 
been given away to civilians in the rest of the world, where we would be fighting a 
war. 

He estimates the cost to migrate it as only between $4 and $14 billion, but he 
doesn't know how long it will take. 

He recognizes we cannot migrate with respect to the satellites. 

He wants to be helpful. 

We have to get a single person in this building who is in charge of spectrum. 
When is Stenbit going to be confirmed? 

He asked me if I have talked to Evans lately, because Evans is receiving enormous 
pressure. 

OHR:dh 
080101-15 

Gv 

--

-
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LEGISLATIVE 
AF"FAIRS 

FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Attachment 

• 

• 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 300 

UNCLASSIFIED 

ACTION MEMO 

SECDEF HAS SEEN 
AUG - 1 2001 

July 31, 2001 3:30 p.m. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE '/ ... -11.H! / iff'r"" 
Powell A. Moore, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Legislative Aff~u ~VV" 

Call to Congressman Mark Kirk (R-TL) (202) 225-4835 

Congressman Kirk called you regarding an amendment he may offer 
tomorrow in the mark-up of the Defense Authorization bill in the House 
Armed Services Committee. 

Attached are talking points for your return call . 

11-L-0559/0S D/21 08 
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TALKING POINTS FOR CALL TO CONGRESSMAN KIRK ON DRAFT SPECTRUM 
AMENDMENT TO THE FY02 DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL 

• Congressman Kirk is planning to add the "Defense Spectrum Comparision Act of 2001 n at 
the House Armed Services Committee mark-up on our authorization bill tomorrow, 
August 1st, in order to "resolve" the JMT-2000 national debate in a way that enables the 
Department to be compensated for the costs of moving to different spectrum the 100+ DoD 
systems in the band. The band is used by 120+ DoD satellites (both classified and 
unclassified purposes), pr~sion guided munitions}ac6cal radios, air combat training 
systems, and real-time delivery of voice, vilieo, ancl data information to warfighters and their 
commanders. 

• The draft bill: establishes a "~ectnun trust fund" into which all of the proceeds of spectrum 
auctions would be deposited for the use of DoD, first to pay costs for relocation of existing 
systems and, if there are additional funds, to pay the costs of combat capability enhancement. 

Talking Points: 

• A pre~ your efforts to assist the Department of Defense to preserve and enhance our 
a I ity to carry out our national security responsibilities. 

'---·--··-··---- -- .. 

• Strongly believe that HASC inclusion of a "trust fund'" mechanism in the authorization bill at 
this time would not be as helpful as you intend in a~cing DoD's interests in the national 
debate over spectrum for 3G (third generation) wireless services, for the following reasons: 

• introducing the bill at this time r.resupposes that the Federal band (1755 MHz -~ 
MHz) will be selected for 30 implementation in the United States. No such decision has ....... ------------''-------------
been made and alternatives are on the table; 

-----------
• the critical issue of comparable spectrum (that is, spectrum that has suitable technical 

characteristics ancf equivalent regulatory status) has not been addressed in a meaningful 
way and mdustry has not proposed realistic options for movi01fthe J 00+ I foll.syste-/s 
using tbc ba:t;Jd. Commerce/NTIA and FCC have yet to identify such spectrum. drven 
that all of the prime spectrum is currently heavily used by industry or the government, 
doing so will be as complex and politically sensitive -- if not more so -- than finding 
spectrum for 3G; 
L___. _____ . 

• we appreciate that you are trying, in effect, to earmark funds for DoD; we are concerned, 
however, that subsequent legislation could change such an earmark and that many have 
other plans for the funds generated from a spectrum auction (such as bridging the digital 
divioe-and·using auction-funds to balance the budget). 

• Finally, !he bill does not provide protection in the event an auction does not 
generate sufficient revenue to pay for all of DoD:s relocation costs. 
~ 

-/f-
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TO: 

FROM: 

Powell Moore 

Donald Rumsfeldy 

August 8, 2001 8:16 AM 

SUBJECT: Senator Dayton 

You ought to make sure that Senator Dayton of Minnesota knows you are aware of 
the letter we sent him denying him the chance to have another Pentagon fellow 
because we are so short of personnel. You ought to be aware of that and make 
sure you don't let him get angry about it because he is a good man. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
080801-1 

U12700 /02 
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• 
HE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON 

Honorable Mark Dayton 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 I 0-2305 

Dear Senator Dayton: 

Thank you for your letter requesting an extension for 
Mr. Mark Centra's fellowship. I appreciate the value you place 
on his expertise and am pleased to learn he has made such a 
positive impression on you and your staff. 

As a member of the Armed Services Committee, though, 
you certainly understand the situation in which we find the 
Department of Defense. We are underfunded in virtually every 
category, from operations to procurement and research and 
development. We have excess headquarters staffs at the very time 
when some are proposing cuts to our force structure to reduce the 
impact of this chronic underfunding. 

In such a circumstance, we have to take interest in the 
number of OSD and Service personnel assigned all across the U.S. 
Government and elsewhere, without reimbursement. By most 
estimates, the number is over 1,000. I know you can see the impact 
that has on the Department as we seek to reduce costs and convert 
excess headquarters operations into greater war fighting capability. 

I therefore request your assistance and cooperation in this 
effort by allowing Mr. Centra to return to the Pentagon at the 
scheduled completion of his fellowship. I am grateful for your 
understanding in this matter. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

3TON OFFICE 
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'---,__ ---

TO: Powell Moore 

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld~ 

SUBJECT: Senate Confirmations 

If you need help getting those last confirmations don , I will help, Wolfowitz will 

help, Michelle Laxalt called and is available to he • and Yin Webber called and is· 

available to help. We have friends who may Wsomeone who can bust 

something loose. / 

Let's get it going. I want them done. / 

Thanks. / 

DHR:dh 
121001.21 

Please respond by _________ _ 

I 
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L EGIS LATTVE 
AFFAIRS 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 ·1300 

December 13, 200110:45 AM 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SEf"¥TARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Powell A. Moore \J ~ ~ 
SUBJECT: Senate Confirmation~esponse to memo# 121001-27 

• This responds to your memorandum of December IO concerning Senate confirmations 
(Tab A). 

• With the probable confirmation today or tomorrow of Claude Bolton to be Assistant 
Secretary of Army for Acquisition, 42 of 43 Bush nominations for positions at the 
Department of Defense have been cleared by the Senate. 

• Only Joe Schmitz, to be Inspector General, awaits confirmation. No nomination has 
been submitted for ASI) (Reserve Affairs) and I am advised that the nomination of 
someone for ASD SO/LIC is on hold. 

• The obstacle to Schmitz's confirmation continues to be Chairman Levin and you have 
personally engaged him on his concerns, as has the Deputy Secretary. You have also 
written to him recently on this subject (Tab B). Until recently, Chairman Levin 
declined to schedule a Committee vote on the issue. Last week he indicated the 
Committee would have a vote on the nomination before the Senate adjourns. If 
Senator Levin keeps his word, we hope the issue will be resolved at the Armed 
Services Committee level before the week ends. We have previously engaged outside 
assistance to persuade Senator Levin to act on this nomination, specifically Joe 
Schmitz's law partners and prominent Democrats, Tommy Boggs and Lanny Davis 
(Tab C). 

• As we have discussed, nominations for Inspectors General require sequential referral 
to the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs. I have discussed the need to act 
promptly on this nomination to complete consideration before adjournment with 
Senator Thompson, Ranking Republican on the Committee. He has assured me of his 
willingness to help. 1. may ask you to call Chairman Joe Lieberman when the issue is 
before him and the timing is right. 

• Let me assure you that I firmly believe in using outside assistance when the timing 
and circumstances make it productive. Vin Weber and Michelle Laxalt are old friends 
and I know we can count on them to assist us. I touched base with both of th~ 
~sterday. Michelle is helping us assure that there are enough Democrat votes in the .. 
Armed Services Committee when Senator Levin brings up the Schmitz nomination. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 5, 2001 7:23 PM 

TO: The Honorable Condoleeza Rice 
The Honorable Colin Powell 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Khobar Towers and USS Cole 

Attached are some quotes on what the United States said it would do if and when 
we learn what happened with respect to Khobar Towers and/or the USS Cole. 

I thought you might want to have these public pronouncements in mind. 

Attachment 

DR:dh 
020501-3 
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'· 3 0 JAN 2001 

THE ASSIST ANT SECRET ARY OF D(ffi~~l{)F TH: ~ 

SPECIAL OPERATIONS/ 
LOW•INTENSITY CONFLICT 

SEr:'"):r ,..'Y r, ~ :' ~.:q:0c 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-2!$0 f"'lh ,,,,., L'L• l_, 'V'-

1om Jtfl 31 PH 6: oo 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

THROUGH: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR~~ ,) 
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS ;:: .i:)}~ 
(PERFORMING THE DUTIES OF THE UND-y1"1 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY) 

FROM: ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
FOR SPECI~.,~O~RATIONS AND LOW INTENSITY 
CONFLICT r[l(P? JAN 3 0 2001 
(Prepared by: Mr. Carl Meyer, CTP&sJ(b)(5) I 

SUBJECT: Post-Terrorist Event Statements - Information Paper 

PURPOSE: To answer SECDEF questions on post-terrorist event statements 

DISCUSSION: Attached are background status summaries and representative quotations 
by the President and the Secretary of Defense following the terrorist actions against 
Khobar Towers, two U.S. Embassies in East Africa, and the USS Cole. Statements have 
been consistent and have emphasized that "we will investigate and bring those 
responsible for terrorist acts to justice." 

Attachment: 
As stated 

UOl 834 
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Khobar Towers -June 1996 

BACKGROUND: Still an open case. Saudi authorities are holding several suspects they believe 
to be perpetrators of the bombings. The FBI is working the action with Saudi authorities, but has 
not received access to suspects. 

QUOTATIONS: 

POTUS - 6/25/96 - "The cowards who committed this murderous act must not go unpunished . 
. . . We are ready to work with them (the Saudi authorities) to make sure those responsible are 
brought to justice .... Let me say again: We will pursue this. America takes care of our own. 
Those who did it must not go unpunished," 6/'!,9/96 Radio Address following G7 summit - "I' 11 
do everything in my power to discover who's responsible, to pursue them and to punish them .... 
We have adopted specific recommendations to combat crime and terrorism." 

SECDEF Perry - 6/29/96 news conference after touring the blast site and meeting with U.S. 
troops in Dhahran - "This attack will not drive us away. To give in would be to betray the brave 
airmen who died in Dhahran and their families." "Our military presence is vital to the United 
States' and Saudi security, so we are going to stay .... We will not be intimidated by terrorists or 
by rogue nations." 

Embassy Bombings in East Africa -8/17/98 (U.S. strikes on Afghanistan/ Sudan occurred 
on 8/20/98) 

BACKGROUND: Four suspects who were apprehended and extradited to the U.S. are being 
tried in the Southern District of New Yark. The trial began on January 3, 200 I. Three others 
who have been indicted are still being held in London. A number of others, to include Bin 
Ladin, are still at large. There was no public statement prior to our "pre-emptive" strikes against 
terrorist facilities in Sudan and Afghanistan. These strikes were not characterized as retaliatory, 
but as self-defense against imminent terrorist plots. 

QUOTATIONS: 

POTUS - 8/20/98 • "Let our actions today send this message loud and clear -- there are no 
expendable American targets .... There will be no sanctuary for terrorists. We will defend our 
people, our interests and our values .... The United States does not take this action lightly. 
Afghanistan and Sudan have been warned for years to stop harboring and supporting these 
terrorist groups. The countries that persistently host terrorists have no right to be safe havens." 

SECDEF Cohen - 8/20/98 - (The goal of the strikes was to disrupt and attempt to destroy the 
suspected training and support facilities used to train) "hundreds, if not thousands, of terrorists . 
. . . We recognize these strikes will not eliminate the problem, but our message is clear. There 
will be no sanctuary for terrorists and no limit to our resolve to defend American citizens and our 
interests -- our ideals of democracy and law -- against these cowardly attacks." 
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SECDEF Cohen - 8/21/98- (Further military strikes against suspected terrorist targets in other 
countries are) "always a possibility .... We have contingency plans that we are developing, and 
there may be more in the future.'' 

USS Cole - October 2000 

BACKGROUND: Yemeni and U.S. authorities are still investigating. The government of 
Yemen is holding a number of suspects pending trial in Yemeni court. The FBI is working with 
the government of Yemen regarding FBI access to the suspects and to maintain the integrity of 
any indictment the U.S. might bring against them in the future. 

QUOTATIONS: 

Candidate Bush -10/ 12/00 - the Clinton administration must "find out the facts" so that the U.S. \ I V 
can take appropriate steps. "There must be a consequence.'' 

POTUS- I 0/12/00- ·'We will find out who is responsible and hold them. accountable." \ \ ,/ 

SECDEF Cohen - I 0/12/00- "'No one should assume they can attack us with impunity.•· ''If, as I 
it appears, that this was the act of terrorists, then we will certainly do everything in our power to ( 
track them down and hold them accountable.'' 

SECDEF Cohen -10/31/00- ·"We're going to hold them accountable, and we're going to track i/' 
them down, and we're going to see that justice is done.'' 

SECDEF Cohen -1/9/01- "We have a full range of options available. 1 wouldn't specify 
military as being the first or the only. There are other options available as well, and in addition 
to criminal prosecution, diplomatic action, economic measures that can be taken as well as 
potentially military. But we first have to make sure that we have the right person or persons and 
organizations responsible for the attack before any action is taken. We also have the right, of 
course, to take preemptive action to prevent future actions from being - direct terrorist actions 
from being leveled at our people. But I wouldn't say that military is the only option. It is one of 
many options available." 
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March 15, 2001 11:18AM' 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rum sf eld 

SUBJECT: Cam Ranh Bay 

Please have someone take a look at this and see what we think. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
03 l SOI-IO 
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March]5,2001 11:14AM 

SUBJECT: l(b )(6) I 
Meeting w/._ ____ _. on Cam Ranh Bay 

March 13, 200 I, I had lunch with .... !(b_)(_5) __ ___,J!, an old friend. He is working 
with !(b)(6) !who is Swedish. 

1. Would we have an interest in Cam Ranh Bay? The Russians are going to 
be getting out in two years. 

2 . l(b)(6) I 
.... ____ __.heads up a Swedish group that could buy the Russian's 

interest in it and then help Vietnam turn it into a moneymaker as a free port. 
It is one of the best ports in the region. His company has talked to the 
Russians about giving it up and to the Vietnamese. 

3. The Russians have indicated they would like to keep a position in Cam 
Ranh Bay. They like the idea, and they have agreed to help persuade the 
Vietnamese. The Swedes said they could raise a billion dollars to do it. 

4. A retired Air Force general named 1 ... (b_)(_6_) --~~vorks with the Swedish 
group. 

5. The Vietnamese are divided. The political people want it because of the 
money it could bring in; the Army is against it. 

6. The Swedes have stopped pushing it because they have not sensed any 
interest by the U.S. and because of the economic slump in Asia. 

l(b )(6) 
7. Should we have any interest in this'? If so, I should let._ ____ __, 

know, 

DHR:dh 
031401-17 
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OFFJCE OF THE DEPUTY SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 
The Senior Military Assistant 

16 March 200 l 

ME~10 FOR: MR. CHRIS \VJLLIAMS, SATSD/POLICY 

SUBJECT: Cam Ranh Ba) 

Sir: 

PJease review the attached SecDef meeting notes and provide 
assessment for DepSec review. 

Attachment: 
as stated 

cc: DepSecDef 

Senior Military Assistant to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

~SUSPENSE: Tuesday. 20 March 2001 
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March 15, 2001 11 :18 AM 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Cam Ranh Bay 

Please have someone take a look at this and see what we think. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
03150)-10 

11-L-0559/0SD/2128 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRET~ffr.::0F.OEF1:;N~~ 

I NTERNATJONA L 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

2400 DEFENSE PENTA~"' ~r.') _ 11 r·-, "). 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-~r.! ., '1 i ,i ~- C6 

1-01/003230 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WIR 2 I 2001 ~J.,,> 

c:: -'rt\ ~, 
THROUGH 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
COPY PROVIDED l tJ, 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSB\PR - 2 .~;JC;; D \ 
FOR POLICY MATTERS (Mr. Chris Williams, 697-7200) Cof1 ~~ .J/u 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY' r:r~ .. 
SUPPORT (Mr. Peter Verga, 697-0286) 

FROM: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF@)nRFF:NSE 
FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS ~\l \ 2 1 MAR 200t 
(Mr. Bernd McConnell, 693-0482) 1>'~ 
Prepared by: Dr. Lewis M. Stern, ISA/AP, 697-0556 

SUBJECT: VIETNAM AND CAM RANH BAY 
-- INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

TAB I contains notes from a meeting with Mr. Kimche on commercial 
development possibilities for Cam Ranh Bay, and a question from SECDEF on: 
DoD views regarding Cam Ranh access/commercial development. 

The Vietnamese government has contemplated the commercial 
development potential for Cam Ranh Bay since the mid-1980s, when it began 
economic reforms. 

The government, however, has not made a decision on what to do with 
1 

Cam Ranh. Commercialization of Cam Ranh Bay, as well as facility access for 
foreign countries, are sensitive issues for Hanoi because of three key variables:' 

• Beijing's fundamental opposition to anything that would change the 
regional balance of power, and put China at a disadvantage. 
• The Association of Southeast Asian Nation's (ASEAN) allergy to 
establishing foreign military bases in the region. 
• The complexity of the Cam Ranh Bay utilization agreement with 
Moscow that expires in 2004. 

It is important to note that the recent "revival" of the Vietnamese-Russian 
"strategic" relationship provides Hanoi with an important comfort level, and might alter 
the meaning of the 2004 termination date for the existing agreement with Moscow. 
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Vietnamese businesses have concocted proposals for Cam Ranh developntent 
schemes, and engaged Western business interests with similar visions. J 

i 

• These Vietnamese businesses do not appear to have the authority 
necessary to follow through on the proposed deals. 
• Hanoi has probably not made a final decision on the disposition of Cam 
Ranh, and is likely to defer making a decision until the precise chemistry of 
the renewed Russian-Vietnamese relationship is given more precise 
definition. 

Finally, Hanoi has been emphatically clear that the question of access to 
Cam Ranh Bay or other facilities should not figure in efforts to develop the US
Vietnamese defense relationship. 

• Hanoi refused to discuss simple issues such as US. Navy ship visits 
until SecDef s March 2000 visit, and at that point simply agreed to refer the 
issue of port calls to the US-Vietnamese defense working group that has 
managed the ground floor level activities in this relationship. 
• The political body language suggests that a ship visit is not something 
that will take place in the near future. 
• Hanoi will avoid discussing the harder questions concerning Cam Ratjh 
with the US. 

Bottom line: It is probably not in our interest to attempt to discuss accessjto 
or commercial development of Cam Ranh Bay at this point in the bilateral defense 
relationship. 1 

• Our goal for the immediate future is to coax the Vietnamese Defense i 
Ministry to continue to develop military-to-military relations in a ' 
gradual, cautious, deliberately slow-paced manner. 

• We should continue to bring military specialists into contact, expand 
dialogue, and gradually elevate the level of official interaction between 
US and Vietnamese defense officials. 

• Practical cooperation so far has been confined to entry level steps in ; 
humanitarian demining, search and rescue, and environmental securi4' 
cooperation. 

r C:::::- , ~ 2 0 MAR 2001 
Reviewed by DASO/AP n:: C ~~ _. 
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INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRET~~,tJi.\,t:FENSE 
2400 DEFENSE PENTAG~" H',-, r-· 1 ~. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-~;,: ., -4 , " :>· 06 

I -01/003230 

~ 2 I 2001 ,,..,6,, 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

THROUGH 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
00PY PROVIDED 1t.i, 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSrnPR - L ,:f{i ·Jr 
FOR POLICY MATTERS (Mr. Chris Williams, 697-7200) ce.1P1 ('ho~ .J/z.., 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY -,..:r~ .. 
SUPPORT (Mr. Peter Verga, 697-0286) 

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF ~ENSE 
FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS ~\\ \ 21 MAR 2001 
(Mr. Bernd McConnell, 693-0482) 1>'~ 
Prepared by: Dr. Lewis M. Stern, ISA/AP, 697-0556 

VIETNAM AND CAM RANH BAY 
-- INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

TAB I contains notes from a meeting with Mr. Kirnche on commercial 
development possibilities for Cam Ranh Bay, and a question from SECDEF on 
DoD views regarding Cam Ranh access/commercial development. 

The Vietnamese government has contemplated the commercial 
development potential for Carn Ranh Bay since the mid-1980s, when it began 
economic reforms. 

The government, however, has not made a decision on what to do with 
Cam Ranh. Commercialization of Cam Ranh Bay, as well as facility access for 
foreign countries, are sensitive issues for Hanoi because of three key variables: 

• Beijing's fundamental opposition to anything that would change the 
regional balance of power, and put China at a disadvantage. 
• The Association of Southeast Asian Nation's (ASEAN) allergy to 
establishing foreign military bases in the region. 
• The complexity of the Cam Ranh Bay utilization agreement with 
Moscow that expires in 2004. 

It is important to note that the recent "revival" of the Vietnamese-Russian 
"strategic" relationship provides Hanoi with an important comfort level, and might alter 
the meaning of the 2004 termination date for the existing agreement with Moscow. 

0 
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Vietnamese businesses have concocted proposals for Cam Ranh development 
schemes, and engaged Western business interests with similar visions. 

• These Vietnamese businesses do not appear to have the authority 
necessary to follow through on the proposed deals. 
• Hanoi has probably not made a final decision on the disposition of Cam 
Ranh, and is likely to defer making a decision until the precise chemistry of 
the renewed Russian-Vietnamese relationship is given more precise 
definition. 

Finally, Hanoi has been emphatically clear that the question of access to 
Cam Ranh Bay or other facilities should not figure in efforts to develop the US
Vietnamese defense relationship. 

• Hanoi refused to discuss simple issues such as U.S. Navy ship visits 
until SecDef s March 2000 visit, and at that point simply agreed to refer the 
issue of port calls to the US-Vietnamese defense working group that has 
managed the ground floor level activities in this relationship. 
• The political body language suggests that a ship visit is not something 
that will take place in the near future. 
• Hanoi will avoid discussing the harder questions concerning Cam Ranh 
with the US. 

Bottom line: It is probably not in our interest to attempt to discuss access to 
or commercial development of Cam Ranh Bay at this point in the bilateral defense 
relationship. 

• Our goal for the immediate future is to coax the Vietnamese Defense 
Ministry to continue to develop military-to-military relations in a 
gradual, cautious, deliberately slow-paced manner. 

• We should continue to bring military specialists into contact, expand 
dialogue, and gradually elevate the level of official interaction between 
US and Vietnamese defense officials. 

• Practical cooperation so far has been confined to entry level steps in 
humanitarian demining, search and rescue, and environmental security 
cooperation. 

2 ... - - -
Reviewed by DASO/ AP • f C ~.V 0 1 
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
The Senior Military Assistant 

16 March 2001 

~EMO FOR: MR. CHRIS WILLIAMS, SA TSD/POLICY 

iUBJECT: Cam Ranh Bay 

iir: 

~lease review the attached SecDef meeting notes and provide 
•ssessment for DepSec review. 

~ttachment: 
as stated 

:c: DepSecDef 

ohn Batiste 
BG,USA 
Senior Military Assistant to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

iUSPENSE: Tuesdav, 20 March 2001 
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March 15, 2001 11:18 AM 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld )l-
SUBJECT: Cam Ranh Bay 

Please have someone take a look at this and see what we think. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031501-10 

U05444 /01 
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M,.arch 15, 200111:14 A M 

SUBJECT: Meeting ~-(b_}(_6) ___ .... ! on Cam Ranh Bay , 

l(b )(6) 

March 13, 2001, I had lunch with ._!(b_}_(6_) ___ ~I an old friend. He is worK~!!l.g 
with !(b}(6) I.who is Swedish. 

1. Would we have an interest in Cam Ranh Bay? The Russians are going to 
be getting out in two years. 

2. !(b}(5) !heads up a Swedish group that could buy the Russian' s 
interest in it and then help Vietnam turn it into a moneymaker as a free port. 
It is one of the best ports in the region. His company has talked to the 
Russians about giving it up and to the Vietnamese. 

3. The Russians have indicated they would like to keep a position in Cam 
Ranh Bay. They like the idea, and they have agreed to help persuade the 
Vietnamese. The Swedes said they could raise a billion dollars to do it. 

4. A retired Air Force general named ... !(b_}_(6_) ___ !works with the Swedish 
group. 

5. The Vietnamese are divided. The political people want it because of the 
money it could bring in; the Army is against it. 

6. The Swedes have stopped pushing it because they have not sensed any 
interest by the U.S. and because of the economic slump in Asia. 

7. Should we have any interest in this? If so, I should let j(b}(6) 
know. .__ ___ _.... 

DHR:dh 
031401 - 17 
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SPECIAL OPEi'! ATJONS/ 
LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT 

01/002921 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SPECIAL~ISTANT FOR 
FROM: PDASD FOR SPECIAL OPERATIONS AND~l;l&fiASSl:EIN 

CONFLICT (Robert J. Newberry, 693-2892) Jf' 
(Prepared by: LTC Tom Baltazar, SOLIC/P , (b}(6) 

SUBJECT: Former Secretary of State Haig's Remarks on Humanitarian 
Intervention - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

Mr. Chris Williams has reviewed this and requested we provide the attached 
information responding to the Secretary's request to take a look at fonner 
Secretary of State Alexander M. Haig's speech on humanitarian intervention 

Attachment: 
As Stated 

cc: SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
FOR POLICY MA TIERS 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY 
SUPPORT 

l> 
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Secretary Haig's Views on Humanitarian Intervention 

Purpose: Respond to the Secretary's request to "Take a look at these remarks a11id 
mark some sections you think we should be looking at and are not." 

• OUSD(P) Comment: There is nothing in Secretary Haig's remarks that this 
administration is not already looking at. The following are the three main 
points of the speech: 

Point #1: 
Primacy of strategic planning in U.S. foreign policy must be restored. USG 
must be able to predict disasters/crises and take action in advance. (pg. 5, 
para. 7) 

OUSD(P) Remark: 
Agree. It is especially difficult to generate non-military preventive action 
NSC intends to re-invigorate an interagency working group on interagenc 
contingency planning. DoD should support. 

Point #2: 
U.S. military intervention on humanitarian grounds should be rare. When 
the U.S. does intervene, we must select objectives carefully. (pg. 6, para.: ) 

OUSD(P) Remark: 
Agree. The overarching goal should be to leverage others to accomplish 
these operations. Effective leverage usually has costs (e.g., political chits!, 
logistical support and training/equipping foreign forces). DoD should 
sustain the capability to leverage others when needed. 

Point #3: 
- The U.S. should not intervene alone, but as part of a coalition. The U.S. 

has an essential political and military role to play in forming such 
coalitions. (pg. 6, paras. 4&6) 

OUSD(P) Remark: 
Agree. Selection of military objectives is crucial in humanitarian 
intervention. DoD must exert strong influence within the interagency to 
ensure appropriate objectives are selected. 

Pe~rga __ Chris Williams~~ 

Prepared by: LTC Tom Baltazar,SOLIC/PKHA,._!(b_}(_6_) _ _. 

11-L-0559/0S D/213 7 



• I . ' 

TO: 

FROM: 

Chris Williams 

Donald Rumsfeld 

March 12, 2001 8:30 A 

SUBJECT: Haig Remarks 

Take a look at these remarks by Haig and mark some sections you think are thin: s 
we ought to be thinking about that we are not 

Thank you. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031201-6 
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The Question of Humanitaxian Intervention 

Keynote Address as Prepared for Delivery 

BY 

Hon. Alexander M. Haig, Jr. 

Foreign Policy Research Institute Conference 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

12 February 2001 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

It is my pleasure to welcome you here to the Foreign Pol icy Research Ins itute ' s 
conference on the question of humanitarian i ntervention . Let me t ake this! 
opport uni t y to thank you for turning out and also to thank all of those i~volved 
in putting the conference together. I was especi a l ly impressed by t he un~sual 
sight of my co-chairman Harvey Sicherman, actually work i ng -- that ' s righ~ -
working hard since early this morning dur i ng our panel discussions . I t wa~ worth 
the t rip up here just t o see that and, although Harvey di d not know i t , w'r 
photographed him in t he act! He assures me , however , that this wi l l not bFcome a 
hab i t . And based on past exper i ence , I be l ieve him! · 

As you know, FPRI has l ong distingui shed itself through its pioneering wofk i n 
bringing the best of scholarship to bear on current policy probl ems . Todar•s 
conference is no except ion . We have brought together a great cast of anal sts , 
many of whom have experience not only in thinking about humanitarian 
intervent i ons but in actua l ly carrying out such miss i ons . And what a job hat 
i s , 

The most s e rious decision a President can ma ke is t o commit American t roops t o 
possible combat . Over t he past e i ght years , Bill Clint on sent American forces 
into harm's way , more t han any President before him, all on behal f of what has 
come to be labe lled humanitarian intervention . The roll-cal l of the mostt 
significant is familiar : Somalia , Haiti , Bosnia , Kosovo . Today, even as w meet, 
the United States and our NATO a llies have commit ted some 100 , 000 troops , 
including reserves , to Bosnia and Kosovo . And NATO went t o war ove r Kosov<p for 
t he very first time in the his t ory of the Al l i ance . ' 

As the new Bush Admi ni strat i on assesse s the appropriateness of these I 
interventions , the President and his team should avoid the o ld argument 0 i er 
burden- sharing . Washington should know, and every Amer i can should know, t~at 
some 80% of the forces in the Balkans are European . Our a llies also bear d7% of 
t he cost . So it is tru l y a profound commitment by the Western Al l iance, not only 
by the Unit ed States , And this reminds us that NATO only wo rks when the 
principle of shared risks and shared burdens i s observed . 

What does humani t arian intervent i on mean? When I was Secretary of State i tj meant 
tha t someone was coming to help me in my s t ruggle with the White House st~ff . In 
t hose difficult times , let me assure you t hat such help was very , very rare ! 

Happily , I can say that the new Administ ration appears to have the kind o ~ 
Cabi net that would not to l erate such s t aff meddl ing . These individuals ar1 t he 
President ' s own cho i ces and so I am opt imist ic , 
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Today , humanitar i an inter ve ntion has come t o mean t he use of military f 
r e scue people a t risk from political cause s , such-as t he act ions of diet 
even if the American na t ional interest does not appear t o be meaningful! 
s t ake . It t hus appears t o fall in that s ensitive area whe r e our humane v 
and our sense of geopolitics -- what we be lieve t o be right and what we 
be prudent -- rub uneasily t ogether . And , as such , i t often l eaves us di 
about t he course of action and wary of the pre cedents that may be s et . 

Let me make the fo l lowing observations : 

rce to 
:ors, 
at 

lues 
ldge to 
ided 

• First , the American people wi l l not support a policy that tends to 
inter vene everywhere . Nor wil l t hey support i t s opposite, a po l icy :hat 
abstains al t oge t her . A balance must be found t hat comport s wi t h bo 1 our 
i dea l s and our sense of reality . 

Second, humanitarian int erve ntion as we have known it over the pas decade 
has been neither just nor practical . We must break with a policy t tt does 
not act unti l after a human catastrophe a nd then assigns ~ourtr ~s 
objectives they cannot achieve. Both are the products of a dangero 
populism amplified by t he media and t he r e l ated explosion in info.ri ation 
sciences . 

• Third, and finally , the re is an al te rnative , We can work to preven the 
problems that give rise to such interventions , and, if that fails , re can 
gui de our i nterventions with common sense criteria and reasonable 
objectives . 

Let me begin with the very basic issue of whether humanitarian intervent : ,n fits 
into American fo re ign pol icy . 

Our debate t oday tends toward two ext r emes . One school puts American val , 
the top and argues that we should use military fo rce in defense of human 
around the world . Some would even argue tha t we should go fu r t her , and u: 
occasions to impose our democratic va l ues on societ ies that have no hist< 
experience with democracy . The record suggests that this cannot be achie, d, 
Haiti being a case in point , as we shall see in a moment . 

sat 
i ght s 

such 
ic 

Nonetheless, we should recognize that both types of intervention are susl ined 
by powerful current s of American ideal i sm . They are the lineal descendent of 
Woodrow Wi lson ' s ringi ng dec l aration, and I quote : "All shal l know that ) erica 
puts human r i ghts above all ot her right s, and that her flag is t he f l ag r t only 
of America but of humanity ." End of quote . Some are even willing to subsc ibe to 
a variat ion of Wilson ' s mystical belie f t hat , as he put i t, Ame rica was c eated, 
quot e , "to show t he way to t he nations o f t he wor ld how they shal l wa lk j t he 
paths of liberty ." [End quote) 

It is amusing, of course , fo r this old General to see so many of t he dove from 
the Cold War era suddenly reborn as hawks in advocating the use of Americ n 
military power without app l ying the test of whether it is in our national 
int erest . Perhaps we should fol l ow the great Cold War historian Robert Cc ques t 
who suggested that one must consider not only hawks and doves but also CL koo 
birds a nd ostriches . Surely t hose who wou l d use the bayonet t o remake the NOrld 
in America ' s image qual i fy as the cuckoos . I would agree with George Kenr. ~ who 
wrote back in 1993 that , quote "to see ourselves as t he center of politi al 
enl ightenment and as teachers to a great part of the res t of the world ... s 
unthought through, vainglorious, and undesirable ." 

11-L-05~9/0SD/2140 



· .. . . •~ 

The American peop le are much too sensibl e to support fo r l ong either vers ion of 
humanitarian intervention because they rightly suspect the crusading arr,gance 
of it, the moral overreach of it , and the inevitable r ebellion against i . It 
will multiply adversaries and sour our friends . John Qui nc y Adams put it best as 
long ago as July 4, 1821 , when he said : "Amer i ca does not go abroad in siarch of 
monsters t o des troy ." He added t hat doi ng so would involve t he U. S., and I 
quot e, "beyond t he power of extrication ... she mi ght become t he dictatress or the 
world . She would no l onger be the r ule r of her own spiri t . " 

The excesses of the Clinton era, i n dialectical fashion , have called fol an 
opposit e school, now gaining st r ength from the evide nt failur e of pe rfec ioni st 
interventi onists to produce perfect ion . These are the absta i ne r s . They w ld 
have the Uni ted St a tes stay aloof from humani tarian disasters in the nam of the 
national interest . But their idea of t he national interest is an importe one, 
drawn from the realpo l itik of a vanished pre- 1914 Europe . They ignore t h~ fact 
that for Americans , the nat i ona l interest is not s i mp l y a calculation of 
material interest s but also a moral one . After a l l , we do stand for cer tai n 
va lues : democracy, respect for i ndividual rights , t he settling of di spute!!/ 
through diplomacy rather than force, and the r ule of law not t he jungle . rfho of 
us cou l d stand idly by if we saw our neighbors , or even a s t ranger , assaup.ted by 
t hugs? We resent such assaul t s upon our va l ues and our innate decency as a 
nat i on demands action to prevent massac r es . A policy of abstention is thus the 
pol icy of the ostrich . The American peopl e will simply not s upport for l org a 
policy so at odds wi th ou r fundamenta l values . · 

I know, of course, that I have set up a pair of st raw men , or a t l east , ar. pair 
of st r aw birds . But we all know that each of us bears a l itt l e sympathy f r 
these posit ions . Yes , we would like t o right t he wrongs of this world, 
especially on t he cheap . Yes , we also resent the idea that we shoul d stra~ghten 
out the messes made by others . That i s why the American national interest 'l 
properly conceived, encompasses not only ideals but also realit y, not onl t he 
world as we wou l d l ike it to be but the wor l d as i t is . On bal ance , human 't arian 
intervention can be jus t but it mus t be leavened by p r udence . We should s ~: k t o 
p revent massacres and genocide th rough d iplomacy , and other act ions , incl~ing 
the use of t he bayonet if necessary . But this shou l d never be a crusade a pd 
should never be undertaken in the absence o f carefu l ca l cu l ations t hat influde 
cost s and benefit s . , 

In 1981 , concerned about this very debat e fo l lowing my experiences in NATt 
during President Carter ' s term, I observed t hat a fore i gn policy that pur ued 
i deals while ignoring power would offend America's sense of reali ty and p obabl y 
will fa il . Equally, a fore ign pol icy that pursued power while ignor ing ideals 
would offend Ame rica ' s sense o f right and in the long run wi l l a l so fail . ! Onl y a 
balance be t ween the two would me ri t cons i stent publ i c suppor t . Every genetation 
of Ame:ican statesman has t o decide the ba l ance t o be struck . Ours is no I 
exception . 

With t his in mind, let me turn now to my second observat ion , about the prlctice 
of humanit arian intervention as we have conducted it over the past decade Have 
we struck that balance between ideals and reality t o which I just referre ? My 
answer is no . Our interventions have been neither just nor practical. A brief 
r eview of t he f acts will make the case . 

In Somalia , the Bush Administration i ntervened in late December 1992 with~ 30 , 000 
troops to prevent a widening of a famine well underway . That mission was 
expanded in t he Spring o f 1993 by the Cl inton Administration to rebui l d t e 
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co~r.try as a nation under a ma~date =rorr the CN Sec~rity Cour.ci.:.., agains~ a 
backdrop of media clamor for a cor.ti:n;ed U.S. military presence. -:'he mis :~ion 
encieci, however, after a disastr01.:s amxy,1s:'1 cost eig:T::.ee~ America~ lives aid, :h~ 
U.S. withdrew ir. faiL1re. A no:able par: of this adventure was the ro.:..e 1. layec. 
by CNN. -:'here car. be no doubt that the :elevisio:1 image o~ starv.:..r.g Somalis 
played a .:..arge part in getting us in. There car. also be no doi..:bt that th image 
of a So~ali mob ab~sing :je corpse of an American soldier played a large ~art in 
gettir.g i..:s out. , 

In tr·.1e dialectical ~ash.:..on, one mistake begat another. We 
ar.ci there=ore hesitated about Rwanda. There was no CKK effect 
a genoc.:..de too~ place w~ile U~ troops wa:ched. 

i 

recoiled from 1somalia 
: o get us i,n . And 

I 

i 
Ir. Haiti the C.S. inte.::::veneci wit::-i sorr.e 20,000 troops a~1d two ai.::::c.::::aft ca:clrier 
groi..:ps to restore de~ocracy in :he i..:~iqi..:e ~or~ of Preside~t Arist.:..de. Th~ 
ir.vasior. had been prociuceci by a wave of cies?erate re=i..:gees seeking asylw~ nar.y 
dyir.g fro~ ei:jer exposure or i..:nseaworthy boats before they could reach:. orida. 
L'1e res·-11ts of this ef=ort were dishearter..:..r.g, to say the least. :ust th: i last 
week, after six years o~ effort and severa.:.. billio~s i~ a.:..d, the C~ and 1~ e C.S. 
gave up. Secretary General Ko~i Annan wrote to :he Security Counc.:..l that,,' a:-:d I 
quc:e, "a combina:io:1 of rampar.t crime, violent street protests, a:id inc:i,ents 
of v.:..o.:..ence targeted at the .:..nternat.:..ona.:.. commun.:..ty could severe.:..y l.:..m.:..t he 
ability of :je mission :o ~u.:..f.:..l.:.. its ma~date," e~d of quo:e. I: has now een 
sl:i..:t ciown. All international observers agree that the May 2000 e.:..ect.:..ons iving 
P..rist.:..de' s party a huge majority a:1d i:1deed, Arist.:..de' s own election in N vember: 
we.:::e blatar.t fra.1ds. I 

I 
I 

T~e resul: o= a.:..l this e=fort has been not to resc~e the cour.try b~: ratl,tr to 
en:hrone a leader who is cer:ainly no democra:, I mus: no:e :ha: HaitiiH by now 
a farr.:..l.:..ar object of American ~uma~itarian i~terve~tio~. We stayed 19 yeas tl:e 
first time frorr. 1915 to 193~, a~d six years the seconci t.:..rr.e, The resi..:lts Fruly 
sc>eak ~or themse.:..ves in :his prolonged experime:1t to .:..er.pose democracy thi~pugh 
the bayc:iet. Enough sa.:..d. 

Finally,we have the cases of 3osr.ia and ~osovo. In .:..990-9.:.. the Bush 
Administratior. thought Bosnia •.vas European bus.:..ness, not ours, and so dici :he 
Europeans. Botj seemed more amenable to propping ~9 Gorbachev's Soviet Ur1·on, 
al~eaciy a politi~al co~pse, rather thar. deal.:..r.g w.:..th the real :rouble br~ .:..r.q ir. 
Yugoslavia. Wi t.hout. U.S. leadership, clashir.g European interests produceci a 
predi~table paralysis. t(assacre ~o.:..lowed upon massacre which we condemnecl but 
ciici not ir.terver:e tc prevent. Finallv .:..:i the s·,rn:ner of 1995, a comcinatic> cf 
i~ter~atior.al a~d domest.:..c ?ressures; combined. with the scenes of tl:e awf:li! 
S.:::b.:::enica s.:..au9hter, =creed Pres.:..de:it Clinton to act. f 

I 

A similar eoisode fol.:..owed in Kosovo. Ove~ a ~illion Kosovars were set tc,! fligh: 
by the Serbs before NP..-:'O wen: :o war. This mili:ary actior., desp.:..te all c,t the 
enthusiastic reviews of our air power, s~cceeded on.:..v when we threatened 
g=ound invasion. It e~ded on a particularly soi..:r ~ote of strain within NP~ B'S 

2orr.rr.ar.d stri..:2ti..:re, l 
~ar.y very dangerous preceder.ts were set. ~ATC had attacked a sovereign st. ~e to 
rearra~ge t~e politics of one of its provinces even thoi..:gh the sit~atior. tici nc: 
oose a threat to tje Alliance itself. C 
coi..:~tries who ~eared that the promotion 
ir.terver.e in thei.:::: internal a::a.:..rs. 
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• 
:here was another ugly mishao w~thin the NATO command itself. A Br~t~sh I 
s·,1:0orci.i:-1ate to Ger.era! Clark,- the Supreme AL .. ied Comrr.ar.ci.er, refused :-iis order to 
ir.tercept =je Russians in tjeir ci.ash to the ?risti:1a airport. Odd:y er.ot.:gh, the 
?e:-1tagor. sici.eci. wi:,h the British st.:bordina:,e. :learly, t~ese a=e r.ot experiences 
t~e Alliance wou:d wish to repea:,. 

L-ie resul:. is that today the U.S. a:1d NATO are commit:.ed to keep troops in 
3os1~ia a:1d Kosovo · .. u~til those co· .. mtries become multie:.hnic democracies or the 
e:-1d of time, wiichever occurs first. Old Balka:1 hands, including FPRI' s fot.:nder 
Ro:Oert Strausz-Ht.:pe, who knows that a.:::-ea intimately, tell me that the endl of 
tirre is a bet:.er bet. I 

T~is pattern of intervent~ons i:lustrates the dangers of what I call "electronic 
pop~lism." By wa~t~ng un:.il a hurrar.~tar~an disaster has occurred, replete with 
gory coverage by tie media, a ?resider.t may fi:1d it eas~er to ral:y puo:ic 
st.:pport for mili:,ary ac:,ion. 3t.:t :Oy doing so, we p~t our whc:e fo.:::-eign policy at 
tie risk ofeve:1ts that are shaped primarily by otiers. 

We lose =wice in this approacj, First, we !orfeit strateq~c direct~on, whereby 
we shape even:.s. Second, we also disarrr ot.:r d~p:omacy. As Henry Kissinger has 
often o:Oserved, tl:e early stages of a p.:::-oblem, when positior.s are still fluid 
a:1d am:O~quous, present :.he best oppor:.~ni:.y for creative d~p:omacy. Once 
positior.s are hardened and the massacres comrr.itteci., t:-iere is :itt:e lef:, to do 
except :.o surrmon the trooos. 

So we er.ci. up maki:1q much rrore effor:. for much less result. ~ver. worse, we expose 
tie very people we hope to save to eve:1 grea:.er ris~. In both strategic and 
ht.:rrar.itariar. te.:::-ms, these have beer. mili:,ary intervent~ons :,o resct.:e an utterly 
!ailed foreign policy. 

Tiis :Ori:1qs rr.e :.o my final observa:.ion. There is an alterna:,i ve to humanitarian 
i:-1terve:-1tio:-1 as we ~ave seer. ~t. 

Tie beginr.~r.g o! w~sdom is, !irst, to restore the pr~rracy of strategic plar.ninq 
ir. our ::ore~gn pol~cy and ~n do~ng so, to p-_it huria:i~tar~a:i ir.terver.tior. in its 
place -- a lesser but honorable ro:e. :r. recer.t years :Oecause of confusion abot.:t 
t~e real ca~ses of the collapse of :,he Sov~et Union, the ~r.choate ar.alysis c! 
tie so-cal:ed "Kew Wor:d Order" has le£:. ~s vt.::r.erao:e to pass~ng crises ind 
deoriveci. us o! any sensible juci.gme:1:. abo·Jt the~r importance to our overall 
goals. 

Above all, we rr·,1st discard the ~dea that we :-1eed the disaster be::ore we can cio 
a:-1yth~:-1g e!!ect~ve. Lad~es anci ge:it:erie:i, there is no room ir. a sound American 
foreigr. policy for :.oday's electronic populism! 

0:-1ce t:-iis is done we wi:l be ao:e to revive ot.:r diplomacy of prevent~on. : 
realize of course, that prever.ting a crisis somet~mes requ~res an earlier threa:, 
to cse ::crce. Bt.:t does a:1yone no:. believe that a t.:nited U.S.-~t.:ropear. approach 
to the B0s:-1ia crisis i:-1 1991 or 1992 would have spared everyone great agony and 
saved :.housands of :ives? 

Seconci., ~f d~p:omacy fails anci. we contemp:ate intervention, we s:-io·Jlci. r:eca~l 
that ot.:r rrilitary forces operate in support of national object~ves that ~r.~t.:ci.e 
~bove. all. the deterrence of major wars, w:-iic~. is really the _m,ost. imp~rtanti 
~t.:ma:-11tar1ar. role we can play. We a:-1d our al_1es rrust keec :,~is 1n mind as we 
contemplate minor interventions. .. 
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Tr.e ~arir.es, i~ their very plain-spo~en way -- or.:y a~ Army Ge~eral could say 
that -- described it accurately when they called ::.~1eir man·.1al on the si.;bj ect 
"Tr.e Small 1'i'ars ~~an:al." It was publis:'leci in ~ 9~ :J and i-: yo·,1 ca:-i get beyon.i the 
fascir.atir.g chapters on tie care and feecii~q of ~ules, yo~ w~l: !ind a !air 
...; · t- · f ·h h - ' - ' · ~ ' - d · · h - t- ' t- - "s1· 11 ~escr1p_10:1 o w at uman-tar_an m1~s-ons are ~O ay. Mar~ tat ____ e. 
wars," :-iet "big wars." Srr.all wars are compounded by ambig·.1ity, d~f.:erent ules 
of engage:nent ar.d many othe:- s:-iares ar.d t:-aps. It was Welling-::.on •,,.ho said tha::. 
"a great cou:1-::.ry can have r.o si.;ch -::.~i:-ig as a l~ttle war." So in the interest of 
oi.;r larger role i~ deterre~ce we ~~st be wary of fritterir.g away o~r strength. 

'":'r.ird, ~= :-ie ether a:tenat~ve ~s ava~:ab:e, when we do intervene militarily we 
ei.;gr.t to de so wit~ rrilitary p:-udence, These are not exercises that break new 
g:-ound in ~~:~tary science. The key point is to determine whether and how the 
i.;se of mi:itary -:orce w~l: make a difference for the be-::.ter. The defir.ition of 
that difference will automatically allow us to -measure whether our objectives 
are being achieved once we hit the ground. That, in turn, will make it much 
easier to deter:nine tr.e point of exit. 

I woi.;ld :~ke ta stress tiis last issi.;e. Fo~get abo.1t tie .:et~sh for doing' 
checklists ar.d artificial exit deadlines. :he key is to se::. reaso1~ab:e go~ls and 
then to measure our progress toward them. It ca1~~ot be some::.ii~g vague like 
bi.;ilcii:-ig a natior. or sorrething s~perficial :ike j~st holding a:-i e:ect~on. '":'r.ese 
are troops trair.ed to fight, kill, and overcome. :hey are r.ot po_1ce ar.ci not 
social workers. Ar.ci I cio :-iot accept t~e argi.;me:-it by some tha-::. peacekeepint 
acti.;ally sha~pens co.r.ibat skills. Just tie oppos.:._te is t~ue. , 

Foi.;rtr. and finally, we oi.;ght to i.;se the coalitior. prir.ciple as ofter. as we can. 
Otr.ers share o·.ir valt:es, Sorr.e are bet-::.er placed to intervene ar.ci have a more 
aci.;te i.;r.derstar.dir.g of tr.e siti.;atior.. 

I want to add a caveat here. ~ATC itsel!, as a~ allia~ce should not necessarily 
be pressed into th~s task. Tiose !ew in NATO who have the capacity to project 
~~l~tary power shoi.;ld act if it is in :.heir interes::. to do so. :he rest ot the 
A:l~ance should be support~ve. Tiis was the formi.;la I used successfully while 
Si.;prerre A:l~ed Corrma:-ider of KATO to cieal with so-calleci o~t of area crises. I am 
conv~1~ced tiat it remai~s both wor:-<.able and !ar pre!erable to tie cumbersome and 
restrict~ve proced~res we saw in the Kosovo war. 

=he U.S. has ar. esser.tial role to play in -:orm~ng such coa:itions. We nee~ :-iot -
~ we s~o~lc ~ot -- provide the :ion's share o! forces. I1~ fac::., as I poin ~d 
out, we are not doing so tociay in the Ba:kar.s. B·.it -::.he essence of ar.y ::::oa. i tion, 
sr.ared b~rdens and sr.ared risks, may req~ire important U.S. par::.icipa::.io~. We 
shoi.;:d r.ever forget that there is a price -:or :eadersh~p. 

Let me concl~de ~ow by reviewing the ma~r. points. Hi.;ma~itariar. intervention has 
a minor but honorable role to p:ay in American foreigr. po:icy. It rrust be ~auged 
or. ::.ie balance of values ar.ci interes::.s, ideals and rea:ity, what ~s rigi::. ~nd 
what is p~urient. T~e American peop:e will no-::. s~ppor-::. h~rrar.itaria:-i inte~vertion 
as a formi.;:a to ~mpose Amer~can values on :.he res:. of the world bi.;t tiey w·1: 
also not s~pport a realpolitik that cioes noth~ng aboi.;t genoc~de. , 

Thus far, we have failed to strike the proper ba:ance. Huma~itaria~ intervention 
as we have knowr. ~t over the past decade has beer. ne~ther just r.or practical. 
"E.:e~t:-on~?, p:pu:~s~·: stay! ,:".ir_ hand ~nt~l ~~saster strik_~s, _ ciepr~vir.g ou~I 
fo_e1gn P~--CY of st_ateg1~ ~e:-i~e, ar.u o.ir uiplorrats of -~e1r mos~ effect1~e 
opporti.;~ities, before positions co~qeal in blood. 1 
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The~e is a better .way. Fi~st, restore stra:egic balance to our =ore~gn policy 
ar.d foc~s on prevent~on at :~e ear:iest stage wher. creative d~p:omacy can work 
best. Secor.ct, consider er.gageme:1t in ::,ese "srr.al: wars" wi ::, ar. eye to the! 
larger more ~mportar.t mission of deterrence -- the prevention of big wars ·-- so 
t:,at we do not =r~tter away our streng:h. We should k:10w beforehand that f.y new 
comrr.itme:1t w~l: no: i..;:1derci..;t th~s greater objective. Third, if we rr.ust co ·t, 
ther. do so to make a decisive di=ferer.ce with a:tainable objectives anct a ay to 
rr.easi..;re therr. so tha: we can leave. Fou~th, t:se t:,e coalition prir.ciple 1tllit 
shares burdens ar.d responsibilities ~r. :~1e use of mi:itary force. Abovee a.ul , 
lead. . j 

I 

I 
I want :o close with th~s comment. Humani:arian i:1:erve:1:io:1, like the rest of 
fo~eign pc:~cy, is t:lti~ately a test of a r.atio:1's c~aracter. Are we wil:ing :o 
defer.d the r~ght, ar.d fight for it, ~f r.eed be? Ame~icans ~ave a~swered ttis 
call :~roughout the~r h~story. 3i..;t there is another part to character and that 
is r:t:rr.ili ty. ~obert Strai..;sz-Hupe, wrote tha: "moral perfection, especially when 
it i..;ses service to ~i..;ma~ity as i:s vessel, puts me on my guard." We ought to be 
on guard too, t~1at t~1e prorr.ise of P..merica' s vali..;es does :wt :Cecorr.e :~1e excuse 
:or an Ame~ican crusade, one that repeats t~e folly of the Eu.:::opean empire·~ who 
~rr.agir.ed that a lasting civi:ization could be imposed by bayone:s. Yes, lei: i..;s 
do o~r di..;ty when our forces must be used to rescue humanity ~ro~ man-made 
disaste~s. B~t we should do so understanding that =ore~gn ?Ol~cy, ar.d ~ilitary 
forces, are very imper~ect ~nstruments in a very imperfec: world. 
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May 14, 200111:39 AM 

TO: Lisa Bronson 

cc: RDI\1L Quinn 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 'J\ 
SUBJECT: 9 June Helsinki 

There are only so many hours in the day. I really can't imagine making two stops 
in Finland, I think I am going to pass. 

Attach. 
5/10/01 Bronson memo to SecDef re: Helsinki 9 June 

DHR:dh 
051401-37 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2400 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2400 

ACTION MEMO 

IHT[IINATl(,\)111,tl..\JRS 
sccu1trrv r.rr,"\ 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1-01 /005682 
May 10, 2001; 11:32 AM 

DepSec Action --

FROM: DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRET ~FENSE, EUROPEAN & 
NATO AFFAIRS · 1 ~ ~ ~s :--1'\ 1 0 MAY ZOOI 

SUBJECT: Potential for Bilateral Me · · gs in He]sinki on 9 June 

• There is an opportunity to meet Finnish President (Tarja Halonen) and Prime Minister 
(Paavo Lipponen) on June 9 as you travel to the Nordic-Baltic-U-S. ministerial in 
Turku, Finland later that day. 

• The Finns, more transatlantic than many allies, invited you to the ministerial hoping 
that they could meet with you separately. 

• Meetings in Helsinki provide chance to discuss Finnish views on NATO and EU 
enlargement; make case for Turkey's role in EU military decision-making 

• Finns have the (first) Chairmanship of the EU military committee (their previous 
CHOO, Hagglund) 

• It would'be awkward to visit Finland without meeting the President when the offer 
has been extended (President Halonen has agreed in principle to a meeting with you 
Saturday morning (unusual) in Helsinki). 

• Opportunity to discuss missile defense and importance of NATO with Halonen and 
Lipponen (Halonen is skeptical); garner support of key non-NATO, influential nation 

• Meeting would avoid the perception by Finland that it is (again) used as "conference 
location" without ability to contribute substantively 

• Meetings would require an additional stop (Helsinki); short flight to Turku (35 min.) 

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef agree to meetings in Helsinki with Finnish President and 
Prime Minister on the morning of 9 June. 

Prepared by: John Ruble, 695-6538 

#71t,. 
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May 29, 2001 2:51 PM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld .1)\ 
SUBJECT: Refugees at Guantanamo 

In one of the meetings this week, someone said that the Department of State is not 
paying for the cost of the refugees at Guantanamo. Let's have someone look at 
that. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
052901-38 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE r .~~}'.)l. /vJ'\ 

\. ... ' 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 ·2500 1#-0)7bom36 
INFO MEMO 

SP l c:J Al OPERATIONS/ 
LOW-JN 1 LNSL, Y <..:UIIJ~Ll<..: I August 13, 2001, 2:00 p.m. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Daniel J. Gallington, Special Assistant to the~retary ,[or P,,ylicy Matters All, I 
3 2001 (Performing the Duties of the ASD/SOLIC) l~~ ~~ \~O\ 

SUBJECT: Update on migrant issues at Guantanamo Bay Naval Air Station (GTMO) 

• SecDef requested that someone look into why State Department is not paying. costs for 
refugees at GTMO. 

• An NSC-led interagency group has produced a draft paper (Tab A) that is approaching 
DoD's position on this issue. 

• Plan is to establish an Administration strategy to deal with migrant operations in the 
Caribbean, shifting responsibility to State and Justice for migrant operations for other 
than mass migrations. State/Justice would each obtain $IM/yr to handle the normal, 
small numbers of migrants at GTMO, and $SM each in a contingency fund for times 
when the numbers of migrants increase. 

• Final outcome will be a decision paper for review by Principals. 

• Background: Currently State/Justice do not accept responsibility for housing, food, 
medical needs, utilities, etc., for the migrants (normally 20-50) at GTMO. Cost to DoD 
about $1.8M/yr. 

• In 1994, DoD received a one-time emergency appropriation to support its response to 
a mass migration of Cubans/Haitians at GTMO (38,000 migrants). 

• Since then, DoD has been burdened with all migrant operations at GTMO. There is 
not clear authority or funding for this mission. In our view, State/Justice are the 
appropriate agencies for this mission. 

COORDINATION: Tab B. 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

Prepared by: LCDR Tarantino, 614-0022 

Ul 40!§ /01 
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SENSITilJE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
WORltING DRAFT 

April 27, 2001 

Caribbean Mass Migrant Operations: Six Points In Principle 

Understanding that consideration of and compliance to legal and funding authorities 
would need to be addressed, this.paper provides a brief and general description of 
agency responsibilities in the event of a mass migration contingency in the Caribbean. 
It is intended to provide an agreed upon framework within which follow-on interagency 
discussions can flesh out more detailed descriptions of core responsibilities and the 
hand-offs between agencies, with consideration of legal and funding authorities. 

1. A mass migration contingency, as determined by Principals, would present 
significant humanitarian, law enforcement, and national security implications. 

2. In a mass migration contingency, the National Security Council would lead the 
interagency coordination of the responsibilities of Justice, State, Coast Guard, Defense, 
and other agencies, under the Democracy, Human Rights, and International Operations 
Policy Coordination Committee. (NSC may delegate this coordinating role under steady 
state conditions and in migrant surge events.) 

3. In a mass migration contingency, Coast Guard is the primary agency responsible for 
interdiction activities. Coast Guard is to track, intercept, board migrant boats, maintain 
custody of migrants while on the boat, report observations, support shipboard screening 
by INS, and repatriate migrants who do not have protection concerns. (Coast Guard 
also has these responsibilities under steady state conditions and in migrant surge 
events.) 

4. In a mass migration contingency, Justice is the primary agency responsible for 
migrant screening and determining which migrants have protection concerns. It is 
responsible for providing for the custody and care of migrants, until such a determination 
has been made. (Justice also has these responsibilities under steady state condition 
and in migrant surge events.) 

5. In a mass migration contingency, State is the primary agency responsible for the 
care, maintenance, and support of those migrants determined to have protection 
concerns. State is also responsible for migrant resettlement and all diplomatic issues. 
(State also has these responsibilities under steady state conditions and in migrant surge 
events.) 

Note: It still needs to be determined whether Justice or State will provide for the 
care of migrants without protection concerns still in custody before their 
repatriation. 

6. In a mass migration contingency, Defense (as well as FEMA, HHS, Customs, and 
other agencies) will provide support to the efforts of Coast Guard, Justice, and State in 
their response to the emergency. Defense support, for example, may include maritime 
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WORKING DRAFT 

holding and transportation of migrants as well as holding, security, basic infrastructure, 
and support to migrants at military facilities at Guantanamo. 

• Defense support in response to a mass migration that raises a national security 
threat. as determined by the President, e~Femis would largely be on a non
reimbursable basis. 

• The size and scope of the Defense role will be determjned by the [President] 
SECDEF on a case bv case basis, in consultation with other senior officialsa 
product ef iRt&Fafi8RGY deli~FatieR aREIJar a '.IJl=lite Meuse detem:1iRatian at a 
&Y'ffi6iently senier level. 

• The scope and level of support from Defense in a mass migration contingency is 
greater than its responsibilities under steady state conditions or in migrant surge 
events. A 

NOTE: The edits shown here were conveyed by ODGC/IA. DGC/F. and JS Legal 
Counsel to NSC Legal and to the NSC chair of the interaqencv working group. The 
edits are no (vet} included in the NSC text. 

WORKING DRAPT 
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POLICY 

FOR: 

From: 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE -
2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON r- •·· 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-20'.)0 '' ·-

INFO MEMO 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1-0 11008063 
JULY 9, 2001, 2:06 P.M 
DepSec Act.:.on ----

DAN GALLINGTON. SPECIAL A~NT TO THE SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE (POLICY MATTER:s}o/'a) 9 ~ I 

SUBJECT: Cooperative Threat Reduction Program (Nunn-Lugar) 

You asked (TAB A) about the value of the Cooperative Threat Reduction 
("CTR") program (known as "Nunn-Lugar"), which OUSD(P) administers. The 
program - funding destruction of nuclear, biological, chemical and missile 
capabilities in the former Soviet Union - is sensible in principle and has produced 
some valuable results. Pending a program review by the new Policy team that 
may take office in the coming weeks, I would evaluate CTR as an apparent net 
contribution to US interests. But some cautionary notes are warranted. 

The paper at TAB B, prepared by the OSD office responsible for CTR lists 
program accomplishments. The list's impressive quality helps account for the 
overwhelming support for the program in Congress, including among key 
congressional leaders of both parties. In the confirmation process, the candidates 
for OSD's Policy jobs all were asked about CTR and all expressed strong support 
for the idea of the program. 

DOD spends approximately $400 million a year on CTR. The key questions 
for policymakers are: 

Are we selecting the right projects to fund? Are there proper financial 
controls? 

Are we selecring the rightprojects? 

In the cases of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, CTR has eliminated their 
nuclear capabilities. It is working still on eliminating their WMD capabilities, 

~ 
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' 
including infrastructure. This is desirable. Given the poor state of the economies 
there, it is unlikely that these capabilities would have been eliminated without. 

The question is more difficult in the case of Russia. Here is where the 
fungibility issue arises: Did CTR bring about a destruction/elimination of WMD 
capabilities that would not otherwise have occurred? Or did US taxpayers, 
through CTR, simply pay for the destruction of items that the Russians would have 
eliminated anyway as part of their military modernization program. 

We do not have definitive answers yet. Our new team will have to review 
this. 

Are the programs managed properly to prevent misappropriation or diversion of 
funds and to achieve and our threat reduction goals? 

There are known instances of funds being diverted and some individuals 
unjustly enriched at U.S. taxpayer expense. OSD's CTR office says that DOD has 
done a better job than State or Energy has in ensuring that assistance is used for its 
intended purposes. This requires careful examination. 

For well run programs, a key benefit is our giving employment to their 
weapons scientists and technicians or our encouraging US companies to hire such 
people there or bring them to the United States. 

Attachments: 
a/s 

Prepared by: Guy Roberts, OUSD(P), 695-5 136 
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~ 
TO: 

May 21, 2001 2:51 PM 

~-

FROM: Donald RumsfeJd 

SUBJECT: Nunn-Lugar .. 

) 
I think we ought to get somebody to get me a piece of paper that explains what we 
think about Nunn-Lugar. 

.,. .. ·-· ·-·· 
Is it really working today? Has it worked in the past? Is it worth the J;rtbney? 
Should it receive more money? Should it receive less money? .,./ 

I get asked the question, and I am not current enough. 

DHR:dh 
052101-45 
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NUNN-LUGAR/COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION (CTR) PROGRAM 

• Objective to enhance U.S. national security by contracting with private sector to assist 
states of Former Soviet Union (FSU) in following major areas: 

• Strategic arms elimination-Russia/Ukraine; weapons of mass destruction (WMD) 
infrastructure elimination-Kazakhstan 

• Nuclear weapons storage and transport security, .fissile material storage facility, 
end to plutonium production in Russia; 

• Proliferation prevention of biological weapons (B W) technologies and expertise; 

• Chemical weapons (CW) destruction in Russia. 

• Appropriated: $3.6 billion since 1991. FY2002 Final Budget Request: $403 million. 
Achievements as of 8 June 200 I: 

• Deactivated: 5560 warheads. Destroyed: 386 ICBM launchers, 352 SLBM 
launchers and 20 associated SSBNs, 87 heavy bombers, 423 ICBMs, 483 ALCMs, 
2 12 SLBMs, and 194 nuclear test tunnels/bore holes. 

• All strategic arms eliminated in Belarus and Kazakhstan; Ukraine nearly complete. 

• Improving accountability, storage and transport security for nuclear warheads; 
building storage for 50 tons of plutonium from dismantled warheads; finalizing 
plan to stop 1.5 ton/year plutonium production. 

• Initiated collaborative BW force protection research (I l projects), destroying BW 
(anthrax) production facility, enhancing B W pathogen security (4 institutes). 

• Preparing to construct facility to destroy 800 tons a year of CW nerve agent. 

• 350 defense and military contacts per year to encourage defense reforms. 

• Government-to-government (''Umbrella") Agreements ensure tax and customs 
exemptions, liability protections for U.S. and its citizens and right to verify assistance 
used for intended purposes. 

• 87% of CTR work awarded to U.S. contractors, who hire in-country subcontractors. 

• Gives U.S. unparalleled access and insight into FSU military and WMD operations, 

• Most CTR projects supported/properly funded by Congress -- except CW destruction 
and replacement of plutonium-producing reactors with fossil fuel plants. Both 
supported in Senate, opposed by House majority. 
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COORDINATION 
Cooperative Threat Reduction Program 

Special Assist to the Secretary of Defense 
for Policy Matters 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (PS) 

Acting Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Mr. Gallington 

Mr. Verna 
""' 

of Defense (S&TR) Dr. Koch 

Principal Director, Threat Reduction Policy Dr. Look 

Defense Threat Reduction Agency Mr. Kuenning 
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• Program initially proposed by Senators Nunn and Lugar in December I 99 I 

• to assist former Soviet states to destroy weapons of mass destruction 

• to prevent proliferation to rogue nations or to terrorist organizations 

• Kazakhstan became nuclear weapons free in 1995: Ukraine in 1996; 
Belarus in 1996 

• Funding 

• S3.6 billion authorized from FY92 through FYO l 

• FY02 final budget request: $403 million 

• currently planned future activities extend through F'Y07 

• ISSUE: Is this assistance facilitating Russian military modernization'? 

• If so, it is not noticeable. Modernization has declined as assistance to 
Russia has increased from FY97-present. 

~ Reject request for assistance that might indirectly contribute (example: 
SS-N-33 elimination, etc.) 

11-L-0559/0S D/2159 



Cooperative Threat Reduction Program Objectives 

I. Assist Russia in accelerating strategic arms rcduclioris to Strategic Arms Reduction 
Treaty (START) levels. 

2. Enhance safety. security. comrol, accounting. & centralization of nuclear wcaponi; & 
fissile material in the former Soviet Union to prevciit their proliferation & cncourag~ 
their reduction. 

3. Assist Ukraine & Kazakhstan to clitnina1c ST ART limited. sy$~ms & weapons of 
mass destruction infra!ltnJc;turc. 

4. Assist the fo1'mer Soviet Union to eliminate & prevent proli(eration Qf biological & 
chemical weapons & associated capabilities. 

5. Encourage military reductions & reform, while reducing proliferation threats in the 
former Soviet Unioti. 

. ........ -__. 
1.."I'Jt:O",..,,.}•t.1'411n' l .. ; .. •,..,\t~., C ffiR 

• Prioiity objectives today are: (See above) 

• CTK assistance process: 

• Annual President's certification to Congress, previously delegated to SccStatc, of fonner Soviet 
states' commitment to (FYOI certifications signed January 19, 2001): 

• Forgoing any military modernization program that exceeds legitimate defense requirements 
and foregoing replacement of destroyed weapons of mass destruction (WMD) 

• Making substantial investment of its resources for dismantling or destroying its WMD. if 
recipient has an obligation under a treaty/ agreement to destroy or dismantle WMD. 

• Forgoing any use in new nuclear weapons of fissionable or other components of destroyed 
nudear weapons. 

• Facilitating U.S. verification of WMD destruction under this legislation 

• Complying with all relevant arms control agreements 

• Observing internationally recognized human rights: induding the protection of minorities 

• SccDef notification to Congress with activities! amount. and USG/p1ivatc sector investment 

,, Signed umbrella and implementing agreements with recipients ensure tax exemption, liability 
protection, privileges/immunities. right to verify use of assistance 

:i Most work done by contract with US firms. Contracts with recipient nation firms are fixed price. 
paid after work completion 

o Ne cash provided to recipient governments. Only exception was SI O million to Ukraine in 1996 to 

assist dcnuckarization 

11-L-0559/0S D/2160 
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Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination 
(Russia) 

Silo Laut1che~ Elimi ion 

SSBNISLBM Dismantlement 
& Elimination 

• Amount authorized FY92-FYOI - $907.7 million 

. FY02 Request $133.4 million 

SOl(d. Roc~L .Motor 
·Elimination 

• Accomplishments/systems eliminated (as of 8 June 01 ): 

• 352 SLBM launchers and 20 associated SSBNs 

• 61 ICBM silos (including 8 SS- 18 launchers)) 

• 42 heavy bombers 

• 524 ICB \!ls and SLBMs 

• ISSUES: 

• Will Russia be below all STARTT limits by December 5. 2001? 

• Number of SS- 18 silo launchers Russia may convert to SS-27s 
(START II would limit to 90) 
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... 

Sec:udtyAs-rMnt & Tralnlnt 
Center ISATC) - S..giev />o•ad 

Cent• to, Techflologlell 
Cl agnostics 

• Amount auth01i2cd FY92-FYO I • 5306.9 million 

• FY0:2 Request: S56.0 million 

• Accomplishments 

Nuc'- Weap- ~o,age $lie 
Security Eftllanc...-.. · 

• Provided perimeter security systems for weapons storage sites (Quick 
Fix) 

• Designing comprehensive security upgrades and inventory control 
systems 

• ISSUE: Low rate of installation due to level of Russian funding or will 
Russian Federation authorize periodic nuclear weapon site access for DoD 
managers, thereby permitting DoD to contract for installation'? 

11-L-0559/0S D/2162 
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Nuclear Weapons Transportation Security Projects 
(Russia) 

,.../. ;,,.I}~ 
··. ~, .. -=-,~·.··.· ~· .· _.:., ·,· 

~· ... ~~· - . ::-. 
. . .. .. .. 
·co..;p,ehens;ve A!>Cldent 

Response Capablllty 
Enhancernents 

Rallcar Malnlanarice, 
Certification 8 Procure111ent 

1so Supe,coritalner, 

•Nuclear Weapons Transpurta\iop 
ror Disruarltlem~nl 

., 

''"'4 __ _ 

, t.TR('ho,P••·••·Olptl ' .... :,.1<11u:, CfflR 

• Amount authorized FY92-FYOI - SI 14.7 million 

• FY02 Request: $9.5 million 

• Accomplishments 

• Provide surety enhancements; e.g., raikars & weapons supercontainers 

• Support warhead movements from operational site to enhanced storage 
and to dismantlement 

• ISSUES: None 
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Fissile Material Storage Facility (Russia) 

NUCUAl!WARMEAD . 

• Amount authorized FY92-FY01- $475.6 million 

• FY02 Request: none 

• Accomplishments 

D 
D 
D 

Room $01: E"trY Conttol Room 

Room 302: Unloadt~II Room 

~ 

Room $47: T,ansPol\ Control Area 

m Room 366: Interim Storage 

U Room 337: Incoming Conlrol Room 

0 Room 367: Assembly Room 

'Et Room «n: Long Term Storage 

m Room 3~: Absolute Control Room 

• Construction to be complete in February 2002 

. Facility designed to store fissile material from more than 6000 
dismantled warheads ('up to 50 metric tons (MT) plutonium and 200 
MT highly enriched uranium) 

• Corps of Engineers and Bechtel personnel have daily access to site to 
oversee construction and subcontractors 

• Plan to start loading Aug 2002 after facility certification 

• US/CTR produced 32,000 storage containers for the fissile material 

• Draft transparency protocol has 'been developed so US c.:an monitor 
filling and long- term storage 

G ISSUE: One remaining transparency difference: US proposes monitoring 4 
attributes to provide some confidence plutonium is weapons origin. Russia 
proposes 3 attributes to provide confidence plutonium is weapons grade and 
declaration of weapons 01igin. 

11-L-0559/0S D/2164 
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Elimination of Weapons Grade Plutonium (Russia) , 

...... -_ 
' • • (Tl'I V•ff"f!n· f,., ... , 11'~1 l ,,:; .'<.I•\ IJ :, C m R 

• Amount authorized FY92-FY01- $130.1 million 

• FY0:2 Request: $41.7 million 

• Accomplishments 

• Began in 1997 to design cores of three remaining plutonium-producing 
reactors so they could continue to supply local energy needs without 
producing plutonium 

• Cancelled in spring 3000 - technical and safety difficulties. 

• Study initiated in spring :WOO found fossil fuel alternative for energy 
and shutdown of all tlu·ee reactors most effective and efficient solution 

• ISSUE: House Authorization Committee banned CTR funds for fossil fuel; 
Senate receded to House. but limited ban to FYOI funds and requested report 

11-L-0559/0S D/2165 
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Biological & Chemical Weapons Proliferation Prevention 
Program (Russia) 

... , 

· : .- Biological Capabilities.· 
.·.:ti:; ·.··.· 

F•c:illty Dlsmantlement 

:· .. ,:•··,· .. · ... 

. ·. Chemi~I Ag~l'lfArialYtlcal 
· · Monitoring -. ·. . ·. -· --·-· ·-,- I Production 

Fac:ility .. 
Demilitarization t , 

. . .... ... 
••l\·-·-

,.,,.,),,..., ..... ,1•Mpp! II ,•,1•11111, ...... CWR 
• Biological Weapons (B W) Proliterarion Prevention 

• Amount authorized FY92-FY01 - S33 million; FY0:2 Request: $11.8 million 

• Accomplishments: Securing dangerous pathogens, biodefense research. identified former BW 
research & development facilities for dismantlement 

• ISSUES: 

• No access yet to military facilities 

• Some civilian institutes favor eliminating former BW capacity, but government has not yet approved 

• Collaborative biodefense research 

• Chemical Weapons (CW) Destruction 

• Amount authorized FY92-FYO l - $286.5 million - FY02 Request: $50.0 million 

• Accomplishments 

• Eliminating CW nerve agent production complexes; constructed analytical lab 

• Site preparation began Dec 2000 for nerve agent CW destruction facility at Shchuch'ye 

"ISSUES: 

~Congress in FYOO prohibited funds for Shchuch'ye because of slow Russian progress, but Russian 
actions have improved 

l) Senate would have lifted ban in FYO 1, but dcfcn-cd to House in conference with note that p1ior·yeJ! 
funds available to begin CW destruction. Senate continues to support facility; House majority 
continues to oppose. 
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Strategic Nuclear Arms Elimination 
(Ukraine) 

l'·.~ 
~-

! ' 

Bomber Elimination 

Liquid Propellant Storage 

SS-19 Minile.Elimination 

Disaa .. mbly &, Solid 
Propell8flt Disposition 

< 

..... --..... 
('l)c(), ........... c.,:-01,"t )ft • ,:~(I •• , •• C fflR 

• Strategic Nuclear Arms Elimination 

• Amount authorized FY9~-FYOl - $506 million 

• FY02 Request: $5 1.5 million 

• Accomplishmenls/Systems eliminated (as of 8 June 01 j: 
•all 144 SS-19 silos and all but 32 SS-19 missiles 

•38 heavy bombers 

•483 ALCMs 

•33 SS-24 silos (including 3 launch control silos) 

• Remaining 16 SS-24 silos will be eliminated by Dec 200 I 

• SS-24 missile destruction to be complete in 2006 

'" Weapons of Mass Destruclion Infraslructure Elimination 

" Amount authorized FY92-FY0l- $23.4 million: FYO:?. Request: $6.0 million 

., Eliminating support infrastructure for strategic bases 

0 ISSUE: Stahility and suitability of SS-34 propellant for safe removal from motor 
cases and conversion into mining explosives ~ Ukraine preferred solution for SS-24 
missile elimination 

11-L-0559/0S D/2168 
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Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination 
(Kazakhstan) 

"' 

HHvy 8omt>.r Elimination WMD lnfrutweh,r• 
Eliminalion Silo Elimination 

... ~--
('1',t',)h'C'<'l .... 11!'..019?- •: ,·,,_: .... 1.,'" ClR 

• Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination 

• Amount authorized FY92-FYO I - $64.3 million 

• FY0:2 Request: none 

• Accomplishments/Systems eliminated - all 104 operational SS-18 silos and 14 
control centers, heavy bombers and 17 SS-19/ I 8 launchers used for tests at Lcninsk 

• Weapons of Mass Destruction Infrastructure Elimination 

• Amount authorized FY92-FYO 1 - $29.5 million 

• FY0:2 Request: $6.0 mil1ion 

• Accomplishments: 

• Closed all 18 1 nuclear test tunnels and 13 unused boreholes 

• Eliminating support infrastructure at strategic bases 

• Securing proliferablc fissile and radioactive materials 

s Biological Weapon Proliferation Prevention 

(} Amount authorized FY92-FY01- $5 million 

@ Accomplishments: Dismantling world's largest former anthrax production facility 
at Stepnogorsk 

() Issue: Prior-year renotification required to secure buried plutonium 
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Uzbekistan 

Biological & Chemical Weapons Proliferation Prevention , . 

... • ·.: !~·· 

·vozsozbdcriiyc lsl~nd Dioloaical 810 Ma1erial Protection, 
w~arons Disman1tcment · Contr0l & Acco11n1.abili1y 

. . • :- ~ ;. . .... ;~-· - . r. - . "' . ; ~ - • ., .. ,~.,_-z•~ .. ;''- . ,•- ::~"r· 

·. ·., : · -.~ CW Facility Dismiintleiii'en( ~ ::···: .. _:·,:-7· ·;, :: ._. ··<: ':. 
· · Chemical Research lnstitute (NUKUS) 

,.,, __ _ 
t")JtQhol.. .. 1-1•01",1 t..a •!to.:(•t•1u~~ C iiR 

• Amount authorized FY92-FY01 - $6 million 

• FY02 Request: $2.8 million 

• BW threat reduction activity, including: 

• Elimination of the Vozrozhdeniye Island Soviet biological weapons 
test site in the Aral Sea 

• Elimination of anthrax burial pits associated with Vozrozhdeniye 
Island 

• Biological material protection control & accountability projects at bjo
research institutes in Tashkent 

• ISSUE: none 

11-L-0559/0SD/2172 
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Project Sapphire 
(Kazakhstan 1994) 

Over (,()() Kg Wc:i1x1ns Gr.xk 
t.: rnnium rcm,\\'<'d h> ll .S. 

Preemptive Acquisition 

Pivot Sail 
lMoldova 1997) 

'.! I M((.i-:?9 
507 Air-h>-Air Mi"ilc, 
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Auburn Endeavor 
(Georgia 1998) 

Weapons Grade 
Cranium Rcm,wal 

~ 
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CTR Scorecard 
Ukraine, Kazakhstan. & Belarus are Nuclear Weapons Free 

~ 
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CLOSE HOLD 

TO: Steve Cambone 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld )J.., 
SUBJECT: PRC 

May 11, 2001 11:56 AM 

On the airplane, I have told Colin and Condi that if they have said "no" at the 
lower level that we ought to keep raising it up to the top. 

Second, I have told them that I think the Chinese want the plane out and we should 
play a waiting game and keep telling them in a calm, cool manner that we need to 
fly it out. 

Third, I have told them that the U.S. is helping with their commercial aviation air 
traffic control and that we fly U.S. planes in and out of China all the time. 

The bottom line is, we ought to hang tough. 

DHR:dh 
051101-14 

-

-
CLOSE HOLD 

U12605 /02 
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POLICY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000 

INFO MEMO 

AUG 4 - ZU01 /Jr 
-;:-·-.,.. • ' ' ~ ! ... 
"· J. ..,. ~. ~ ·'' ,. ' ... _ ··, 

I-01/008268 
August 2, 2001, 5:00 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
. 

FROM: UNDER SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY (MR. DOUG~t;" FEITH) 

SUBJECT: Info Memo: Question on Bruce Blair Article AUG I I 2001 

• You asked whether the Bruce Blair article {Tab A) of 11 July was accurate. 

• Blair alleges that DOE provided a faulty computer system to the Russians for tracking 
nuclear materials. He further states that the Russians discovered the flaw and informed 
the U.S. and that this "critical deficiency" was inherent in U.S. codes for tracking nuclear 
materials. 

• It is true that 1) a DOE laboratory provided assistance to the Kurchatov Institute in 
Moscow to develop a nuclear materials tracking system, and 2) the tracking system 
contained a flaw in the computer software. 

• It is not true that 1) U.S. systems for tracking nuclear materials have any similar 
deficiency, and 2) that U.S. labs are to blame for the faulty computer code. 

• An accurate characterization of events would be successful collaboration between lJ.S. 
and Russian scientists, and not Russian scientists discovering defective U.S. work. 

• According to DOE: 

• The faulty computer software was unique to the system developed at the Kurchatov 
Institute. It was not the same as used by the US and at other Russian facilities. 

• The faulty software was not the result of DOE-designed computer codes. The defect 
was in the Russian-designed integration of Russian codes and commercial U.S. 
software (which did contain a flaw). 

• Once alerted, U.S. laboratory staff collaborated with Russian scientists to identify the 
problem and develop a solution. 

~ 
11-L-05~J,ot2176 tf 13 8 37 / 01 



• An official of the National Nuclear Security Administration has written a letter (Tab B) to 
the Washington Post to set the facts straight. 

COORDINATION: NONE 
Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared by: Thomas Scheber, OUSDP/ISP/FP, 695-5553 
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INTERNATIONAL 

SECURITY POLICY 

IIIEMO TO: 

THROL'GH: 

IFROM: 

SUBJECT: 

OFFICE OF THEASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
FORCES POUCY 

AUG 4 .. 2001 JJ) 

1-01/008268 
DATE: 2 August 2001 

Douglas Feith, USDP 

J. D. Crouch.ASD/ISP/JL,, . y- /115 l-,1~ 20(){ 

Mark Schneider, PDFP(695-5553) 

SecDef Question on Bruce Blair A11icle 

The SecDef asked whether the Bruce Blair article (Tab A) in the 11 
July Washington Post was accurate. The article alleges that the DOE 
provided a faulty computer system to the Russians for tracking nuclear 
riaterials. The article further states that the defect is inherent in US 
codes for tracking inventories of nuclear materials and the Russians 
discovered the flaw and alerted US authorities. 

DOE has identified several fundamental inaccuracies in the a1ticle: 

The faulty nuclear material accounting system at the Kurchatov 
Institute was unique to that institute and is not used by the US or by the 
Russians at other sites. 

The faulty software was created primarily with Russian resources al 
the Kurchatov Institute. The system integrated US commercial 
software with Russian-supplied software. 

Once alerted, the Los Alamos Laboratory technical staff was able ta 
determine the source of the problem. They recommended a simple 
way to fix the defect and they informed the US supplier (Microsoft)of 
he defect inherent in the commercial software. 

This is old news. The corrected accounting system software was fully 
functional at Kurchatov in June 2000. 

Ken Baker, acting NNSA Deputy Administrator for Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation has written a letter to the Post stating the facts (Tab 
B). 

Recommend you sign the attached response to the SecDef (nexl 
under). 
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July 12, 2001 8:20 AM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ¢ 
SUBJECT: Bruce Blair Article 

Please find out if this article by Bruce Blair is accurate. If it is, it merits 
expressing appreciation to the Russians when we meet. with them. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
Washington Post op-ed by Bruce Blair: ''Nukes: A Lesson from Russia" 

DHR.:dh 
071201-1 

11-L-0559/0SD/2179 
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Letters to the Editor 
The Washington Post 
I 150 I 5th Street NW 
Washington, DC 2007 l 

July 17, 2001 

Bruce Blair is correct to praise American cooperation with Russia to safeguard that 
country's nuclear weapons materials, but he's wrong to suggest that a software glitch 
could threaten our system for tracking nuclear materials in the United States. lt is 
important that the American people feel confident in the government's ability to secure 
and account for all its nuclear material. 

The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), within the DOE, is responsible 
for ensuring the safety and security of U.S. nuclear material associated with the nuclear 
weapons program. U.S. nuclear material accountability systems are rigorously tested and 
have demonstrated capability for tracking all accountable nuclear materials. All our 
nuclear material accountability systems are compliant with stringent requirements that 
ensure appropriate protection against unauthorized access and disclosure. On a periodic.: 
basis, physical inventories of nuclear materials are performed to provide assurance that 
no nudear material has been diverted and that the accountability system accurately 
reflects the quantity, form, and location of nuclear material holdings. 

The NNSA's Material Protection Control and Accounting program provided the 
Kurchatov Institute and other Russian institutes a simplified version of an accounting 
program operating system that would be adapted for individual site-specific applications. 
It was the combination of the U.S. provided operating system and the Kurchatov
designed software that created the error reported in the Blair Op-Ed. The accounting 
software designed by the Kurchatov Institute in Moscow was never intended for use in 
tracking weapons-grade nuclear materials in the United States. Therefore, at no time was 
the U.S. system compromised, nor was any other Russian institute's system at risk. 

Once the enor was identified, Los Alamos National Laboratory experts worked closely 
with their Russian colleagues to rectify the problem. As of June 2000, a senior 
Kurc.:hatov Institute official stated that the Kurchatov system was now fully functional. 
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Resolution of this issue is a tribute to the excellent working relationship between the 
NNSA, its national laboratories and their Russian counterparts in the nuclear threat 
reduction arena. These programs continue to make a valuable contribution to U.S. and 
international security by reducing the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction and 
the materials used to create them. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth E. Baker 
Acting Deputy Administrator for 
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation 
(202) 586-0645 

11-L-0559/0SD/2182 



OFFICE OF THE ASSIST ANT SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE , .. l 1 ~ 0 I ~ 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-2500 

INFO MEMO 

\_ 1 

1#-01/006736 

!iPLCLAL O PLRA r JONS•· 

IO W • r NT F N ~CT V CONFI_ICT August 13, 2001, 2:00 p.m. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

·· ..... 

FROM: Daniel J. Gallington, Special Assistant to th~retary[or P~licy Matters AUG I 
3 2001 (Performing the Duties of the ASD/SOLIC) l~~ ~ ~ \ ~~o \ 

SUBJECT: Update on migrant issues at Guantanamo Bay Naval Air Station (GTMO) 

• SecDef requested that someone look into why State Department is not paying costs for 
refugees at GTMO. 

• An NSC-led interagency group has produced a draft paper (Tab A) that is approaching 
DoD's position on this issue. 

• Plan is to establish an Administration strategy to deal with migrant operations in the 
Caribbean, shifting responsibility to State and Justice for migrant operations for other 
than mass migrations. State/Justice would each obtain $IM/yr to handle the normal, 
small numbers of migrants at GTMO, and $5M each in a contingency fund for times 
when the numbers of migrants increase. 

• Final outcome will be a decision paper for review by Principals. 

• Background: Currently State/Justice do not accept responsibility for housing, food, 
medical needs, utilities, etc., for the migrants (normally 20-50) at GTMO. Cost to DoD 
about $1.8M/yr. 

• In 1994, DoD received a one-time emergency appropriation to support its response to 
a mass migration of Cubans/Haitians at GTMO (38,000 migrants). 

• Since then, DoD has been burdened with all migrant operations at GTMO. There is 
not clear authority or funding for this mission. In our view, State/Justice are the 
appropriate agencies for this mission. 

COORDINATION: Tab B. 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

Prepared by: LCDR Tarantino, 614-0022 

11-L-0559/0S D/2183 Ul 4 Oz§ /01 



SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
WORKING DRAFT 

April 27, 2001 

Caribbean Mass Migrant Operations: Six Points In Principle 

Understanding that consideration of and compliance to legal and funding authorities 
would need to be addressed, this_paper provides a brief and general description of 
agency responsibilities in the event of a mass migration contingency in the Caribbean. 
It is intended to provide an agreed upon framework within which follow-on interagency 
discussions can flesh out more detailed descriptions of core responsibilities and the 
hand-offs between agencies, with consideration of legal and funding authorities. 

1. A mass migration contingency, as determined by Principals, would present 
significant humanitarian, law enforcement, and national security implications. 

2. In a mass migration contingency, the National Security Council would lead the 
interagency coordination of the responsibilit1es of Justice, State, Coast Guard, Defense, 
and other agencies, under the Democracy, Human Rights, and International Operations 
Policy Coordination Committee. (NSC may delegate this coordinating role under steady 
state conditions and in migrant surge events.) 

3. In a mass migration contingency, Coast Guard is the primary agency responsible for 
interdiction activities. Coast Guard is to track, intercept, board migrant boats, maintain 
custody of migrants while on the boat, report observations, support shipboard screening 
by INS, and repatriate migrants who do not have protection concerns. (Coast Guard 
also has these responsibilities under steady state conditions and in migrant surge 
events.) 

4. In a mass migration contingency, Justice is the primary agency responsible for 
migrant screening and determining which migrants have protection concerns. It is 
responsible for providing for the custody and care of migrants until such a determination 
has been made. (Justice also has these responsibilities under steady state condition 
and in migrant surge events.) 

5. In a mass migration contingency, State is the primary agency responsible for the 
care, maintenance, and support of those migrants determined to have protection 
concerns. State is also responsible for migrant resettlement and all diplomatic issues. 
(State also has these responsibilities under steady state conditions and in migrant surge 
events.) 

Note: It still needs to be determined whether Justice or State will provide for the 
care of migrants without protection concerns still in custody before their 
repatriation. 

6. In a mass migration contingency, Defense {as well as FEMA, HHS, Customs, and 
other agencies) will provide support to the efforts of Coast Guard, Justice, and State in 
their response to the emergency. Defense support, for example, may include maritime 

WORKING DRAFT 
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2 
WORK:ING DRAFT 

holding and transportation of migrants as well as holding, security, basic infrastructure, 
and support to migrants at military facilities at Guantanamo. 

• Defense support in response to a mass migration that raises a national security 
threat, as determined by the President, extremis would largely be on a non
reimbursable basis. 

• The size and scope of the Defense role will be determined bv the [President] 
SECDEF on a case by case basis, in consultation with other senior officialsa 
prod1:1ct of inter:agensy deliheration and/or a 'Nhile Moyse determination at a 
s1:.rffisiently senior level. 

• The scope and level of support from Defense in a mass migration contingency is 
greater than its responsibilities under steady state conditions or in migrant surge 
events. .~ 

NOTE: The edits shown here were conveyed by ODGC/IA. DGC/F. and JS Legal 
Counsel to NSC Legal and to the NSC chair of the interagency working group. The 
edits are no (vet) included in the NSC text. 

WORKING DRAFT 
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COORDINATION: 

Under Secretary of Defense 
For Policy 

General Counsel 

Comptroller 

Mr. Douglas Feith 

Mr. William J. Haynes 

Mr. D. Zakheim 

OUSD(P), Inter-American Affairs Mr. John Merrill 

11-L-0559/0S D/2186 
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May 29, 2001 2:51 PM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld .1)\ 
SUBJECT: Refugees at Guantanamo 

In one of the meetings this week, someone said that the Department of State is not 
paying for the cost of the refugees at Guantanamo. Let's have someone look at 
that. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
052901-38 

Ul 0457 /01 

11-L-0559/0SD/2188 



, 
~" 

INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

.. - i i • . ... 

AS SISTA NT S E C R ET ARY O F D'EFENSE . -

2400 DEFENSE PENTAGON-'',';''.~::- .'J [J 7 ! 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2400 

INFO MEMO 
T-0 I /0 10004 

August 23, 2001, 12:43 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ~!~NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS (Mr. Peter W_ Rodman) ll\ \f\fl( 2 2 AUG 2001 

SUBJECT: Writing Assignments 

You asked Douglas Feith a number of questions about writing assignments 
for me, past and future. 

As I mentioned in your office, my involvement in the White House's 
National Security Strategy Report is to he a point of contact (along with Steve 
Cambone) for DoD input. I will be happy to suggest ideas and themesJthough the 
writing is traditionally an NSC Staff responsibility. 

When Secretary Powell was National Security Advisor, I was on the NSC 
Staff in a policy planning/strategic advisor role. I did help occasionally with 
speeches_ 

If there is anything I can do to assist you in this regard, I will be happy to 
do so. Marc Thiessen is first-class, and he and I talk frequently about ideas and 
themes_ I will stay in close touch with him_ 

Cc: 
ASDPA 

11-L-05.D/2189 U14416 /01 



TO: Doug Feith 

CC: Torie Clarke 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel~ 

SUBJECT: Peter Rodman 

AUG 1 7 2001 
Occi.+1 ° \ ()I 

August 17, 2001 9:01 AM 
PLEASESEE 
LISOPNOTE 

Condi tells me that Peter Rodman is involved in writing the National Security 
Strategy for her. I am also told that Peter Rodman was Colin Powell's a 
speech writer. 

- I 

I wonder if we ought to be using him to work on some speeches and things for me, 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
081701-6 

11-L-0559/0S D/2190 
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COORDINATION 

Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Mr. Douglas J. Feith 
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~ December 3, 2001 12:54 PM \'""\ 

TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld l,A' 
SUBJECT: Letter to Israel 

We should get a letter off to Shimon Peres and the MoD about this latest terrorist 

attack on Israel. Please draft it up and I will send it out today without fail. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
120301-40 

Please respond by ---------

Ul4757 02 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

2400 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2400 

DEC 3 .. '-' 

ACTION MEMO DepSec Action ___ _ 
INTERNA TIO NA L 

SECURITY AFFAIRS 
I-01/014782-NESAR 

'· 

OR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Assistant Secretary of Defense, Interna~nal(Se)iurity Affairs 

(Peter W. Rodman, 6954351) ~ \/'"\--"~ 0 3 DEC l001 

SUBJECT: (U) Condolence Letters to Israe~OD ben Eliezer and FM Peres 

• (U) Over the weekend, Palestinian suicide bombers in Jerusalem and Haifa killed 
26 Israelis and wounded over 200. Both Barnas and Islamic Jihad have claimed 
responsibility. 

• (U) Attached are condolence letters to Israeli MOD ben Eliezer and FM Peres 

RECOMMENDATION: That you sign the letters next under. ISA will fax the letters 
to hen Eliezer and Peres via the U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv. 

Attachments: 
Next under: Condolence letters to MOD hen Eliezer and FM Peres 

Prepared by: Lany Hanauer, Israel Country Director, ISA/NESA, 697-8088 ext. 117 

DASO: !JJrf ~' 1 >-l ~ PDASD (ISA): -~----

G fa-e ~~~ 
G 1M /L /J;t r ~ j/J 

11-L-00oso12193 
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Larry Di Ritr. 
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POLICY 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000 

1-01/0 I 0000-PK , ... , . ···n·f'J 
•.. :.) ! • 1 i i • .. _. / 

INFO MEMO 

August 31, 2001, 4:30 p.m. 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (Douglas J. Feith, ,..!(b .... )( .... 6 .... ) _ _,))~~- 'j is i~·' 
" 

SUBJECT: Reducing US Military Contribution in Western Sahara 

• This answers your query on reducing the number of US military personnel in 
the UN Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara (MINURSO), where 
we contribute 15 of the 204 military observers. 

• In November 1999, DoD proposed a 50 percent cut in the US presence in the 
mission; State strongly opposed and defeated the proposal. 

, We will again seek to reduce the number of US observers by approximately 
half - to seven military observers. We have obtained NSC agreement to 
convene a Policy Coordination Committee (PCC) meeting on the subject. 
(PCC talking points at tab A.) 

, Replacing the US observers with personnel from other countries will have no 
military impact on the mission, which monitors a cease-fire. Although one of 

. the US observers typically serves as chief of operations and plans, the other 14 
do not perform any specialized tasks. 

• However, State may argue that reducing the US military presence now would 
signal waning US commitment to achieving a long-term settlement to the 
conflict between Morocco, which claims sovereignty over Western Sahara, and 
the Algerian-supported POLISARIO, which seeks independence. 

• State may also argue that the reduction in US military presence will have a 
negative impact on the peace efforts of the UN Secretary General's Personal 
Envoy, former Secretary of State James Baker. 

• In 1997, Baker forged an agreement between the parties for a referendum on 
the future of Western Sahara. The UN completed voter identification, but 
inadequate cooperation from the parties has prevented further progress. 

~ 
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• To break the impasse, Baker seeks acceptance of an alternate plan to devolve 
political authority to Western Sahara, with a referendum in five years. Baker 
hosted talks in Wyoming on 27-29 August, with the intent of making progress 
prior to the November mandate renewal. 

• Timeline: The next rotation of US observers occurs in January. The UN 
Security Council will discuss renewal of the MINURSO mandate before it 
expires on November 30, 2001. We will press the interagency for a decision 
by November in order to give the UN enough time to find replacements. 

Attachments: 
As stated. 

Prepared by: Laura K. Cooper, 695-23 13 
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Talking Points on Reducing US Military Contribution in Western Sahara 

Core Points: 

• For Optempo reasons, DoD needs to reduce US military commitments, including the 
US contribution to the UN Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara. 

• Our current contribution of 15 military observers is disproportionately large, given 
our global priorities. 

• We need to notify the UN as soon as possible that we intend to decrease our 
contribution by approximately half- to 7 military observers. 

• This decision should be independent of our continuing support for the UN mission 
and James Baker's peace process. 

Contingency Points: 

If State or NSC argue that the reduction of our military presence adversely affects the 
mission or on the peace efforts of James Baker: 

• Replacing US observers with personnel from other countries will have no military 
impact on the mission. 

• The presence of US military observers is not necessary for a robust diplomatic effort 
in the region. 

Prepared by: Laura K. Cooper, SOLIC/PKHA, 695-23 13 
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UNDER SECRETARY---OF DEFENSE 

2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000 

··~ . '-· 

I-01/010000-f~ ~T • 6 /ti ll: O? t.. / 
POLICY INFO MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE(}!:;; 

SECDEF HASSE EN 
August 3 1, 2001, 4:30 P·~£P l l 2001 

FROM: Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (Douglas J. Feith, 695-5 136)Xl~- ·1Js Jc\ 
u 

SUBJECT: Reducing US Military Contribution in Western Sahara 

• This answers your query on reducing the number of US military personnel in 
the UN Mission for the Referendumin Western Sahara (MINURSO), where 
we contribute 15 of the 204 military observers. 

• In November 199~, DoD proposed a 50 percent cut in the US presence in the 
mission; State strongly opposed and defeated the proposal. 
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• State may also argue that the reduction in US military presence will have a 
negative impact on the peace efforts of the UN Secretary General's Personal 
Envoy, former Secretary of State James Baker. 

• In 1997, Baker forged an agreement between the parties for a referendum on 
the future of Western Sahara. The UN completed voter identification, but 
inadequate cooperation from the parties has prevented further progress. 

SPL ASSISTANT DI AITA 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Doug Feith 

Donald H. Rumsfelc1*,

November 23,200 I 

Here is a memo from Geoffrey Hoon which you should take a look at, and get the right 

people working on it. I have no idea what it's all about and I haven't got time to read it. 

Thanks. 

·DHRJazn 
112301.22 

Attach: November 16th. Letter from Geoffrey Hoon 

Respond by: ___ l/ ....... ,J--L___._j ___________ _ 

U14996 02 
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TO 0001'7036142386 P.01/05 

To: 

From: 

CLASSIFICATION 

THE RT HON GEOFFREY HOON MP 
Secretary of State for Defence 

Ministry of Defence 
Room 205 

Old War Office ~ / 
White hall / 

London SW1A 2EU // z_ 

Tel: 

Date: ~o A.!JcnJ o 1 

No of pages: $[including header] 
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20 NOIJ '01 19:39 FRCl'I SEC CF STATE 0EFece 

' 

TO l(b)(6) 
P.02/0S 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
ROOM 205, OLD WAR OFFICE BUILDING 
WHITEHALL LON DON. SW1A 2EU 

Teltphor,e 020 MI 82111/2/3 
Fu: 020 721871.0 

SECRETARY OF STATE E·ma 11: ~lstry1 Omod.91i.gov.uk 

MO 13/8/1C 

16 November 2001 

I am writing to tell you about a European program~ to develop advanced 

technologies for combat air system's capabllitiis that wlll be announced In 

Brussels on Monday. I and my colleagues from France, Germany, Italy, Spain 

and Sweden will sign a declaration to launch a joint technology programme with 

European industry which will susta~n and develop European capabllltJea for 

combat air systems over the next two decades. I attach the text of tha 

declaration. 

The European Technology Acquisition Programme, or ETAP. is a broadly

based programme to exa"!1ine and develop technologies that are likely to have 

application in airborne strike systems In the next decade and beyond. It is a 

framewo,tt for collaboration within which a series of tech no logy demonstration 

programmes wtll be launched. 'Each nation is able to decide which technology 

demonstrator programmes to join, guided by Its national requirements. 

Applications of ETAP generated technology are likely to be diverse and could 

include unmanned air vehlcJe•, cruise missiles and command and control 

systems, as wall as developments to existing or plannlng manned aircraft. 

The Hon Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
United States of America 

11-L-0559/0SD/2200 
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I particularly wanted to keep you informed about this In order to reassure you 

about the nature of the ET AP programme and its relationship with the 

important work we are doing together on the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). UK 

officlals have discussed this with yours In recent weeks, in particular to 

address any concerns regarding the control of sensitive technology. I would 

like to reiterate that our ETAP work will be based on indigenous UK 

technology and know-how it will be kept entirely separate, both in Government 

and in industryl from our vital transatlantic co-operation on JSF. Under the 

arrangements that have been put In place to control access to technological 

informationl JSF Information wlll be safeguarded within that programme and 

will not be shared with others. I remain wholly committed to taking the Joint 

Strike Fighter programme forward. 

The Defence Materiel staff In our Washington Embassy stand ready to 

discuss these matters further with your offielalsshouldthls be necessary. 

GEOFFREY HOON 

11-L-0559/0SD/2201 
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............. .... -......... -.. -. . . ··- ··-··· ...... . . 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, THE 
FEDERAL MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE FEOERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY, THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE REPUBLIC OF ITALY, 
THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SPAIN, THE 
MINISTER FOR DEFENCE OF THE KINGDOM OF SWEDEN AND THE 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF 
GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

P. 04/ 05 

Acting in the splrtt of the statement by the Heads of State and Government on 
9 December 1997, which stated that they shared a vttal polltlcal and economic 
interest in an efficient and globally competitive European aerospace and 
defence electronics Industry, 

Acting in the spirit of the framework agreement on measures to facilitate the 
restructurtng and operation of the European Defence Industry signed on 27 
July 2000, and In particular the chapters conceming defence-related research 
and technology and the harmonisation of milltary requirements, 

Recognising the need for their countries and for Europe to retain a strong and 
competitive industrial and technology base and a long-term capability to 
design, manufacture and integrate combat air systems, 

Considering possible needs for such systems toward• the end of the next 
decade (2020), 

Promoting the hannonisation of military requirements in thls sector, 

Have decided In particular to cany out a joint study between now and summer 
2002 aimed at delivering an initial assessment of their respective capability 
requirements in a 2020 tlmeframe and kfentlfying the types of systems and 
their related technology base that might appropriately be developed jointly, 

Have decided to launch, in co-operation with industry, a focused research and 
technology programme (the so called European Technology Aoqulsltlon 
Programme, ETAP) to lay the foundations for futun, combat air systems 
covering key fields within this sector. 

Are asking their National Armament Directors to give priority to continued 
support for technology programmes already underway in order to ensure the 
achievement of their objectives and ensure the rapid slgnatunt of the 
necessary inter-governmental arrangements for ETAP whose management 
could be assigned in whole or part to OCCAR in due time, 

)ntend to allocate appropriate government funding for these activities, 

Encourage European Industry 
- to make a sultabk financial contribution to this effort 

11-L-0559/0SD/2202 5 
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.. to propose innovative solutions and initiatives to support this activity, 
including suggestions for possible regrouping8 and/or co-operation to make 
the most of existing capabilities in the industries of each country. 

P.0S/0S 
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TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1~ 
SUBJECT: Definitions 

We ought to define the words 'Taliban" and .. al Qa 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
121201-!3 
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Please respond hy _______ 1 __ 
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THESECRETARYOFDEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON -. ··--. "' ~ l'f r.-

~ •. I '··. 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000 

ACTION MEMO 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

·. ,_ ::_: _;._·i:oi:A 55~lic·u 
December 20, 2001; 1 :42 PM 

DepSec Action ___ _ 

FROM: Under Secretary of Defense for Policyi\ij 12.-('to{~l 
(Douglas J. Feith) I 

SUBJECT: Defining Taliban, AI-Qaida and Others 

• You asked how we should describe the people we fought in Afghanistan. 

• RECOMMENDATION: Sign the memorandum to the Vice President and others 
(next under) recommending that the U.S. government adopt a standard set of 
definitions. 

COORDINATION: Tab A 

Attachments: a/s 

Prepared by M. D. Walsh, ISA/NESA, 6974088 XI 16 

ft 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

SUBJECT: Adopting a Common Terminology 

It would be useful for Administration officials to standardize our terminology about the 
people against whom we are fighting (or have fought) in Afghanistan. 

• Enemy forces in Afghanistan a11 fought under one of two banners, either Al-Qaida 
or Taliban. 

• Al-Qaida is a specific terrorist organization~ one is either a member or not. 

• The non-AI-Qaida people who fought us are either Afghans or "others." 

• The term Taliban generally has been applied only to Afghans. But for simplicity's 
sake it is useful to refer to the enemy forces who are not Al-Qaida and not Afghan 
as "non-Afghan Taliban.'' 

So, I suggest we use the following terms: 

• Afghan Taliban: Afghan officials and fighters of the former regime. 

• Non-Afghan Taliban: Foreign fighters for the former regime. 

• Al-Qaida: Usama Bin Ladin supporters, mostly Arab but including many 
nationalities, fighting against the U.S. and coalition forces. 

I suggest we send this memo to our respective Public Affairs offices, among others. 

ft 
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December 19, 2001 2:20 PM 

TO: Ian Brzezinski 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1 {1... 

SUBJECT: Letter from Ivanov 
< 

Here is a formal letter Ivanov gave me. I don't have 7 idea what it says. 

Please get it into the process, and see that it is hfi~ct properly. If it requires a 

response, let's take care of it. / 
,, 

Thanks. 1.1 

Attach / 
12/17/0l lvanov hr to SecDef (in Russi// 

00~.. / 
l:?)901-6 1 

.. I 
/ 

/ 

/ 
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MocKBa, 17 )leKa6pH 200 I r. 

YBaiKaeM1>IH rocnO)lHH MHHHCTJ)! 

Bec1>Ma npH3HaTeneH 3 8 Barny BbICOKYJO oueHKY BKna.na MHHHCTepcrBa 
06opoH1>1 PoccnucKou <l>e.uepaunH R .ueno colJ)y itHH1IecTsa R 6op1>6e npOTHB 
MeiK.lJYHapo,nHoro Teppopn3Ma. 

TioMep>KHBalO Baiue MHeHHe O TOM, lffO cerO)].IDI Heo6XO)lHMO IIOBhIUiaTh 
yposeHh B3aHMO)le:UCTBIDI HaUIHX CTpaH B 3TOH o6nacTH, TaK KaK onaCHOCTh 
yrp03, CB.s13aHHrul C .ueneJibHOCTI,10 TeppopHCTHt:IeCKHX opraHH33.UHH, B 
6JIH)Kaihuee BpeMH He TOJibKO coxpaHHTC'1, HO H HMeeT BCe D0Cb1JIKH K 
B03pacTaHH10. 

B u.enoM Ml,J cornaCHhI c BaIIIHM npe)lJJOiKettneM no 
11MH0unaTHBe EBpo

ATJifillTHt1ec1<0:n 6e3onacHocTH11
• BMecre c TeM, orpooH11eHHbIH o6'beM 

nonyqeHHOH HHq>opM31.lHH ue no3som1eT nposecTH yrny6neuuhlii aHaJIH3 BaUiux 
rrpe.ll,.T10)KeHH:ii. B 3TOH CBH3H xoTenoc& 61:,1 nonyqnTh or Bae 6onee .neTaJibHOe 
pa3'M(CHeuue npe.ll)laraeMblX Mep c aMepHKaHCKHM BH,AeHHeM nyre:u H 

MexaHH3M0B peanH33.UHH 
11
l1HHI..J,HaTHBbl

11
• 

Ha MOH B3rIDI.n, H.lleH, H3JJO)KeHH1>1e B "MHHI..J,HaTHBe", s uenoM HJIH B PH.lle 
nyHIITOB MOryr CTaTh 0.AHHM H3 BOnpOCOB ATUI o6CyiKJieHIDI B paMKax 
nnauupyeMoro eosoro 4>opMara oTHoUieHn:n: MeiK,ZJ;)' Poccueu u HA TO. 

Ha.ne10c1,, l!TO COTJ)Y.llHHl!eCTBO Me)K,lzy MHHHCTepCTBaMH o6opOHbl 
Pocc0ucKo:u <l>e.!lepaQHH H Coe,llHHeHu1>1x lliTaTOB AMepHKH cTaHeT BecoMhIM 
BKJia,AOM B )].eJIO pa.3BHTH.sl KOHCTJ))'KTHBHbIX napTuepCKHX OTHomeHHH Me)KJl.y 
HaUIHMH rocy ,llapCTBaMH u o6ecneqeHIDI eBpo-aTJiaHTHqecKOH 6eJonaCHOCTH. 

MHuucTp 06opoH1:,1 PoccHRcKoH <l>e.llepau00 

Ero TipeBocxo.nuren:&cTBy 

f OCTIO.llHHY ):{oHaJih.llY Pru,~~~9/0SD/2209 
MliHMcmv 06oooe1,1 Coe.nHHeHHI:dX IIlTaToB AM:eonKH 

CJ1BaHOB 



December 28, 2001 7:30 AM 

TO: Doug Feith 

CC: Paul W olfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \) 

SUBJECT: Definitions 

I don't like these definitions. I don't think they work, so let's not send that memo 

unless we can come up with something better than that. 

Paul, why don't you get involved in this and see if you can figure it out. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/20/0 I USD(P) memo to SecDef re: Defining Taliban, Al-Qaida and Others I WO 1583/01] 

DHR:clh 
122801-2 

Please respond by----------
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• 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON ----, "". /'.' <'· 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 000 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DEC 2 8 200bepSec Action ___ _ 

FROM: Under Secretary of Defense for Policy i\} 11.{1..; Io\ 
(Douglas J. Feith) 

SUBJECT: Defining Taliban, Al-Qaida and Others 

k ¥ ~t<.01'[ Pol-It) 
/<f-/t:-(Z.7 

P1 fG t-,-A-t1· 2.1= 

• You asked how we should describe the people we fought in Afghanistan. 

• RECOMMENDATION: Sign the memorandum to the Vice President and others 
(next under) recommending that the U.S. government adopt a standard set of 
definitions. 

COORDINATION: Tab A 

Attachments: a/s 

Prepared by M. D. Walsh, ISA/NESA, 697-8088 Xl 16 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

SUBJECT: Adopting a Common Terminology 

It would be useful for Administration officials to standardize our terminology about the 
people against whom we are fighting (or have fought) in Afghanistan. 

• Enemy forces in Afghanistan all fought under one of two banners, either Al-Qaida 
or Taliban. 

• Al-Qaida is a specific terrorist organization; one is either a member or not. 

• The non-AI-Qaida people who fought us are either Afghans or "others." 

• The term Taliban generally has been applied only to Afghans. But for simplicity's 
sake it is useful to refer to the enemy forces who are not Al-Qaida and not Afghan 
as "non-Afghan Taliban." 

So, I suggest we use the following terms: 

• Afghan Taliban: Afghan officials and fighters of the former regime. 

• Non-Afghan Taliban: Foreign fighters for the former regime. 

• Al-Qaida: Usama Bin Ladin supporters, mostly Arab but including many 
nationalities, fighting against the U.S. and coalition forces. 

I suggest we send this memo to our respective Public Affairs offices, among others. 

ft 
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Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary (ISA) Mr. Peter W. Flory fl..,~ ) 
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December 12, 2001 12:16 PIVI 

TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1~ 
SUBJECT: Definitions 

We ought to define the words "Taliban" and "al Qaeda." 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
121201-1~ 

Please respond by ________ _ 

11-L-0559/0S D/2214 
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December .28, 2001 3:04 PM 

TO: Doug Feith 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative 

Let's get that Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative fed in through NATO. Here is a 

copy of the letter Ivanov gave us. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/17/0lMoD Ivanov ltr to SecDef 

DHR:dh 
p22&01-l4 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by---------

U15140 02 
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Moscow 17 Decembe r 2001 

Dear Mr . Secretary! 

I am most grateful fo r your posi t i ve evaluation of t he 
contribution of the Russian Ministry of Defense regardi ng cooperation 
in t he fight against int ernat ional terrorism . 

I support your assessment that today we must increase the l evel 
of cooperation between our countries i n this area s ince t he danger of 
threats assoc i ated with activities of terrorist organizations not onl y 
will remain in the nea r term but wi ll in all likelihood i nc rease . 

Ove ra l l , we agree with your proposal on the ·~o-Atlantic 
Secur ity Init iat i ve ." At t he same t ime, t he limited vol ume of 

• informa t ion we have received does not permit us to conduct a thorough 
ana l ysis of your proposal . In t his regard, we would l ike t o receive 
f r om you a more detailed explanat ion of the proposed measures with the 
American vision of the ways and means fo r achievi ng this ' Ini t iative .' 

In my view, the ideas laid out in the ' Initiative,' eit her in 
totO or as separate points , could be one of the topics di scussed in the 
framework of the planned new fo rmat fo r relations between Russia and 
NATO . ,, · .. 

I hope that ' cooperation between the Russian Mi nist ry of Defense 
and t he Unit ed States Department of Defense becomes a significant 
contribution in the development of a constructive partne rship between 
our governments and in guaranteeing Euro-At lant ic security . 

Respectfully, 

Ministe r of Defense, Russian Federation 

(signed) S. Ivanov 

(Addressed to) 

His Excellency 
Mr . Donald Rumsfe l d 
Secretary of Defense 
United States of America 

11-L-0559/0SD/2216 



TO: Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: U.S./UK Documents 

December 30, 2001 

Here is the latest on the U.S./UK documents relating to Afghanistan. 

Regards, 

Attach 
12/29/01 ASD(ISA) memo lo SecDef re: U.S./UK Documents on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
1230014 

9:30 AM 

U 15146 02 
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INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY 
AFFAIRS 

,. ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2400 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301·2400 

INFO MEMO 

MEMO FOR: Secretary of Defense 

FROM: Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affai'.rf.l~ 
W. Rodman) \yrl.,. 

SUBJECT: U.S.-UK Documents on Afghanistan 

Last night, I informed you that the U.S./UK bilateral "Letter of 
Arrangement" had been signed. 

The other document, the "Military Technical Agreement" negotiated 
between the UK and the Afghans, is virtually complete: 

• CENTCOM is reviewing the text one last time (though it had earlier 
indicated its approval). 

• We have just today received the map of the proposed AOR, showing 
Kabul, Bagram, and a wide corridor between. Joint Staff and 
CENTCOM are reviewing this. 

• The lashnissing element is an annex listing barracks in Kabul to which 
Afghan forces will repair. This is still awaited from the Afghans, 

The British expectation is still that a formal signature will take place in 
Kabul next week. We have promised a senior military officer to sign as a witness, 
once we have seen and approved the complete text, map, and annexes. 

lE 29 2ll 

P~USD(P)·- fl<__ 

DEC 2 9 2001 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/2218 



September 18, 2001 9:17 AM 

TO: Scooter Libby 
Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld a ( 

SUBJECT: Coalition 

Attached is a note from Doug Feith, which is right on the mark. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
9/14/01 USD(P) Info memo to SecDef re: Telcon from Bibi Netanyahu [UI5236/01] 

DHR:dh 
091801·5 

11-L-0559/0SD/2219 

U15459 /01 

~ 
~ 
('.':'> 

4.f1 



THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

POLICY 

2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000 

INFO MEMO 

. . ·- ~ . .f : ·~ ': : ;: 
C. :: " ;,· I ,' ;• - :· :·:--.~. ' (-::: 

\.._ il. ·- :,' .? :• .• ·, ·-·-· ~· ,,..1·-

",J ('.'.'!J J /J p,!.I 5= 06 I. . ,., ,: .. I I 

I-01/010923-USDP 
September 14, 200 l 1600 

DepSec Action_1_·1v_/v_· __ _ 

/OR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

.. - FROM: Douglas J. Feith, Under Secretary of Defense (Policy) / .. \\ 
I ' 

SUBJECT: Telcon from Bibi Netanyahu 

Bibi, an old friend of mine, called to express condolences for the September 11 
attack. He said you and he are long-time friends and asked to be remembered to you. 

His main substantive points were: 

l 
The US should define its goals in the war based on principles and only then forge a 

coalition, Don't compromise principles to build a coalition. "Why bring the 
compromisers in'?" It is principles that will win the day. 

Prepared by: Douglas J. Feith, USDP, 695-5130 

11-L-0559/0SD/2220 
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jsno~ake 

TO: 

FROM: 

CJCS 
VCJCS 
Gen. Holland 
Gen. Franks 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 

FYI. 

Attach. 

1

(b}(6) 

1 
9/1 9/01 paper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701-18 

September 27, 2001 1:49 PM 
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Subject: on possible operations in Af'e)iap.i.\tan 

urgent 
___.;--, 

r. VVI 

l(b}(6) I · S~.Q~ 
From: 1::. ===========-==-====111;;;;:;-=--=====::::1, -------- , ., 

~ 3slfl-l-lL-.t.t. 
For: Dr ZbigniewBnam1ki,CSIS t'fi~~ ""l fu 
Date: 19111 September 2001 

l. A land invasion of Afghanistan would be an error of catastrophic proportions. The 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. Foreigners among the Taliban are particularly 
rese111e<l. Having sai<l llial, au assault un Kabul an<l Kandahar l:a11 initially be ~sfut. 
But in the medium term it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in Pakistan. The T alibani2.ation of a nuclear country does not bear thinking aboul. In 
addition, Hindu Kush passes will be cov~ in snow before the US can mobilise a 

sufficient invasion force. making operations even harder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing with rogue slates; surgical strikes by bombers and guided 
missiles at targets selected on the basis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastrncture to speak of: no railways, no 
electricity grid, no information or telephone links. The Taliban issue orders on the back of_ 
~e packs. 'tJo doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 
-~ yguai&may have dispersed already. In 1987 I spent three months under constant 

Soviet bombing and rocketing. In a terrain in whi(b every rock and every irrigation canal 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is ineffective. 

3. To track down and capture or kill terrorists I would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to a iiuenilla is another guerrilla. The British liquidated a Communist insurgency in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disrupting mujabeddin supply lines in 
Afghanistan in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only when the U.S. 
delivered Stingers in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using commandos means, 
however, the loss of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties. The groups should be accompanied anti-Taliban Afghans loyal to the Northern 
Alliance government of President Rabbani. 

4. It is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The non-Taliban Afohans should be drawn into the anti•tenorist alliance. 
They had been warning against th; Taliba.rt for years. On the other hand, youcan.oot fully 
trust the Pakistanis. The ClA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Pakistan's Inter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US money and weapons channelled 10 the ISI went to support Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti-American of Afghan leaders, who refu5¢d lo meet 
with the 'Great Satan' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can establish a 
Pa.sbtun-bascd. (many officers in the Pakistani anny and ISI are Pashtuns}, pliable 
government in Kabul, to give themselves strategic depth against India WhenHekmatyar 
failed to capture Kabul, they created another puppet, the Taliban. The U.S., under 

11-L-0559/0SD/2222 
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influence of business circle (Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
to build a pipeline fro111 Turkmenistan across Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean} initially tumed a blind eye. Today, the puppet is Pulling its own strings. Pakistani 
society and army arc riven with fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and een. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5, Rabbanj's Northern Alliance has heen weakened hy the loss of Ahmed Shah Masud, his 
minister of defence, in a suicide arrack by two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don't believe in conspiracy theory but l believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the assassination ofMassud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive America of a v~luable ally. 
Nevertheless. the Northern Alliance proved capable of instant retaliation against a Taliban 
arms dump on the outskirts of Kabul. The Northern Alliance controls au enclave in North 
Eastern Afghanistan with landings and access to the Tajik border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They have a representative at the O.N.; the Amba~sador 
in London. W ali Massud (brother of Ahmad Shah Massus) is an imr,onant figure; contacts 
are also possible in Warsaw. There arc pockets in Northern and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance consim of important 
commanders all over the country: 

Thr new political head of the Alliance, Dr Abdulfalt, is a moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. I have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch with him via a s111ellite phone, Ismael Khan, former army officer, 
governor of Herat, who spent two years in a Taliban prison in Kandahar but is now back 
inside rhe country rallying re)istance against them. My book 'Dust of the Saints - a 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describe) his heroic deeds during resistance against the 
Soviets. He can also be reached inside Afghanistan by satellite phone. 

HajiKadir, former governor of.Jellalabad, aPashtun, which is importantbeca~ his role 
neutralises the Taliban ethnic card. 1 )pent a months witJ1 him in Nangrahar in I 986. 

The former Communist general D01tu1T1 seems to maintain following among the 1101them 
Uzbeks. The Haza11l minority, Shias, also resent the T11liban for the murder of their 
former leader. 

6. J f the Northern Alliance were backed with money. food, medicines and weapons it can 
build an anti-Talihan colilition which could establish control over Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile. each oa~is, valley. clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders bad submitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just a!i easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turne.d. 

7. While assistance to the Northern J\Uiancc can be delivered through countries which have 
their own reasons to want the downfall of the Taliban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and lr.m, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air bdd.gc from . .shiJ)s in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast could forry supplie!l directly to Alliance
controlled enclave$ inside Afghanistan. l believe )uch a scenario wa~ comidered in l 9SOs 
in support of the mujahedin. 

2 
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Conclusions: 

l. An effective strike against the Taliban can best be dealt in co-operation with the military 
structures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing the world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the Taliban yoke 

3. The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is to support the moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down the teirorists and toppling the Taliban, Afghanistan should he given 
massive humanitarian and development aid. Normal state structures can only be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic infrastruclure. Only when 
control is re-established, Soviet mines are cleared, ag1iculture funclions again, will the 
refugees return from Iran and Pakis1an and does the region have any chance of permanent 
stabilisation. , 

(b )(6) 
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• !snowflake 

TO: 

FROM: 

Vice President Richard B. Cheney 
Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable George Tenet 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Afghanistan 
'-' 

FYI. 

Attach. 
9/19/0 I l(b )(6) ~aper on Afghanistan 

DHR:dh 
092701 -18 

September 27, 2001 1:55 PM 
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Subject: ODpastlbleoperatioruinAf&)luiatan 

l(b )(6) 

urgent 
___:;--1 

r.vv 1 

From: L(b-)(_6_) ---------------1------ .· ~~I)~ . ··~ 3.,.~~f 
For: Dr ZbignlcwBnai6skitCS1S ~o\ut< \,1) fu 
Date: 1911

' September 2001 

I. A land invasion of Afghanimn would be an mt)! of catastrophic proportions. 'Dit 
Taliban regime is weak militarily and economically. Most ordinary Afghans hate it for 
the poverty and abuses it has endangered. ForeiiJlttS among lhe Tali~ are partic~ly 
rc~entcd. Having said thal, an assault on Kabul and Kandahar CM initially be successfol. 
Bur in the medium tam it would cause an Islamic backlash not only in Afghanistan but 
also in PakistM. The Telibani2ttion of a nuclear country doei. not bear thinJong about. In 
addition, Hindu J(ush puses will be coven,d in snow before the US can mobilise a 

- · - sufficient invasion force, making operariOMevenb&rder. 

2. Traditional methods of dealing with rogue states: surgical strim by bombers and guided 
missiles at targets selected on the b,sis of electronic and satellite intelligence will be 
insufficient in Afghanistan. The country has no infrastructure to speak of: no railways,no 
electricity grid, no infonnation or telepholle links. The Taliban jssue orders on the bock of 
cigarette packs. 'Ila doubt they will now limit their radio communications. Bin Laden and 

·hi$ bodyguar.dsnmy have dispersed &lready. ln 1987 I spent three months under constant 
Soviet bombing and rocuting. ln a terrain in which every rock and every irrigation canal 
provides cover, high altitude bombing is indfective. 

>. To track down and capture or kill tmorists f would advise using commandos. The biggest 
threat to aiiucmlltt ii, another guerrilla The British liquidated a Communistinsurg'ltcy in 
Malaya this way. Soviets were pretty successful in disruptina muj&heddfo supply lines in 
Afghaniswi in 1980s using Spetsnatz, which lost effectiveness only wh~ the U.S. 
dehvc.rcdStingcrs in 1986 thus depriving them of air liberty. Using col"lltlWidos means, 
however. the lo~s of some aspects of technical superiority over the enemy and inevitable 
casualties, The groups should be ac.:companie<l anti-Taliban Afghans loyal to the Northern 
Allwice covemmcnt of Presi<lentbbbani. 

4. Tt is the Afghans themselves who know their country best and are best-motivated against 
the Taliban. The .ftOD-Talibaa Afgbaus should be drawn into the uti-termrist alliance. 
They had been warning ,aaainst the Taliban for years, On the other hand, you cannot fully 
crust th!! Pakistanis. The CIA 's proxy war against the Soviets was run via Palcistar1 's lnter 
Services Intelligence, which has always had its own agenda in Afghanistan. For example, 
most of the US monty and weapons channelled to the ISI went to suppo11 Gulbud<fin 
Hekmatyar, the most fanatical and anti-American of Afeh,an leaders, who tefu1ed to meet 
with the 'Great Saran' - President Ronald Reagan. Pakistan thinks it can ettablisll J 
Pa.shtun-based (many officers in the Pakistani army and ISi are Pashtuns), pliable 
govcrnmeat in Kabul, to givethenuelvtS strategic depth against India. Whenlickmatyat 
failed LO capture Kabul, they created another poppet, the Taliban. The U.S., und« 
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inflltcnce of business circle(Unocal, an oil company which struck a deal with the Taliban 
tO build a pipeline from Turicmenistan across Afgbanist!n and Pakistan to the Indian 
Ocean) initially turned a blind eye. Today, the puppet is pulling its own strings. Pakistan; 
society and army arc riven with fundamentalist and pro-Taliban organisations and gen. 
Mussharaf will find it difficult to control them. 

5. Rabbani's Northern Alliance has hccn wcakeacd by the Joss of Ahmed Shah Masud. his 
minister or &fence, in a suicide attack by two apparently Westernised Arabs two days 
before the attack on America. I don' t believe in conspiracy theory but I believe in 
conspiracy practice. If so, the ~sination ofMu,ud was a quid pro quo to the Taliban 
for protection, as well as a pre-emptive strike to deprive Amerii;a of a valuable ally. 
Nevertheless, thcNorthcmA1lian.ceproved capahlc of instant retaliation against a Talib1111 
IUTJIS dump on the outskirts of Kabul. The No1thern Alliance comrols an ~clave in North 
Eastern Afghanistan with landingli and access to the Taji.k border. Contacts with the 
outside world go via Dushanbe. They haven representative at theV.N.; the Ambassador 
in London, Wali Massud (brotht:r of Ahmad Shah Mas.us) b an importam figure; contacts 
are nlso possihle in Wnrsaw. There arc poclcets in North.em and Central Afghanistan 
where airdrops and airfields could be effected. The alliance coasi.m of important 
commanders all over the country: 

The new political head of the Alliance, Dr AbdGlltb, is & moderate and highly 
sophisticated individual. l have hosted him in Warsaw twice during official consultations 
and can be in touch with him via a satellite phone. ls1111~I J(h111, former arm}' officer, 
governor of Her at, who spent two years in a Talibln prison in Kandahar but is now back 
inside the country rallying resistance against them. My book 'Dun of the Saints - a. 
Journey to Herat in Time of War' describes his heroic deeds during resistance against \he 
Soviets. He can also be re~1ched inside Afghanistan by satellite phone. 

Haji i{adlr. former governor of.lellalabad, aPashtun, which is importantbe(awc his role 
neutralises the TAliban c:thnic card, I spent a months with him in Nang,ahar int 9!6. 

The former Communist general Dostum seems to maintain following among the northern 
Uzheks. The Hazua minority, Shias, also resent the Taliban for tht murder of their 
former leader. 

6. If the Northern Alliance were hacked with money, food, rnedicixle9 and weapons it can 
build an l!Tlti· TAlibAn coalition which could establish control ovc:r Afghanistan in a matter 
of months. Afghan politics is volatile, each oasis, valley, clan, a world onto itself. Most 
local commanders had ~ubmitted to the Taliban through exhaustion and bribery. They 
will just as easily desert them if their luck is seen to have turned. 

7. While assistance to the Northern Alliance can ~ delivered through countries which have 
their OWJ\ reasons to want the downfall of the T&.liban: India, Russia, Uzbekistan and Iran, 
the U.S. would do best to establish its own, direct links. An air bridge from ·sbips in 
international waters off the Pakistani coast ~uld ferry supplies directly t.o Alliance
controlled enclaves inside Afghanistan. I believe such a scenario was con5idcm.i in 1980s 
in support of the mujahedin. 
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Conclusions: 

I. An effective strike against the Talibarl can best he dealt in co-operation with the military 
strnctures of the Northern Alliance 

2. The U.S. should not risk losing the world's sympathy by punishing the people of 
Afghanistan who already suffer under the !aliban yoke 

3, The best form of pressure and revenge on the Taliban is to support the moderate forces of 
the Northern Alliance 

4. After tracking down the terrorists and toppling the Taliban, Afgbani,tan should be given 
massive humanittrian and development aid. Normal state structures can on)y be rebuilt by a 
government in Kabul that disposes aid and is rebuilding basic ,nfn.structure.Onlywhcn 
control is re•tStablished, Soviet mines on cleared, agriculture functions again, will the 
refugees return from lran and Pakistan and does the region have any chance of pcnnanenl 
stabilisation. 

'I 
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2400 DEFENSE PENT,AGON 
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FOR: 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2400 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
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EF-0219 7 J <J 

1-01/013232 /§OP 

FROM: Assistant Secretary of Defense, International Security Aff'\,~ 3 0 OCT 2001 
(Peter W. Rodman, 695-435 I) ~' 11'"' 

SUBJECT: The Taliban: A Well-Documented Legacy of Brutality 

• You asked for a point paper on Taliban atrocities and human rights violations. 

• Next under is the ISA paper on the topic. 

COORDINATION: Tab A 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared by: Marybeth McDevitt, 697- 1336 

DASO~, 

' • 

UNCLASSIFIED 

~ 
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The Taliban: A Well-Documented Legacy of Brutality 

The Taliban's brutal disregard for human life, employment of scorched earth 
policies against its enemies, intolerance of other religious, ethnic or cultural 
differences, enforcement of an extreme version of Islam and potential war crimes, 
combine to create a "human rights catastrophe" in Afghanistan. Specific examples 
of these behaviors include: 

Treatment of Woman and Girls 

Afghan woman and girls are subjected to rape, kidnapping and forced maniage. 
Taliban restrictions are widespread, institutionally sanctioned, and systemic. 
Taliban edicts enforce strict dress codes, prohibit women from working outside the 
home, or attending school, among other restrictions. 

• Taliban reportedly abducted women from the Taloqan area during the fighting 
from June - October 2000. In August 1999, Taliban reportedly abducted 
women near Shomali plains and possibly trafficked them in Pakistan for 
prostitution. US Department of St(lte. Country Report on Hum(ln Rights 
Pracrices, February 2001 

• Taliban religious police beat individuals on the streets for infractions of rules 
on dress, or the prohibition of women being with unrelated men. According to 
one report, a woman struggling with her two small children and groceries was 
beaten with a car antenna because her face covering slipped. US Department of 
Srare, Counrry Reporr on Human Rights Pracrices, February 2001; US 
Department of Srate March 1998 Reporr on Women and Girls in Afghanistan 

• Prohibiting women from working outside their home is particularly hard on the 
30,000 widows from the civil war. US Department of Srate. Country Report on 
Human Rights Pracrices. February 2001 

• Taliban restrictions on woman's medical care have left Afghan women with 
little or no access to health care. US Department of State. Country Report on 
Human Rights Pracrices. February 2001 

Massacres Against Civilians 

The Taliban massacred hundreds of Afghan civilians, many of the victims were 
targeted because of their ethnic or religious identity. 

• In January 200 I, Taliban forces captured the town of Yakaolang and executed 
at least l 70 ci vi I ians. On 19 January, 200 I, UN SecGen Kofi Annan issued a 
statement expressing concern about "numerous credible reports" that civilians 
were deliberately killed in Yakaolang and demanded a ''prompt investigation". 
The U.N. Commission on Human Rights Feb OJ; Human Righrs Watch 
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• In May 2000, the Taliban systematically executed as many as 100 ethnic Uzbek 
prisoners in Samagan province. The U.N. Commission on Human Rights 
February, OJ; Human Rights Watch 

• In the August 1998 fight for Mazar-I-Sharif, Taliban forces summarily 
executed ethnic Hazara, Jajik, and Uzbek civilians. There are also reports that 
women and girls were raped and abducted. Human Rights Watch 

Massacre at a Muslim Mosque 

• In the January 2001 attack on Yakaolang, eyewitnesses reported rocket attacks 
on a mosque where women, children and elderly had taken shelter. Dozens 
were killed in the mosque. Amnesty International 

Attacks on Humanitarian Aid 

• Taliban attacks on humanitarian relief agencies are increasing as they steal 
equipment, supplies, and vehicles. These assaults are directly contributing the 
starvation of Afghani people. 18 October, Human Rights Watch 

• 16 October, the Talban seized control of two U.N. warehouses containing more 
that half the World Food Program's wheat supply for Afghanistan. 17 October 
U.S. Department of State Fact Sheet 

Scorched Earth Policy 

• In its fight with the Northern Alliance, the Taliban have indiscriminately 
shelled and bombed civilians. Taliban have burned homes, killed livestock, 
uprooted orchards and destroyed irrigation systems. 

• In August 1999, the Taliban's scorched earth operation displaced up to 100,000 
people north of Kabul. 30 August Iranian News Agency; 26 August Hindustan 
Times in India 

• In August-September 2000, Taliban's indiscriminate bombardment of the town 
of Taloqan forced tens of thousand of civilians to flee their homes. Reportedly, 
during the fighting the Taliban bombarded a nearby village, burned all the 
houses and killed some of the villagers. US Department of State, Country 
Report on Human Rights Practices, February 2001 

Targeted Assassinations 

• From 1998-2000 alone, Amnesty International suspects the Taliban was 
responsible for making dozens of death threats against Afghans living in 
Pakistan, several of whom were subsequently killed. US Department of State, 
Country Report on Human Rights Practices, February 2001 
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• Summary executions of opponents is common, the U.N. Commission on 
Human Rights has received numerous repo1ts of prisoners' executions in 
Taliban-held areas. U.N. Press Release. 24 October 2001 

Torture 

• The U.N. Commission on Human Rights reported that former Taliban prisoners 
have provided "harrowing accounts of t01ture." UN. Press Release, 24 
October 2001 

Religious Persecution and Intolerance 

• Taliban continue to hold Shelter Now International detainees for preaching 
Christianity. Under the Taliban, conversion from Islam is considered apostasy 
and is punishable by death. US Department of State, Country Report on 
Human Rights Practices, February 2001; Reuters 

• In May 200 I, Taliban decreed (but have not yet enforced) Hindus wearing 
distinguishing identification on their clothing. In September 1999, the Taliban 
forbade non-Muslims from building places of worship. Human Rights Watch 
May 2001 

• Supreme Taliban leader, Mullah Mohammed Omar issued an edict in August 
2001 against un-lslamic graven images. The Taliban quickly began the 
destruction of all ancient sculptures to include the two centuries old colossal 
Buddhist statues in Bamiyan. USA Today 13 August 2001 

Narcotics Trafficking 

• Afghanistan is one of the world's largest opium producers and accounted for 
more than 70% of the world's illicit opinion supply in 2000. The Taliban 
control most of the country's poppy cultivation and use funds from opium sales 
to finance its military. U.S. Department of State, Afghan Country Study 2000 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSIST ANT SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-2500 
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SPEC CAL OPE RAT CONS,' 

LOW-CNT~NSITY CONFLICT 
INFO MEMO ~ 11/o,lo1 /6)() 

01/0136{3 ·_ P&R/EF-0258 
November 8, 2001, 5:00 pm 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Robert Andrews, Principal Deputy Assistant S~tat;Y of D~: for ]OV 8 2001 Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict ~ ~ ~ 

SUBJECT: Update of Special Operations Forces and Special Forces Activities 

• As requested, attached slide is updated with personnel numbers (Tab A). 

COORDINATION: Tab B 

Attachments 
As Stated 

Prepared by: Col. Dan Williams, 695-0485 
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COORDINATION: 

Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy Mr. Douglas J. Feith I/ I" .::,1 
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July 16, 2001 3:12 PM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \J' 
SUBJECT: Payment of EP-3 Bill ---- ~m-_ 
I agree:lef s tell State they can go ahead, that we can pay $76,000. They should 0 
handle 1t d1plomat1cally and suggest that that ends 1t. v~ 
I think we ought to do this as fast as possible. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
7/12/01 Di Rita memo to SecDef re: EP-3 Bill 

DHR:dh 
071601-33 
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July 12, 2001 10:15 a.m. 

MEMO TO SECDEF 

From: Di Rita 

Subj: EP-3 Bill 

The Chinese full assessment is for $1,055,002. A detailed breakdown is attached. 

Most of the PRC charges stem from the Chinese decision not to return the crew or 
the requirement that we disassemble the aircraft. For example: 

$282,000 for the crew's 11 day lodging/boarding/transportation 
$244,000 for 94 days of airplane security guards and standby fire engine 
$251,000 for 94 days of ''ground occupation" by the airplane 

CINCP AC offers the following logic in response: 

Had the Chinese responded more reasonably, the crew would not have been in the 
PRC for more than 2 days. 

Had the Chinese accepted the original U.S. recommendation to repair and fly away 
the EP-3, the aircraft could have been out of the PRC within 10 days of the 
incident. 

Under these two assumptions, an estimate of fair and reasonable charges is 
$76,000. 

I recommend you concur with CINCPAC. 
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Relevant Expenses by Chinese side in the Arrangement for the EP-3 

Crew Members, the U.S. Inspection Team and in Assistance with the 

Disassembly and Removal of the U.S. EP-3 Aircraft 

(Total: Sl.,OSS,00:Z) 

L Total Cost for arrangement for the 24 crew members of the U.S. EP-3 aircraft 
. ! 

.' from April I to 12: $282,681. :--

1: ·Boa'fding and lod·ging provided by the PLA N.avy.· 

Calculated by charter charge at the navy hostel (equivalent to a three star hotel) 
•"'I, 

$24,096 per day x 11 days = $265>056 

2. Security service provided by Hainan Public Security Authority: S6,820 

Chinese security vehicles: $100 x 2 vehicles x l l days= $2,200 

Service charge for Chinese security guards: $42 x l O persons x 11 days = $4,620 

3. Expenses paid by Hainan Foreign Affairs Office: $10,805 

Transportation for the U.S. personnel: $100 x 3 vehicles x 12 days =$3,600 

Conference rooms used by U.S. side: $241 x 5 times= $1,205 

Cars used for Chinese personnel: $100 x· 5 cars x 12 days= $6,000 

IL Total cost for inspection of the EP-3 Aircraft by U.S. team from May 1 to 6: 

11-L-0559/0SD/2239 
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S40,119. 

1. Security service provided by Hain.an Public Security Authority: S3,100 

Chinese security vehicles: $100 x 2 vehicles x 5 days =Sl,000 

Service charge for Chinese security ·guards:$42 ><10 persons x 5 days~ $~100 

2. Expenses paid by Bainan Foreign Affairs Office: $37,019 

a) VIP room at the airport used by U.S. side: $241 

b) Costs for the Chinese personnel providing assistance for inspection: $36,778 

Transportation: $2QQx 6 vehicles x 6 days= $7,200 

Rooms: $181 x 26 rooms x 5 days= $23,530 

Meals: $24 x 42 persons x 6 days= $6,048 

llL Total expenses by the PLA Navy in assistance with the disassembly and 

removal of EP-3: $646,470 

The charges are calculated by the charging, standards as published by the CAAC. 

Given that Lingshui airport is a military ah-port, the charges are doubled, affecting 

Items 1, 2, 3. and 7. 

1. Landing and take-off charges of the An-124 aircraft: $43,120 

According to the technical materials Chinese side has, the maximum take-off weight 

of AN'~124 is 392 tons, and the charge for each flight is therefore $4,312, and there 

are S flights. 

$4,312 XS X2=S43,120 

2. Ground service: $54,880 

The charges are calculated according to the maximum take-off weight of the aircraft, 

at $14 per ton. The maximum takeoff weight of AN-124 is 392 tons, and the charge 

for each fl1ght is therefore $5,488, and there are 5 flights. 

$5,488 X 5 X 2'=$54,880 

2 
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3. Parking charge: $9,058 

The parking charge for 24 hours for each aircraft is 15% of its landing and take-off 

charge. The parking duration less than 24 hours but over 2 hours is counted as 24 

hours. 

AN-1 24: For the first two flights, the total parking time is 4 days with 2 days for each 

flight. For the last three flights, the total parking time is 3 days, 1 day for each flight. 

The total parking time for the 5 flights is therefore 7 days, at $64 7 per day. 

$647 x 7 days x 2 = $9,058 

4. Clearing obstacles on both sides of the taxiway: $17,352 

Leveling the ground by 3,800 cubic meters of earth, at $4 per cubic meter: $4 X 

3,800=$15,200 

Removal of l 00 trees (masson's pµie), at $13 per tree: .S13 X 1 OO=S 1,300 
' 

Demolishing of a 4-square meter pavilion, at $63 per square.meter: $63 X:4=$252 

__ Dismantling of 300-meter electric wire, at $~ per meter: $2 X 300=$600 . . . 

5. Charge for security service for the U.S. aircraft: $181,800 

60 security persons, at $30 per person per day. EP-3 is parked for 94 days from April 

1 to July 3; AN-124 for 7 days. 

EP-3: $30 x 60 persons x 94 days = $169,200 

A..i'{-124: $30 x 60 persons x 7 days= $12,600 

6. Fire control service: $75,200 

One fire engine is leased by the airport to stand by for 94 days from April 1 to July 3, 

at $800 per day. 

$800 x 94 days = $75,200 

7. Ground occupation: $250,960 

for ground occupied by EP-3 aircraft and used for disassembly and removal work. 

3 
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a) ground occupied by EP-3 aircraft: 

40 m x SO m = 2000 square meters. The charge is $12 per square meter per month, 

and the occupation lasts 3 months from April 1 to July 3. 

$12 /sq. m /month x 2000sq. m x 3months x 2=$144,000 

b) The work site for disassembly and removal is 80 metersX 76 meters=6,080 square 

meters. The charge is $12 per square meter per month. The disassembly and removal 

lasts 22 days from June 11 to July 3. 

$12/sq. m/monthX6,080 sq. mX0.733 monthX2 = $106,960 

8. Safeguard vehicles: $14,100 

a) Safeguard vehicles for security inspection of the EP-3 aircraft parking a;,,,,,_ 

One safeguard vehicle is provided daily for94 days, at $100 per day. 

$100/day X 94days=$9,400 

b) Safeguard vehicles provided for the U.S. personnel entering and leaving the 

military airport: $2,000 

One vehicle was provided for two days, on June 11 and 14, when the US. personnel 

examined the runway. 

From June 16 to July 3, one safeguard vehicle is provided each day for the U.S. 

disassembly personnel for 18 days altogether; 

The total is 20 days. 

$100/vehicle/day X 20 days = $2,000 

c) Safeguard vehicles for crews of .An-124:$700 

The duration of An-124 being parked at the airport is 7days, as calculated in Item 3). 

One safeguard vehicle is provided each day. 

$100/vehicle/day X 7 days=$ 700 

Iv. Service provided by CAAC for the disassembly and removal of EP-3: SS,540 

4 
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, - The charges are made by the charging standards as published by the CAAC: 

a)AN-124: 

Air route charge: $404 (one-way) x 2x 5 = $4,040 

Air route application charge: $200 x 5 = $1,000 

b) Gulfstream .. JV: 

Air route charge: $150 (one-way) x2 x 1 = $300 

Air route application charge: $200 x 1 = $200 

V. Security service provided by the Hainan Public Security Authority for the 

disassembly and removal of EP-3: $11,780 (from June 15 to July 3) 

Allowances for security personnel: $42 x IO persons x 19 days = $7,980 

Security vehicles: $100 x 2 vehicles x 19 days == $3,800 

VI. Establishment of on-site port service .facilities by Chinese Customs, 

Immigration/Emigration Inspection, Quarantine of Animals and Plants, Port 

Office and Entry/Exit Administration Office of the Public Security Bureau: 

$6,024 (from June 14 to July 3) 

VII. Expenses by Bainan Foreign Affairs Office in providing assistance for the 

disassembly and removal of EP-3 (from June 14 to July4): S62,388 

Transportation: $100 x 7 cars x 2 1 days ""$14, 700 

Rooms: $120xJ rooms x20 days = $72,000 

$90 x7 rooms x 20 days= $126,000 

$70x}2rooms x20 days =$168,000 

Meals: $24 x 22 people x 21 days = $11,088 

s 
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July 10, 2001 4:56 PM 

TO: Latty Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld tl(l 
SUBJECT: EP·3 Charges 

Please give me a copy of the actual bill for the EP-3 from the Chinese. I have not 
seen it unless it is what is attached. 

If it is, then someone take a good look at it and tell me what we think we ought to 
pay and what we shouldn't and give me some suggestions. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
Msg from ADM Blair, Translation of China's Demands 

DHR:dh 
071001-31 
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SUBJECT: Payment EP-3 Bill to China 

Mr Di Rita, Special A sistant to SecDef, asked that USD(P) review the attached 
package on SecDef desire to ay China what CINCPAC thinks is fair and reasonable. 
Please indicate below concur11 ce/nonconcurrence, coordination official, date, 
telephone number, and include y written comments. 

COORDINATION CONCUR/ AME/DATE 
NONCONCUR 

USD(P) 

Please call Lt Col Tim Grosz or LtCol Seiwell, 
deliver coordinated copy to room 3D853. 

EXT REMARKS 

l(b)(6) I 
ephone .... __ __, for pickup or 

0s:.> e_~) 
, ?,Jr,-

J11s/,,. s ,µ 

r- . 
xvvvM 
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JUL 1 8 2001 /.I/ JUL 1 ~}./. 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

INTER NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

2400 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2400 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY 

I-01/008428-APR 
July 18, 2001, l 400hrs 

FROM: Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs ~ \f6'2 
SUBJECT: Difference between PACOM's initial estimate and proposed US response to 

PRC bill for EP-3 recovery. 

• PACOM's initial estimate of $76,000, for costs associated with the removal of the 
EP-3, was formulated while the Lockheed-Martin team was still on the ground in 
China. 

• This estimate included some monies Lockheed-Martin paid as part of their 
agreement with the PRC for certain costs associated with removal. In addition, 
certain costs were found not to be "fair and reasonable" after further analysis by 
ISA China Desk working with PACOM. 

• The new balance of $34,576 is appropriate and in line with our consistent position to 
consider only those expenses related to the recovery of the EP-3, less any deliberate 
damage to the aircraft. 

• A key factor in determining the appropriate cost, is the USG consideration that the 
contract aircraft used for this operation had "Official USG Status". 

• Aircraft under this status do not pay landing and take-off charges, ground service 
or parking charges under the Convention of Civil Aviation, Article 3. These 
charges were included in PACOM's original estimate. 

• The costs associated with security for the EP-3 and its crew were not "fair and 
reasonable''. 

• The cable on the EP-3 Bill Response to the PRC was forwarded to ISA from ISA/AP. 
It has been coordinated with Pacific Command and Joint Staff and is in coordination 
with General Consul, Department of State, and NSC. 

COORDINATION: None. 
DASD/AP has seen: ~ -,r' 1 8 JUL 2001 
Prepared by: MAJ Randy H. f.awrence, ISA/AP, 697-7757 

USOPHASSUN 
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To 41fLC)A:FT 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE /cfC, 0 N /!{:./] /:)f,£. 

FROM PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDERSECRETARY OF DEFENSJ;._~lf' Tl2Jf 
FOR POLICY \ 

SUBJECT SINGLE POC FOR TRACKING TERRORISTS A-1JS£Jt=JL 
(FeYQ) In response to your memo of December 13, Keith Dunn, TD 

Coalition Management Team Coordinator for PDUSDP, will be your single .5 N . 
point of contact in the Pentagon for tracking the people we are after in the OLJ'FtAfr:E 
campaign against ten-orism. The results of the tracking effort will be put in a ~ 

chart for you twice a month. ~ 

(U) Within Policy, Dunn will coordinate with Ken deGraffenreid of 
PT; Bill Luti of NESA; and Bob Andrews of SO/LIC. He also will 
coordinate with Jim Haynes in GC as well as with CIA, DIA, and 
CENTCOM. 

(FOUO) Each chart will include who we are after; who has been 
killed or captured; assessments of the whereabouts of people still at large; 
and the disposition of what we are doing with each of the detainees. 

copy to: 
USDP 
DUSO/PI 
ASD/ISA 
PDASD/ISA 
DASD/ISA/NESA 
ASD/SO/LIC 
Dr. Dunn 
DIA/DPX 
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COORDINATION SHEET 

Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
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December 13, 2001 9:27 AM 

TO: Doug Feith 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Tracking People 

We need a single point of contact in the Pentagon for who is going to track who 

the people are we are after, who has been killed or captured and the best 

information we have as to the location of the remainder. 

I need that done this week. We need to coordinate it with the CIA, we need to 

keep it up to date, and we need to know what it is we are trying to do with each 

one of them. 

We need to start working with Torn Franks on it. That is part of his job. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
121301-13 

Please respond by ________ _ 
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INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 
POLICY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2900 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2900 

INFO MEMO 
i"\::r ? I ~,,.,: 
l, ' .... • ·-· • . .. 

I-01/015646-RUE 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEF~N~-~NTERNATIONAL 

SUBECT 

SECURITY POLICY (J.D. Crouch, U~tC 2 I 200! ~ 

Waiver of Section 907 Restrictions on Azerbaijan / z.1-z--~ 
• You asked if Congress has yet lifted the restrictions on Azerbaijan imposed by 

Section 907 of the Freedom Support Act (TAB A). 

• These restrictions will be lifted in the coming days via a Presidential waiver. 

• The FY02 Foreign Operations Act, which was passed December 20, 2001, 
includes provisions which allow for the waiver of section 907 subject to 
Presidential certification that doing so is: 

I) necessary to US efforts to counter terrorism; 

2) is important to Azerbaijan's border security; and 

3) will not undermine efforts to secure peace in Nagorno-Karabakh. 

• President Bush is expected to make this certification in the coming days once he 
signs the Foreign Operations Act into law. 

• NOTE: Passage of the Foreign Operations Act was delayed because of a dispute 
over US funding for family planning programs overseas. The 907 provisions were 
not responsible for the delay. 

Attachments: 

TAB A: Sec Def Question 
TAB B: Coordination 

Prepared by: Katie Johnson, 6 14-53 85 ,.It. 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

J.D. Crouch 

Powell Moore 

Donald Rumsfeld 611 

December 19, 2001 7:40 PM 

SUBJECT: Freedom Support Act 

Please look at paragraph five of this cable. What do we do to make that happen? 

Has the Congress done it? 

Thanks. 

Attach: 
AMEMBASSY BAKU CABLER 18060 lZ DEC 01 

DHR dh 
121901-.11 
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••••• This Message Has Bean Altered • **** 
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RAAUZYUW RUEHRBA3219 3520601-UUUU--RUEKNMA. 

::~3~~~ zoc STATE ZZH SECOEF HAS SEEN 
RR RUEHC 
~L_Rll,~ llitl9/01 3520601 DEC 1 9 2001 
R 1806012 DEC 01 
fM AMEMBAssx BAKU 
TQ BPEl:lk ( §E£STA1fi ,WASHDC 7 8 8 9 
INFO RUCNCIS/CIS COLLECTIVE 
RUEHAK/AMEMBASSY ANKARA 3557 

UNCLAS BAKU 003219 -
STATE F0REUR/N1S/PD:KHARGAN, ~APLIN, R/IIP/G/EUR, 
INR/R/MR, D/G, R/RUC, B/VOA/M/AZERI SERVICE, 
EUR/CACEN:I<BILGE, S/NIS, EUR/PPD, PA, USMISSION USOSCE 
VIENNA FOR DMOXAY 

E.O. 12958: N/A 
TAGS: PREL, OIIP, KPAO, AJ 

SUBJECT· AZERBAIJAN; MEDIA BPG1IPN· SECBETIBY 
RJ™§fEI,P' s 1,ANPMA:BI YISJT 1'9 BIIJI , 

!.SUMMARY: AZERBAIJAN! MEDIA PROVIDED EXTENS~ 
POSITIVE covMdk 1'0 o. s. DE.n:RSB sKffiMI ~EBI·P' s 
VISIT TO muru== Wl'l'H MOST REITERATING THE THEME OF 
!NCREASED MILITARY COOPERATION BETWEEN THE U.S. AND 
GOAJ IN THE GLOBAL WAR AGAINST TERRORISM. QUESTIONS 
FOCUSED ON THE EXTENT OF AZERBAIJAN! COOPERATION AND 
THE STATUS OF SECTION 907. THIS IS THE FIRST OFTWO 
REPORTS . END SUMMARY. 

EXPANDING MILITARY TIES 

2 .. LEADING TELEVISION CHANNELS REPORTED THAT 
RUMSFELD'S VISIT WILL RESULT IN THE SIGNING OFA 
MILITARY AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE US AND AZERBAIJAN IN 
THE NEAR FUTURE. ANS QUOTED AZERI DEFENSE MINISTER 
SAFAR ABIYEV AS SAYING THAT, IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE 
REPEAL OFSECTION 907, COMMISSIONS FROM RESPECTIVE 
DEFENSE DEPARTMENTS WOULD MEET •ro DETERMINE THE 
DIRECTION OFMILITARY COOPERATION AND SUBMIT THEM TO 

OSD - SECDEF CABLE DISTRIBUTION: 

SECDEF· :XoEPSEC: E " SPE ASST: J E C 
C&D:cl A B CCD: /E C H FILE: 

USDP: I DIA: OTHER: 
MILPER: PER SEC: COMM: 

••• UNCLASSIFIED *** 
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*** UNCLASSIFIED *** 
***** This Message Has Been Altered• **** 

THEIR HEADS OF STATE." "SPACE " TV QUOTED PRESIDENT 
ALIYEV AS SAYING THAT THE UNITED STATES AND AZERBAIJAN 
ARE "MEMBERS OF THE SAME COALITION IN THE ANTI
TERRORISM OPERATION, " AND THAT "ALL FORMS OF 
ASSISTANCE WOULD BE GIVEN TO THE UNITED STATES WITHIN 
THE FRAMEWORK OF THE ANTI-TERRORIST CAPAIGN IN THE 
FUTURE: 

3. OTHERS SPECULATED UPON THE NATURE OF THE FUTURE 
MILITARY PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN BOTH COUNTRIES. "LIDER' 
TV RAISED THE POSSIBILITY OF THE U.S. SPONSORING 
AZERBAIJANI AIRBASE UPGRADES. RUMSFELD IS NOTED AS 
RESPONDING THAT "A DECISION ON THIS ISSUE WOULD BE 
MADE BY OFFICIALS IN BAKU.• IT WAS ALSO REPORTED THAT 
RUMSFELD HOPED THAT THE REPEAL OF SECTION 907 WOULD 
"OPEN UP OPPORTUNITIES FOR RENDERING MILITARY 

ASSISTANCE TO AZERBAIJAN." ANS REPORTED THAT "THE 
CURRENT MILITARY COOPERATION BETWEEN THE US AND 
AZERBAIJAN IN THE ANTI-TERRORISM OPERATION CONSISTS OF 
PROVIDING THE US AIR FORCE WITH AN AIR CORRIDOR ONLY." 
ASKED WHETHER THE US WOULD BEGIN USING THE MILITARY 
INFRASTRUCTURE IN AZERBAIJAN, ABIYEV STATED THAT 'SO 
FAR THERE HAS BEEN NO TALK OF THIS. " 

------------------------------------------------------
RUMSFELD SAYS THANX YOU; ALIYEV IMPATIENT OVER 907 

------------------------------------------------------

Page 2 of 3 

4. STATE-RUN AZTV, WHICH BROADCASTS NATIONWIDE, AIRED THE 
COMPLETE PUBLIC PORTION OF THE MEETING BETWEEN 
PRESIDENT ALIYEV AND DEFENSE SECRETARY RUMSFELD. IT 
WAS REPORTED THAT "THE PENTAGON CHIEF SAID THAT HE HAD 
DISCUSSED THE JOINT STRUGGLE AGAINST TERRORISM WITH 
PRESIDENT HEYDAR ALIYEV AND HAD CONVEYED PRESIDENT 
BUSH ' S AND THE US PEOPLE ' S GRATITUDE FOR AZERBAIJAN ' S 
SUPPORT DURING THE ANTI-TERRORIST OPERATION. " 

5. SEVERAL MEDIA OUTLETS MENTIONED PRESIDENT ALIYEV'S 
PUBLIC EXPRESSION OF DISMAY THAT SECTION 9070F THE 
FREEDOM SUPPORT ACT HAS NOT YET BEEN WAIVED. 
INDEPENDENT SPACE TV QUOTED ALIYEV AS SAYING: "I 
BELIEVED THAT UPON ARRIVING HERE, YOU WOULD HAVE 
ANNOUNCED THAT SECTION 907 NO LONGER EXISTED. BUT, 
YOU ARE SAYING AGAIN THAT IT WILL BE EXAMINED SOON. WE 
HAVE WAITED FOR A LONG TIME AND WE'LL WAIT MORE. BUT, 
NOW THE TIME HAS COME , FOR THE REPEAL OFSECTION 907 
IS IMPORTANT NOT ONLY TO US, BUT ALSO TO YOU. THE 
SOONER YOU REPEAL IT, THE BETTER IN ANY CA~E,. 
EVERYTHING IS IN YOUR HANDS. WE WILL SIT QUIETLY AND 
WAIT. I SUPPOSE THAT THE WORDS YOU SAID HERE WILL BE 
FULFILLED. IN ANY CASE, THE DEFENSE SECRETARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFAMERICA HAS SAID THESE WORDS IN 
MEETING WITH THE AZERBAIJANI PRESIDENT IN THE 
AZERBAIJAN! CAP ITAL OFBAKU. • 

***UNCLASSIFIED*** 

11-L-0559/0SD/2253 
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*** UNCLASSIFIED*** 
***** This Message Has Been Altered***** 

Page 3 of 3 

VAFA SPEAKS 

6 . ANS TV RAN A TALK SHOW CONSISTING OF INTERVIEWS WITH 
THE FORMER FOREIGN AFFAIRS ADVISOR TO PRESIDENT ALIYE\T 
VAFA GULUZADE IN BAKU, AN ANS CORRESPONDENT IN 
WASHINGTON, AND A WELL-KNOWN JOURNALIST FROM 'RUSSIAN 
COMMERSANT• WEEKLY IN MOSCOW. COMMENTATORS EMPHASIZED 
THE IMPORTANCE OF AZERBAIJAN STRENGTHENING MILITARY 
COOPERATION WITH THE US . GULUZADE ASSERTED THAT 
RUMSFELD'S DECISION TO VISIT BAKU FIRST WAS NOT 
INCIDENTAL, AND THAT HIS VISIT TO YEREVAN WAS A 
FORMALITY . GUESTS ALSO TALKED ABOUT THE LIGHT 
COVERAGE OF THE VISIT BY RUSSIAN MEDIA. GULUZADE SAID 
THIS REFLECTED MOSCOW'.S"NERVOUSNESS ABOUT THE 
INCREASED COOPERATION BETWEEN THE US AND COUNTRIES OF 
NIS. 

WILSON 

JOINT STAFFVl 
ACTION (U) 
INFO CMAS ( *) CMAS ( 1} JSAMS ( *) JSAMS UNCLAS DMS ( *} 

AP-CC-POLAD ( *) BOARDMAN ( *} NOOH ( *) 

SECDEF V2 
ACTION 
INFO CHAIRS(*) CHAIRS TESTBED(*) SECDEF-C(l) 

SECDEF-C(*) ASD:PA-SMTP(*) C2DIR(*) 

(U, 6) 

1 

1 

DIA V3 0 
ACTION 
INFO +us SURVEY DIV SHAPE BE 

+SAFE 

CINC/SVC CHF VS 
ACTION 
INFO NMCC:CWO(*) 

+OCSA WASHINGTON DC 

(U,6,7) 

0 
(U) 

TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED 2 
x3219 

NNNN 
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COORDINATION 

Under Secretary of Defense, Policy 
(Douglas J. Feith) 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Eurasia (Mira R. Baratta) 

11-L-0559/0SD/2255 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

TO: The Honorable Condoleeza Rice 

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Disaster Response Procedures 

February 5, 200112:07 PM 

Attached is an information paper on the disaster response procedures so your 
office will be aware of what takes place. 

cc: 
The Honorable Colin Powell 
Mr. Stephen Hadley 

Attachment 

DR:dh 
020501-5 
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SECRETARY or= DEFENSE 
- • 

SPECIAL OPFRATlONS, 

l OW-lNTFN c;rTV ("ON r• rrT 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

2,mr ,.,., 3 I P'f 11 THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ti"' ,.,1-;1, i' "'I: 20 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-2500 

I-01/000921-HA&APL 

SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

jH/(; 

1/1/o. 

THROUGH: 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE - hJJ?s e f ___.-.31 J. 
~ A- ~. "}fv loo, 

ASD/ISA PERFORMING THE DUTIES OF THE USD(P~ tt(~ ;l"--

FROM: ACTING ASSIST ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS AND LOW INTENSf~ CONFLICT 
(Prepared by: MarcCheek.ODASD/PKHA,614-0054) t,@JAN3 02001 

SUBJECT: Disaster Response Process - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

Attached for your reference is an update on the policies and procedures for responding to foreign 
disasters. 

COORDINATION: GC D. Dell-Orto (as modified) 29 Jan 01 

Attachment 
As stated 

11-L-0559/0SD/2257 
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INFORMATION PAPER: DISASTER RESPONSE PROCEDURES 

GENERAL 
• The Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA), within the Agency for 

International Development, has primary responsibility for organizing US Government 
responses to international disasters. 

DoD does not take a lead role in providing disaster assistance but may be asked by 
OFDA to assist when the disaster exceeds OFDA's response capabilities and the US 
military has unique assets to contribute (e.g., transportation, medical supplies, 
engineering equipment). 

When DoD becomes involved, the military role must be clearly defined, the risks 
minimal, and the exit conditions clear. 

PROCESS 
• When a disaster occurs, OFDA dispatches a field assessment team (Disaster Assistance 

Response Team, or DART) to identify emergency needs. 

, Based on this first-hand report, OFDA confirms legitimate requests for assistance and 
usually meets those needs with its own resources. 

• If OFDA identifies a need that it believes can most effectively be filled by DoD, OFDA 
recommends forwarding a memo from the State Department Executive Secretary 
(ExecSec) to DoD ExecSec specifying the type of assistance requested and the means 
of payment (reimbursable or nonreimbursable). 

OSD Policy then vets the request with relevant offices (e.g., General Counsel, 
Comptroller, regional desks) and determines through the Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency (DSCA) if sufficient resources are available for the mission, 

Upon appropriate OSD approval, then ExecSec passes the tasking to Joint Staff for 
execution. Large or sensitive DoD responses for assistance would be forwarded for 
SecDef approval. 

AUTHORITIES 
• Several legal authorities are available to support DoD provision of disaster assistance 

outside the US, depending upon the scale and funding source of the proposed response. 
These authorities include (a) the Economy Act, (b) DoD's Title 10 humanitarian 
assistance authorities, and (c) Presidential drawdown under Section 506(a)(2) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2258 



•. l .. 

FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS 
Ordinarily, OFDA will reimburse DoD under the Economy Act for disaster 
expenditures. However, in the case of a large disaster, DoD may be called on to 
provide from its own resources on a non-reimbursable basis: 

1) Overseas Humanitarian Disaster and Civic Aid (OHDACA), which is a specific 
account in the DoD budget that covers DoD humanitarian activities and totals 
approximately $50 million annually (with $IO million of this amount informally earmarked 
for disaster response); and 

2) Presidential drawdown under the Foreign Assistance Act, which empowers the 
President to direct that DoD provide goods and services from existing resources totaling up 
to $75 million (per fiscal year) in response to a disaster. With a limited exception for 
procurement of commercial transportation and related services, new contracts may not be 
used to provide goods or services under drawdown. Note also that drawdown requires 
prior written Congressional notification of the President's intent to exercise drawdown 
authority. The cost of providing or replacing DoD goods and services provided under 
Presidential drawdown is initially borne by the Military Departments (usually out of 
Operation and Maintenance funds), but these accounts can be replenished by supplemental 
appropriation. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2259 
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ctrongre~~ of tbt Wniteb fetatt~ 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E880 
Washington, DC2030 l 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

MuiJington, 1.BC 20515 

May 24, 2001 

Last week the House of Representatives passed the Foreign Relations Authorization Act 
for FY 2002 and 2003, which, among other things, includes amendments to the Helms-Biden 
legislation necessary to pay our arrears to the United Nations. 

During the debate on this measure, we offered an amendment to insert into the bill the 
"American Servicemembers' Protection Act of 200lt our legislation aimed at reducing the 
threat posed to the United States by the International Criminal Court (ICC). We first introduced 
our TCC legislation last year with the strong support of the Republican leadership and key 
committee chairmen in both the House and Senate. In addition, we received a letter endorsing 
the legislation from twelve prominent experts on national security matters, ranging from Henry 
Kissinger to Zbigniew Brzezinski. We were pleased that you were among the signers of this 
letter. This year, prominent Democrats like Jack Murtha in the House and Zell Miller in the 
Senate have joined as cosponsors of our legislation. 

We were pleased that, after a spirited debate, the House of Representatives voted 282-137 
in favor of the American Servicemembers Protection Act. We look forward to working with 
Jesse Helms, Trent Lott, and our other Senate cosponsors, as well as with you and Secretary 
Powell, to promptly send this legislation to the President. 

We do not believe the Bush Administration should wait for the enactment of this 
legislation before implementing a comprehensive strategy to slow down the ill-considered rush 
of foreign countries-many of them friends of the United States-to ratify the Rome Statute 
establishing the ICC. At last count, 32 countries had ratified the Rome Statute, which is more 
than half the number required for the Court to come into existence. The American 
Servicemembers' Protection Act can be a central component of such a comprehensive strategy, 
both before it is enacted and after. 

Several provisions of the American Servicemembers' Protection Act were written with an 
eye to slowing down the international rush to ratification of the Rome Statute. Most importantly, 
section 7 of the legislation requires the suspension of U.S. military assistance to most countries 
that ratify the Statute until such countries enter into an agreement with the United States pursuant 
to Article 98 of the Statute preventing the Court from proceeding against U.S. personnel present 
in the country. This provision was designed to give countries that are considering ratifying the 
Rome Statute a reason for not doing so, and also to give the United States leverage in negotiating 
Article 98 agreements with countries that have ratified. 

Ill 002 
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The Honorable Donald Rwnsfeld 
May 24, 2001 
Page Two 

HOUSE INTL COMM 

We suspect that many of the countries now considering ratifying the Rome Statute are not 
aware that this provision has been approved overwhelmingly by the House of Representatives 
and may soon become U.S. law. If they knew that ratification of the Rome Statute might 
jeopardize their ability to receive military assistance from the United States, they might decide 
not to ratify. We strongly encourage the Departments of State and Defense to bring this matter to 
the attention of all current and potential recipients of U.S. military assistance that have signed but 
not yet ratified the Rome Statute. 

In approaching those countries that appear inclined to ratify the Statute, it might be useful 
to propose the initiation of negotiations on an Article 98 agreement so as to impress upon them 
the implications of ratification To further underscore those implications, it might be useful to 
begin discussions with such countries about the new procedures regarding the use of classified 
information provided to such countries by the U.S. Government that may have to be adopted in 
accordance with section 6 of our legislation. 

Section 5 of our legislation encourages the U.S. Government to insist that United Nations 
Security Council resolutions establishing new peacekeeping operations contain provisions 
exempting any U.S. personnel participating in such operations from the jurisdiction of the ICC. 
We encourage the Administration to begin insisting on the inclusion of such provisions in all 
Security Council resolutions that either authorize or reauthorize a U.N. peacekeeping operation 
in which U.S. military personnel will participate. 

In this regard, we note that U.N. Security Council resolution 1305 (2000), which 
authorizes the Stabilization Force (SFOR) peacekeeping operation in Bosnia, will expire on June 
21, 2001, and is likely to be renewed. We think it is especially important that the next Security 
Council resolution reauthorizing SFOR include a provision of the type called for in section 5 of 
our legislation. This is because, even in advance of the entry into force of the Rome Statute, the 
over 3,000 U.S. military personnel participating in SFOR are today at risk of prosecution by the 
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). This risk was highlighted by 
the ]CTY's investigation of U.S. forces for allegedly committing war crimes in Kosovo in 1999. 

The Bush Administration should not allow this situation to persist any longer than 
absolutely necessary, both with regard to our forces in Bosnia and our forces in Kosovo. The 
reauthorization of the Bosnia operation-over which the United States has a veto-provides an 
opportunity to insist on immunity for our personnel in Bosnia from the jurisdiction of both the 
ICC and the ICTY. The fact that the countries that are most eager to maintain the U.S. military 
presence in Bosnia are also among the strongest promoters of the ICC makes this an especially 
fitting place to establish precedent. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2268 
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The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
May 24, 2001 
Page Three 
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Finally, we wish to comment on suggestions that the Bush Administration can cure 
America's problems with the ICC simply by renouncing President Clinton's signature of the 
Rome Statute last December. Such suggestions are based on a profound underestimation of the 
threat posed to the United States by the ICC. 

We introduced the American Servicemembers' Protection Act on June 14th of last year, 
more than six months before President Clinton signed the Statute. The letter endorsing the 
legislation from Henry Kissinger and other foreign policy experts was sent on November 291ti of 
last year, one month before President Clinton acted. Renouncing President Clinton's signature of 
the Statute, while laudable and, in our view, necessary, will only restore the status quo that 
existed prior to his action. For the reasons spelled out in our legislation and in the November 
291

" letter, that status quo was unacceptable and required a much more active U.S. policy to 
protect the interests of our nation. 

We urge you to take the lead in implementing such a policy, and we pledge to you our 
full support as you go about this important task. 

Sincerely, 

11-L-0559/0SD/2269 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301·1 000 

ACTION MEMO 

MAR 19 2002 

FOR: SEE DISTRIBUTION / ~ ~ 

/ ,4 ·JX. 
FROM: COL James A. Whitmore, Executive Secreta1>:·~ /,.; (,, """"-

SUBJECT: Return of Pending Signature/Approval 11V. 

• Attached is a list and a copy of action items submitted by your organization or 
a subordinate agency to the Secretary or Deputy Secretary for approval or 
signature. 

• These actions are no longer active. They are being returned for review and 
appropriate action since they have been pending for more than 90 days. 

• lf action by the Secretary or Deputy Secretary is still required, please update 
the action, to include obtaining the necessary coordinations, and resubmit a 
new action to Communications and Directives for control and processing in 
the appropriate format and in compliance with current administrative 
instructions. 

Attachments: 
As stated 

DISTRIBUTION: 
(ATTENTION: Military and Executive Assistants) 
Secretary of the Army 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness 
General Counsel 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs 
Director, Administration and Management 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1 ODO DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 ODO 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRET ARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

JUN 18 2001 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Subject: Assignment of Air Intelligence Agency Components to Joint Forces Command 

Your request to transfer intelligence and operations components of the Air 
Intelligence Agency to Joint Forces Command is approved. Ensure that these 
assignments are reflected in the Forces For Unified Commands, FY 2002 document. 

;-,·"' 

0 UOS865 /01 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

( 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 · 1 000 

II I~ · ./ ·'\/·) /:,. 

: 

s=~·.~.~· . .:.- , 

01/002692 

!11 ,c.,, 
j/J~/.::1 

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE li) U tr;(b( !Ii 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENsa" v( d 1~ 

THROUGH: SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF ~FENSE ff},!1--(V#J'f//~C/ 
POLICY MATTERS (Chns W1lhams, 695-5136)lljl/ })iwtdtdJ.J MAR h_L)u01 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (POLICY SUPPORT) F~ 
(Pete Verga, 697-0286) 

FROM: Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat 
Reduction (Susan Koch, 695-4503) 
(Prepared by CAPT Scott Hebner, ODASD/R&P, 614-2759) 

SUBJECT: Assignment of Air Intelligence Agency (AJA) Components to Joint Forces 
Command (JFCOM) - ACTION MEMORANDUM ~-

PURPOSE: To obtain approval on the peacetime assignment of Air Intelligence Agency 
intelligence and operations components to Joint Forces Command 

. ~"/~ 
COORDINATION: Personnel & Readiness, General Counsei', set.AF ~-v. , , ,: ,: ,,. J 

"'"' I-IA<..,._ ~ < ', , ' Attachments: ~,!J,1t411·_i,·y, ·1, 

Tab l - Chairman memorandum of 8 March 200 I w/enclosure t>ct. tJ.\"'6&11Gr M' - ' · · ' :. · 
Tab 2 - Fiscal Year 2000 Forces For Unified Commands, 2 August 2000 Secretary of Defense 

memorandum \ 
Tab 3 - Coordination sheets \ 

' Tab 4 - Proposed Secretary of Defense memorandum 

SECPEE DECISION: 
APPROVED:~~~~~~ 
DISAPPROVED:~~~~~ 
OTHER:~~~~~~ 

0 
11-L-0559/0SD/2272 
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Executive Summary 

DISCUSSION: In accordance with Title 10, the Secretary is to direct the Service 
Secretaries to assign all combat forces to a Unified or Specified Command, or to 
the Commander, US Element, North American Aerospace Defense Command. 

• Any changes to assignments, other than those caused by normal service 
rotation of forces or programmed force reductions, will be submitted by the 
Service Secretaries to the Secretary of Defense for approval. (Tab 2) 

• The Air Force is requesting to assign intelligence and operations components of the 
Air Intelligence Agency to Joint Forces Command. 

• These elements are not assigned in the FY 2000 (1 Oct 1999) or proposed FY 2001 
Forces For Unified Commands ( l Oct 2000). 

• The Air Force believes, and the Chairman agrees, that these assignments will more 
effectively posture USAF information superiority forces for support to the combatant 
commanders. 

• CINCJFCOM and CINCSPACECOM concur with the assignments. 

• Assignment of these forces will not prejudice defense review discussions. 

RECOMMENDATION: That you approve the Air Force's request and sign the 
memorandum at Tab 4. 

Prepared by: CAPT Scott Hebner, 
ODASD/R&P,614-2759 

Pete Verga ~hris Williams ~ 
11-L-0559/0SD/2273 
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COORDINATION SHE ET 

Subject: Assignment of Air Intelligence Agency Components to Joint Forces 
Command 

USD (PERSONNEL & READINESS) J. ~ 
GENERAL COUNSEL ____________ _ 

11-L-0559/0SD/227 4 TOTAL P.el 



COORDINATION SHEET 

Subject: Assignment of Air Intelligence Agency Components to Joint Forces 
Command 

USD (PERSONNEL & READINESS) _______ _ 

GENERAL COUNSEL_~i)~fl.......,.Q,c..__~--f ...... </.__k_! ----
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CHAIRMAN OFTHEJOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 
L •• , , •• - ,. 

"-.,'°\l 

N 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE N 

Subject: Assignment of Air Intelligence Agency Components to Joint Forces 
Command 

1. The enclosed memorandum from the acting Secretary of the Air Force 
requests approval to assign the Air Intelligence Agency's combatant forces to 
US Joint Forces Command. This request is consistent with the letter and 
intent of title 10, United States Code, section 162, regarding assignment of 
forces. The request is also directed by previous guidance1 in the cover letter 
to the Forces for Unified Commands Memorandum that instructs the Service 
Secretaries, in coordination with the Chairman of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff, to 
submit requests for force assignment changes for your approval. 

2. This transfer of forces is a positive step toward building a more responsive 
defense intelligence and information operations architecture. I concur in this 
request. 

Enclosure 

Reference: 

,:i,£ . ..,,~.._-
HENRY H. SHELTON 

Chairman 
of theJ oint Chiefs of Staff 

1 SecDef memorandum, 2 August 2000, "Forces for Unified Commands, 
FY 2000" 

S ECDE FD ECISION 

A ]ii\p r O V a I 

___ Disapproval 

___ Other _______ _ 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FEB 8 2001 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
CHAIRMAN OF TI IE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

FROM: ACTING SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, LAWRENCE J. DELANEY 
Prepared by: Ralph Larson, AF/XOIIF, 695-7497 

SUBJECT: Assignment of Air Intelligence Agency (AIA) Components to Joint Forces 
Command (JFCOM) 

PURPOSE: Request SECDEF approve the assignment of AJA intelligence and information 
operations components to JFCOM. 

DISCUSSION: 
- The Air Force seeks to transfer AIA's 67th Information Operations Wing and 70th Intelligence 

Wing, along with their intelligence and information operations components, to 8th Air Force. 
-- 8th Air Force is subordinate to Air Combat Command (ACC), the air component of 

JFCOM. 
-- The headquarters element of AJA and AIA's subordinate centers (National Air Intelligence 

Center, Air Force Information Warfare Center) and its administratively controlled center 
(Air Force Technical Applications Center) would be collectively reassigned as a primary 
subordinate unit to ACC. .. 

- We believe these moves will most effectively posture the Air Force information superiority 
forces for support to the combatant commanders. 

- Title IO US Code, section 162(a)(]) and (2) requires SECDEF approval prior to the transfer of 
these Service-assigned forces to JFCOM. 
-- We briefed these actions to the current and previous USCINCJFCOM - both approved. 
·- In addition, we briefed USCINCSPACE - who also approved. 

RECOMMENDATION SECDEF approve the transfer of forces to JFCOM described above. 

SECDEF DECISION: 
____ Approved 
____ Disapproved 

Other ----
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 ~( r • 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

THROUGH DEPUTY SECRETAR 

FROM: 

.. 

··-

! '· . ! 1 n.: ') Jc .... , -

SUBJECT: Military Slot Machines - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: To respond to questions from the Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

• A 26 March Information Paper to the SecDef and DepSecDef on military slot 
machines was returned to determine how many military personnel have a 
gambling addiction and what can actions should be taken (TAB 4) 

• A 3 April Memorandum forwarded to address these questions was returned 
with additional questions and guidance (TAB 3): 

• "What is the memo SecDef was asking about?' The memo in question was the 
26 March Information Paper, which was not attached to the 3 April 
Memorandum 

• "Memo should suggest things that could be done to reduce the military rate. 
Shouldn't we be trying for a lower than normal rate?' Ongoing actions are 
discussed in the revised Information Paper at TAB 1. 

• These actions which could be enhanced as required include design controls on 
playing, counseling and referrals, and addiction education and treatment. 

• "How is this (gambling rate) measured?' The military gambling rate is based 
on a 1998 Survey of Health Related Behaviors. An information paper 
addressing this survey is at TAB 2. 

COORDINATION: NA 

RECOMMENDATION: None. Information only. 

ft 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

MIBJOOJ): Slot Machine Pro gram 

PURPOSE: To provide background information on slot machine programs 
operated by the Military Services, including uses of slot machine income. 

BACKGROUND: 
• The Services installed slot machines in their stateside and overseas open 

messes in the 1930s and 40s. Slot machines were removed from CONUS clubs 
in the late 1960s. After fraud allegations, the Army and Air Force removed 
slot machines overseas in 1972. 

• In 1980, the Army and Air Force informed congressional oversight committees 
of plans to reinstate slot machines overseas employing strict standards and 
control procedures. The machines were phased in during the 1980s. 

• In 1987, the Services further expanded their slot machine programs to other 
Category C MWR activities, such as bowling centers, recreation lounges, and 
golf courses and added video poker and multiple coin play machines. 

DISCUSSION: 
• Slot machines are offered at 90 overseas installations where the program does 

not conflict with the laws of the host nation or status of forces agreement, and 
the host nation has its own legal form of gambling. 

• The program is owned and operated by the Military Services, using internal 
machine controls that are more stringent than the gaming industrystandard. 

• DoD establishes controls on the play of slot machines to limit potential abuse. 
by that segment of the military population that may have a propensity for 
compulsive or addictive behaviors, including gambling: 

• The Military Services have limited play through program design, which 
features only nickel and quarter machines with frequent payouts and limited 
jackpots. 

• The Military Services do not permit advertising or promoting of slot 
machines. There are no tournaments, contests or other competitive events 
involving slot machine play. No incentives are offered to play slots. 

• Slot machines are located in a separate area within the parent activity, with 
activity staff periodically checking I.D. cards and observing play. 
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• Instances of misconduct or potential excessive and unaffordable 
participation are investigated and identified to the unit commander, 
supervisor or sponsor, depending on the individual involved. 

• Installation commanders may bar any individual fro,m playing slot 
machines if it is perceived to be in the best interest of the individual. 

• Service members are restricted from play if they have written a bad check 
or owe a delinquent debt to the local MWR fund. 

• DoD continues to inform overseas Service members of the consequences of 
abusing slot machines. The Armed Forces Radio and Television Service airs 
spot announcements that focus on the consequences of compulsive-gambling. 

• Although there is little training in identifying and treating gambling as an 
addictive behavior, Chaplain services, mental health clinics, and financial 
management programs provide counseling and referrals on gambling issues. 

• Clinics also make referrals to civilian outpatient programs and direct 
individuals to Gamblers Anonymous. 

• Some installations host support groups for those suffering from problem 
gambling as part of their substance abuse programs. 

• DoD has a specific treatment program for problem gambling at the Naval 
Hospital, Camp Pendleton, California, as a component of the inpatient 
addictive behavior program. 

• An ongoing study of the effects of military slot machines on military members 
should provide additional insights on the nature and extent of problem 
gambling, enabling the Department to evaluate additional actions necessary in 
the prevention, detection and treatment. 

• The income from slot machines represents the basis for nonappropriated fund 
construction funding for the Services and provides funding for low cost 
recreational and entertainment programs in overseas areas that could not be 
otherwise supported. 

• In FY 2000, a total of 7,092 machines provided a net income of $125 million. 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: 1998 Department of Defense Survey of Health Related Behaviors 
Among Military Personnel 

PURPOSE: To respond to the Deputy Secretary of Defense question regarding the 
method of measuring probable pathological gambling in the military population utilized 
in the 1998 survey. 

BACKGROUND: 

• The study is the seventh in a series of active-duty military personnel under the 
direction of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs). The sample 
consisted of 17,264 mi Ii tary personnel worldwide. 

• The survey asked eight questions on problems related to gambling to assess the 
lifetime prevalence of gambling problems. Respondents were asked if they had ever 
had any of the following eight gambling-related problems: 

• being increasingly preoccupied with gambling; 
• needing to gamble with increased amounts of money to achieve the desired level 

of excitement; 
• feeling restless or iITitable when unable to gamble; 
• going back to.try to win back earlier gambling losses; 
• lying to others about the extent of their gambling; 
• having jeopardized or lost important relationships, a job, or career opportunities 

because of gambling; and 
• borrowing money to relieve financial problems caused by gambling. 

• An affirmative answer to at least one of the eight items was judged indicative of 
problem gambling. Affiiative response to three or more items was deemed to 
indicate probable pathological gambling at some point in the person's lifetime. 

DISCUSSION: 

• The study report acknowledged limitations of the data on problem gambling in the 
military. 

• The data includes only a subset of gambling-related behavior, thus there is no 
baseline measure of the prevalence of all types of gambling behavior among 
military personnel regardless of whether the behavior was problematic. 
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• The data is lifetime prevalence data-the survey did not address whether the 
gambling-related problems occurred in the past year or since the individual joined 
the military. 

• Therefore, it is not possible to know if these problems occurred before joining the 
military or whether the problems occurred concmTently or at different points in the 
individual's lifetime. 

• The study report emphasized that, due to limitatjons in survey scope and depth, it is 
most accurate to consider the 1998 survey findings as representing only an initial 
exploration of the issue of problem gambling in the military. 
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FROM: 'Donald Rurn_:feld ~f.. 
March 26, 200-1 DATE: 
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

10 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1010 

MEMORANDUM FOR THESECRET~RY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Military Slot Machine Program 

In response to your question of March 26, the following information is 
provided regarding the military slot machine program and the incidence of 
gambling addiction in the military: 

• In response to a requirement in the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 
200 I, the Department is conducting a study on the effects of slot machines on 
service members overseas. The study will be complete at the end of April. 

• Congressman Roscoe Bartlett (R-MD), the sponsor of the reporting provision, 
has been quite vocal in his opposition to the operation of slot machines on 
military installations and is likely to pursue this issue in the future. 

• The military slot machine program generated approximately $126 million in 
net income in FY 2000, with. $80 million retained for local MWR operations 
and $46 million used for Service-wide MWR capital improvement programs. 

~I> 
• The 1998 Survey of Health Related Behaviors Among Military Personnel l ~ 

found that lifetime pre ~able pathological gambling in the ~ ': 
military is 2.2 percent, slightly big er civilian population ( 1.8 percent). · 

• The incidence of probable a ological gambling among OCONUS 
respondents was slightly ·gher (2.3 percent) than CONUS respondents (2.1 
percent). With a standar deviation of .2 percent, the difference is negligible. 

• The Departmental pos· on on military slot machines should consider the 
results of the ongoing tudy of the impact on military members, and not 
necessarily focus sol y on funds derived from the program. 

I hope this infonna n is useful as you continue to review the military slot 
machine program. 
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. TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

· Paul Wolfowi1z I 

Donald Rumsfeld w-. 
'March 26, 2001_ 

Wolfowi1z 

Take a look at this gambling memo. I wonder if we'v~ got any indication of how 
many people have a gambling addiction in the.military. 

What do you think we ought to do with this?. 

·DHR/a:zn 
032601.48 
Attach. 
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INFORMATIONPAPER 

SUBJECT: Military Slot Machine Program 

PURPOSE: ro provide background information on slot machine programs 
operated by the Military Services, including uses of slot machine income. 

BACKGROUND:. 

• The Services installed slot machines in their stateside.and overseas open· 
messes in the 1930s and 40s. Slot machines Were removed from CONUS clubs 
in the late 1960s. After fraud allegations, the Anny and Air Force removed slot 
machines overseas in 1972. 

• .In 1980, the Army 'and Air Force informed congressional oversight committees 
of plans to reinstate slot machines overseas employing strict stan~ and 
control procedures. The machines were phased in duringlhe 1980s .. 

• In 1987, the Services further expanded their slot machine programs lo other 
Category C .MWR activities, such as bowling centers, recreation lo~ and': 
gol~ courses and added video poker and multiple coin' play machines. 

DISCUSSION= · 
• Slot machines. are offered at 900verseas installations where the program does 

not.conflict with the laws of 'the host nation or status of forces agreement 
(SOFA), and lhe'hosl nation has.its own legal form of gambling. 

• The program is owned and operated by the ~lacy Services, using internal 
machine controls that are more stringent than the gaming industry standard. 

• The DoD establishes controls on the play of slot machines to limit potential 
abuse. 

• The Military Services 'have limited play through program design - only 
nickel and quarter machines with frequent payouts and limited jackpots. 
The rate of return to the customer is between 90 to 93 percent. 

• The income from slot machines represents the basis for nonappropriated fund 
construction funding for the Services 'and provides funding for low cost 
recreational and entertainment programs in overseas areas that could not be, 

o~erwise supported. 

• In FY 2000, a total of 7,092 machines provided a net income of $128 
million. 
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Demographic and Revenue Data on Slot Machines 

Army Navy Air Force Marine Total 
cor s 

Total number of machines 3,492 , 1,305 1,649 646 7,092 

Number of machines by 
denomination: 
Nickel 726 261 512 144 1,643 
Quarter 2,766 989 1,110 502 5 , 3 6 7 
Other' 0 55 27 0 82 
Percentage of total that are video 42%2 13% 18% See note2 31 % 
poker 

Number of machines by activity: 
NCO/enlisted clubs 856 276 1,121 487 2,740 
Officers clubs 195 46 136 13 390 
Community clubs 1,074 367 81 20 1,542 
Bowling centers 945 131 285 116 1,477 

AFRCs 161 57 0 0 218 
Other 261 4 2 8 26 ' 10 725 

Maximum single play $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 '$2.50 
Maximum jackpot $1,199 $500 $1,000 $1,199 $1,199 
Average payback to customer 93.9% 92.0% 90.9% 93.9% 92.5% 

Revenue and income in $ 
millions: 
Total machine revenue after pay 99.0 18.3 30.5 14.6 162.4 
outs 
Total activity expenses 3 25.4 1.9 3.4 3.3 34.0 
Net income 73.4 16.4 27.1 11.3 128.2 
Total net income retained by 43.5 16.4 11.9 8.4 8 0 2 

command/installation 4 

Total net income assessed·by 31.3 0 15.2 2.9 49.4 
headquarters 4 

NOTES: 1 Other category represents machines that take tokens or local currency 
'I. Percentage of video poker machines for the Army includes those operated by the Army listed in 

the Marine Corps total. Army operates Marine Corps slot machines at Camp Butler and lwakuni, 
Japan. 

3 Activity cost for the Army includes reimbursement of 10 percent of revenue to the installation for 
upkeep of the facility. 

4 Total amount distributed by the Army is based on a balance sheet transaction and varies slightly 
from the net income which factors in accruals for monthly expense. 
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April9, 2001 9:29 AM 

RDML Quinn y 
--fJ/ FROM: 
/' 

Donald Rumsfeld 1 
,, 

SUBJECT: Acknowledgement and Tracking of Military Casualties 

I have a feeling that when military people are ki11ed, that either the Secretary of 
the Service or I or both ought to send a Jetter to the family. Apparently, nothin1~ 
like that is going on because I have not been informed of it. 

We also ought to keep a Jog of the number of military people that are ki11ed in 
some sort of training or action-I don't mean people who die of natural death c,zj 
who get killed robbing a bank or in a car accident. I do want to keep some sort o'.::
a record of all of these people who have died so I know what it is and can ment io11 
it from time to time. 

Thank you. 

DHR:dh 
04090 1-4 

s (('( ( 
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April 12,200 

Mr. Secretary 

SUBJECT: Acknowledgement and Tracking of Military Casualties (TAB A) 

1. Condolence letters: 

a. SecNav, SecArmy, and all Service Chiefs send letters, regardless of how he 
military member died. 

b. SecAF sends letters on a case-by-case basis. 

c. Secretary Cohen sent letters on a case-by-case basis. 

2. Tracking: 

a. There is no OSD focal point for collecting military casualty information. 

b. Action officer on USD(P&R) staff built the log at TAB B at Secretary 
Wolfowitz' request. 

1
1 3. Recommendations: 

a. With SecDef approval the Executive Secretary will prepare letters for 
{ SecDef on a case-by-case basis. 

\ b. Task the Under Secretary of Defense (P&R) with identifying a single frn 
1 "---12,Q.l~t and methodology for collecting military casualty information. 

Attachments: 
as stated 

P'/t:c._,1~·tr 
,1/JP.-t,.,--,:;,-

secoEF '.iAs~a I. Cribbs 
"'-t~ionel, USAF 

APR 2 3 2001 Ext:cutivt: Secretary 
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.. 
- • r?I, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-4000 

FORCE MANAGEMENT 
POLICY 

I . 
MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE r4 t,~''-'} ~ }'1]~,, 

THROUGH: A~NG UNDE~CRETARY OF DEFENSE (P&R · · ~ 
~t. WiR I 3 200I 

A NG ASSIS :ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (FM~) 

(See signature next under) 
FROM: Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (MC&FP) 

Prepared by: CDR Rene' Campos, OFP, 697-9283 

SUBJECT: Deputy Secretary of Defense Inquiry on DoD Military Death 
Statistics-INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

PURPOSE: To provide information to answer DEPSECDEF's Office inquiry. 

• As a follow-on to the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) inquiry on 
the number of total active duty deaths, broken down by month, Service 
component, and type of death that was forwarded on March 7, General Mat tis 
asked if this data could be further broken out by duty status categories. 

• WHS/DIOR conducted a preliminary audit of duty status by manually 
reviewing CY 2000 Report of Casualty, DD 1300 forms, as CY 2000 data is 
still being compiled (TAB A). Comparable specificity for preceding years is 
not available because the Defense Casualty Reporting Service did not requile 
such specificity until Calendar Year 2000. I 

COO RD IN A TIO N: Washington Headquarters Services/Director Informatiol 
Operations and Reports Office (WHS/DIOR) 

RECOMMENDATION: That TAB A be forwarded to respond to 
General Mattis' question. 

r. I )51(3 J3, 
. 0 
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Arm 
Accident 27 90 23 140 
lness 27 23 . 4. '4 1 59 

lf-lnfl\cted 2 33 4 .. 3 42· 
Homicide 8 2 1 11 

6 12 2 2 1 23 
Tempo 73 73 
Totala 62 16.8. 36 80 6 348 

Na 
Accident 23 66 6 2 1 98 
Illness 10 14 3 5 ·32 
SelMnfllcted · -2 23· 3 ·2 4 34 
Homicide 3 2 5 
Unknown/Pendln 1 20 3 .· 3 27 
Temp Quty Retirement Ust·TDRL (as reported) 28 28 
Hostile errortst - Core 17 17 
Totala S3 126 17 37 8 241 

Air Force 
Accident 9 39 4 52 
Illness 3 12 6 1 22 
Self-Inflicted .1 21 . 1 23 
Homicide 2 1 
U.nknown/Pendln 4 ·4 1 27 
Temp Duty 'Retirement Ust~TDRL '(as reported) 8 8 

Totala 17 92 16 10 135 

Marine Co • 
Accident 38 45 10 1 94 
Illness 4 ·5 1 2 12 · 
Self-Inflicted 1 1 1 16 
Homicide 8 2 10 
Unknown/Pendin 2 6 3 11 . 
Temp Duty.Retirement Llst-TDRL (aa reported) 17 17 
Tot~ls . 45 · 19 

Grand Totals 177 146 15 
Retirement_ Ust 



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-m ·; i• ,: i 6 (:; JI: 17 

PERSONNEL ANO 
READINESS 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

INFO MEMO 

July 13, 2001,500 p.m. 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, Under Secretary of ~nse (P~sonnel and Readiness) 
~.u, t.LJ~ /a er~/ 

SUBJECT: Status of Tracking ''Lost Days" for DoD 

• You asked us to ensure that we could track workdays lost to injury as Paul O'Neill 

had done with ALCOA (see Tab A). This is a quick status of our efforts. 

• Working with Pete Aldridge's safety office, we have made quick progress toward 

capturing these data. Currently, our civilian personnel office has ready access to the 

amount of time lost to injury for our civilian workforce as these data are gathered 

from payroll records. 

• We do not have as ready access to capture the time lost for our military as the payroll 

records do not directly record this information. Instead, we expect to use accident 

records from the Service safety centers and DoD hospitals to develop a good metric of 

the time lost. 

• As to disseminating this information, the Air Force is developing a web based tool to 

capture many of these safety metrics. We have established an IPT to consider this 

system as well as others to implement quickly lost workdays tracking. 

COORDINATION: USD(AT&L) 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Prepared By: Joseph J. Angello, 693-0466 

0 
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June 25, 20011:03 PM 

TO: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld tJ\ 
SUBJECT: Lost Day Rate 

Let's require that every one of our units give us a "lost day" rate like Paul O'Neill 
suggested, and let's think of starting to put it on some sort of a web so everyone 
can see it. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
062501-2 1 
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENS~ 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 

t. t • '. ' .'. 

PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

INFO MEMO 

July 13, 2001, 5:00 p.m. 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, Under Secretary of D~se (Personnel and Readiness)_ 
.. , __ (. . C£d ti, f_. C.h4- /9 rr~,y 

SUBJECT: Status of Tracking "Lost Days» for DoD 

• You asked us to ensure that we could track workdays lost to injury as Paul O'Neill 

had done with ALCOA~- This is a quick status of our efforts. 

• Working with Pete Aldridge's safety office, we have made quick progress toward 

capturing these data. Currently, our civilian personnel office has ready access to the 

amount of time lost to injury for our civilian workforce as these data are gathered 

from payroll records. 

• We do not have as ready access to capture the time lost for our military as the payroll 

records do not directly record this information. Instead, we expect to use accident 

records from the Service safety centers and DoD hospitals to develop a good metric of 

the time lost. 

• As to disseminating this information, the Air Force is developing a web based tool to 

capture many of these safety metrics. We have established an IPT to consider this 

system as well as others to implement quickly lost workdays tracking. 

COORDINATION: USD(AT&L) 

Attachments: 
As stated 

SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA 

Prepared By: Joseph J. Angello, 693-0466 SR MA GIAMBASTIANI 
MA BUCCI 
EXECSEC WHITMORE 

0 
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June 25, 2001 1:03 PM 

TO: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld u\ 
SUBJECT: Lost Day Rate . .... 
Let's require that every one of our units give us a "lost day" rate like Paul O'Neill 
suggested, and let's think of starting to put it on some sort of a web so everyone 
can see it. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
062501·21 
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TO: 

. . ~ .. -. - ..... _ 

Larry Di Rita 

July 17, 2001 10:17 AM 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Law 

Bob Soule of PA&E told us we weren't going to be able to comply with a law that 
requires us to reduce the size of our headquarters staffs. Please find out about that 
law. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
071701-12 

~c-

f ~ue -f.ui ~ 

fbr;cl feJ(·u1,r I/id tN . 

])/ (2't 
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•ERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 2.0301·4000 

ACTION MEMO 

August 6, 2001, 9:00 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM:- DAVID S. C. CHU, UNDER SE~!E~Y OF DEFENSE 
(PERSONNEL AND READINE~Jc'-1. (J4-_ ~~c/ 

SUBJECT: Streamlining DoD Management and deducing Headquaiters Staff 

• On several recent occasions, you have inquired about streamlining DoD 
managenient and reducing headquarters staff (see attached). This , 
memorandum outlines a set of options for your consideration and proposes a 
course of action for implementing them. 

. . 
• At the end of FY 1999, DoD management headquarters staff totaled 63,817 

'(under a definition established by the FY 2000 National Defense Authorization 
Act). Most are in the Military Departments (46,276 or 73%); OSD accounts 
for 2,007 (3%) and the Joint Staff 1,330 (2%). Under current plans, the total 
will fall about 5,000 by the end of FY 2002. My recommendation is that 
further reductions be targeted on streamlining and strengthening DoD 
management (rather than assigni~g classic "fair share" targets). Such steps 

could include: 

)> In the Militacy Departments (46,276 positions in baseline), eliminating 
or substantially reducing component commands ( each CINC has a 
subordinate Service Command) and overlapping combat commands 
(e.g., U.S. Army Pacific and Eighth Am1y), and simplifying installation 
management (e.g., now the jurisdiction of five commands in the Air 
Force within the United States alone). 

)> In the Defense Agencies (6,475 positions in baseline), reviewing 
potential consolidations ( e.g., counterintelligence activities, Inspector 
General and audit functions). 

• . 
)> In the Unified Commands (5,894 positions in baseline), merging those 

with overlapping responsibilities. 

. I'\ 
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~ In OSD (2,007 positions in baseline), eliminating principal deputies 
below the Presidential appointee level, and reducing military assistants. 
(This could be part of the reduction·plan you have asked each principal 
to provide.) 

» In the Joint Staff (1,330 positions in baseline), reducing overlap with 
OSD. 

• Some steps could overlap these categories ( e.g., merging Defense Logistics 
Agency with the Transportation Command to form a single supply chain 
manager). And all elements of the Department could benefit from reviewing 
the plethora of ad hoc groups and associated staff that have grown up over the 
years. (I am pleased to report, for example, that we have held the last meeting 
'of the Defense Medical Oversight Committee.) 

• Throughout, these changes should be guided by the conclusions you reach in 
the Quadrennial D.efense Review. 

• The Congress, as Bob Soul~ emphasized to you, has also taken a strong interest 
in slimming management headquarters, and the FY 2000 National Defense 
Authorization Act directed a reduction of 7.5% to 15% by the end of 
FY 2002 from the 1999 baseline, with an intermediate reduction of 2.5% to 
I 0% by the end of the current fiscal year. Current plans will yield a reduction 
of 3 .5%. While some further reduction is possible in the remaining two 
months, it is not feasible to reach 10%., which will require you to exercise the 
waiver authority Congress granted you. (I will work with the General Counsel 
to prepare the waiver document for your signature.) 

• If you approve the course of action outlined in this memorandum, I would be 
privileged to coordinate its implementation, providing you a quarterly report 
on our progress. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve: ------

Disapprove : -----
See me for further discussion : 

Attachments 
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INFO:MEMO 
• 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Dov·S. Zakheim~ 

CC: David Chu 

... 
.,. 

August7, 2001 

SUBJECT: Streamlining DoD Management and Headquarters Stfaff 

3;05p.m. 

• Dave Chu kindly sent me a copy of his memo to you of 6 August (attached). 
Perhaps because we both served on Arnold Punaro's rn•&:. force; he has reached 
conclusions about consolidation and remc;,val of layers that are sinutar to.those 
I outlined in my two pages to you of July 27, which I am also attaching, 
beneath Dave's memo. 

• I would only add to what Dave has written that we need to: 

I) give the Services targets for end-strength reductions, for which . 
consolidation and headquarters reduction etc. should serve as guidelines; These 
reductions should be accomplished i~ coordination with the Unified 
Commands and the Joint Staff, and should incorporate reductions in the staff 
levels of both of the latter. 

2) provide two-year targets for the civilian agencies, including OSD, requiring 
aggregate reductions through consolidation, de-layering and attrition of not l~s 
than 7.5% in both OSD and the Defense Agencies over each of the next two 
years. 

• My staff and Dave's are prepared to work together on this matter, and I believe 
that A.mold Punaro could provide invaluable assistance as wel1. 

COORDINATION: NON-E 

Attachments: 
As stated above 

.. .-
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFEN$~. :~:·..., '.""1 1· - .... . ,, . .:: j 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON ~ 

PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

July 25, 2001, 3:30 pm 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, USD ~el & Readiness) 
C ,,J ~-tz-.{_<..fi (2_ c.'k•v ~ •J.~ 6/ 

SUBJECT: Should We Classify Readiness Information? 

• You asked whether we should classify readiness information (TAB B) to 
preclude divulging known weaknesses to the world. In short, we should -- and 
do -- classify any information that directly divulges our vulnerabilities. 

• By regulation, we currently classify unit (squadron, ship, and battalion) 
readiness information as reported in the Global Status of Resources and 
Training System (GSORTS). This system provides unit readiness ratings ("C
ratings") in four resource areas: personnel, training, equipment, and supplies. 

• A more difficult problem is safeguarding the unclassified data systems used as 
the basis for establishing these unit readiness ratings. Current computer and 
data security policies and procedures, properly applied, provide adequate 
protection of this information. 

• Finally, Title X, Section 117 requires an unclassified Quarterly Readiness 
Report to Congress (QRRC). We craft this document to be general in nature 
but representative of our areas of strategic concern. A classified annex to the 
QRRC, highlighting specific readiness deficiencies, is also submitted. 

COORDINATION: TAB C 

Prepared by: Col Wilham Hughes, Room 3D819, 693-5584, fax 693-5588 

,._ 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

27:J un-01 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDERSECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 
PERSONNEL AND READINESS 

SUBJECT: Readiness 

The Secretary has asked whether the issue of readiness should be classified. 
Specifically, why should a known weakness be exposed to the world? 

I would appreciate it if you would coordinate with the Joint Staff and General 
Counsel on a quick response to his question. 

E.P. Giambastiani 
Vice Admiral, USN 

Senior Military Assistant 
to the Secretary 
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PERSONNEL ANO 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-4000 

FOR: THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, USD (Personnel & Readiness) 

SUBJECT: Should We Classify Readiness Information? 

• You asked whether we should classify readiness information to preclude 
divulging known weaknesses to the world. In short, we should -- and do -
classify any information that directly divulges our vulnerabilities. 

• Per CJCS Manual 3150.02, we currently classify unit (squadron, ship, 
battalion) readiness information as reported in the Global Status of Resources 
and Training System (GSORTS). This system provides unit readiness ratings 
CC- ratings") in four resource areas: personnel, training, equipment, and 
supplies. 

tlJ'(.... 

• While the data used in making the readiness rating decisions,iB-housed on 
unclassified systems, the determination of readiness is the result of a planned 
and coordinated aggregation of specific data elements. Current computer and 
data security policies and procedures, properly applied, provide adequate 
protection of this information. 

• Classifying these functional systems would be costly and inefficient. Instead, 
we would suggest the Department continue to implement and operate our 
unclassified management systems with appropriate security safeguards and 
control access to both the systems and information by implementing the Public 
Key Infrastructure (PKI). 

COORDINATION: TAB C 

Prepared by: Colonel William Hughes, Room 3D819, 693-5584, fax 693-5588 

0 
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Hughes, William D., COL, OSD-PF? 

From: 
Sent: 

Nowak, Doug, Col, 0SD-C31 
Thursday, July 12, 2001 3:57 PM 
Burton, Katharine, CAPT, 0SD-C31; Hughes, William D., COL, OSD·P&R To: 

cc: 
Subject: 

Smulian, Paul, Mr, OSD-C31; Tyler, Gene, Cot, 0SO·C31; Chassot, Charles, CAPT, 0SD-C31 
RE: Readiness Classification Memo for SecDef 

William--final comments from C31 for your consideration v/r doug nowak 
·····Original Message····· 

From: Burton, Katharine, CAPT, OSD·OI 
Ser.t: Wednesday,:u~y 11, 200113:42 
To: Nowak, Doug, Cot, OSD·OI 
cc: Smulian, Paul, Mr, 0SD-C31; Tyler, Gene, Col, 0SD-C31; Chassot, Charles, CAPT, 0SD-C31 
Subject: RE: Readiness Classification Memo for SecDef 

Doug, 
I think Chuck has provided some good comments. The only thing I would add is that in the last sentence of the memo 
where it talks about the alternative to classifying the functional systems, I would change the last sentence to read: 

~ r-• " ... we would suggest the Department continue to implement and operate our unclassified management systems with 
.e.~ appropriate security safeg1,1ards and control access to both the systems and information by implementing the Public 

Key Infrastructure (PKI} .. .'' 

Kathy 

J. Katharine Burton 
CAPT USN 
Staff Director, Defense-wide Information Assurance Program 
703-602-9988 
DSN 332-9988 
Unclas fax 703-602-7209 

·····Original Message····· 
From: Chassot, Charles, CAPT, 0SD-C31 
Sent: Wednesday,:u~y :.:., 200111:31 AM 
To: Nowak, Doug, Cal, OSD·C3l 
cc: Smulian, Paul, Mr, 0SD-C3I; Burton, Katharine, CAPT. 0SD-C31; Tyler, Gene, Col, 0SD-C31 
Subject: Readiness Classification Memo for SecDef 

Doug, 
I have some p::oblems witr.. tr..e neno as wri +-+-.Q,-, 

some alter~ate wording. 
Mv corr.rr.er.ts are imbedded along witr.. 

Chuck 
<< Pile: ::eadiness classifcation ~e~c -t 

-----Ori gi r:a 1 :Vle:-.;:-.;age-----
Lcm: Srn.:liar., Pa1_;l, Er, 0SD:-C3I 
Se:it: Wed.:-tesda.y, J·.1ly 1 L 200:. 6: 52 AM 
T:;: Ru r:.cn, Katharine, CAPT, DS)-C31; Ty: 
Betsy, , 0SD-C31 
Subject: ?W: MEMORAKDCM FOR T~E SECRETAR 

Kathy; 
Afte~ reudi~g the memo ~~ere ~s somethin 
p=ovide co~~ents directly to COL Ncwak. 

Paul 

-----O=iginal ~essage-----
F'ror.1: N~,wak, Do·_ig, Col,OS8-C3'. 
Sent: Tuesday, ,Tuly 10, 7.001 5:~7 :,:-,,1 

ou.r 

lo~ cf ;,J. "6+ ;. ~t ud ~ ..ff...:,.,. 
c:A.u;.,.. ~ -"··,1t1:, "-"
,.,. ~s ~.,c F-- ,. .... 

p..,1. I.'(,, 
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To : Greene , Toni , CIV , OSD- C31 ; Bozek , Tom , Mr ., 0SD - C31 ; Mellon , 
Christopher, Mr . , 0 SD- C31 ; Fe r guson, Thomas , SES , OSD - C3 1; Landon, John, 
Mr, 0SD- C31; War d , Mi chael J., Maj , 0SD- C31 (Space Systems ); Len t z, 
Robert , CTR , OSD- ATL ; Smu l ian , Paul , Mr , OSD- C3 1 ; Semple , Bernadette, 
CDR, OSD- C31 ; Taylor , Brenda,, , OSD - C31 
Subject : FW : MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Chr isl John/Tom/Tom B --

Attache d email i s from P&R asking for an informal chop on attach ed p oint paper 
a nswer ing SD q uest i o n o n whether Servi ce Readiness should rema in c l ass i f i ed . Think 
their answer is a common sense approach .... do you agree? Request (if possible , your 
answe r by COB tomorrow ) 

v/r doug nowak 

-----Orig i nal Message-----
Fr om : Hughes , Wi l lia m D., COL , OSD- P&R 
Sent : Tuesday, July 1 0 , 200 1 07:49 
To : Nowak , Doug , Col , 0SD- C3 1 ; Wagner , Carl , COL , DoD OGC 
Subject : FW : MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Gentlemen , 
Good morning . I am taking a stab to expedite the s t af f i ng o f a p r oposed memo 
a nswer ing a s imp l e q uest i o n f r om the Secre t a r y . Paper copy will follow . 

The Secretary asked if we should classify readiness information . We were required 
to coordinate with CJCS , however , my b oss asked t o seek Cou nse l Gene r al a nd C3I 
coordination as well . 

The first paper " readinessclass ... " i s t he proposed answer; the second 
"me moClas ... " is t he me mo t o you . 

I request that you f orward t his to t he appropr i ate offi ce and info me . Paper wi l 1 
be provided to you , or you r designee thi s mor ning . Thank you f or the assis t ance . 

SI 
William D. Hughes III 
Colonel , USMC 
OSD P&R 
Readiness Programming & Assessment 
Pentagon Room 3D819 
Tel : 703. 693. 5584 
Fax : 703 . 693 . 5588 

Chuck Chassot 
CAPT, USNR 
Operations Officer, Defense-wide Information Assurance Program 
703-602-9997 
DSN 332-9997 
Fax: 703-602-7209 

2 
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FOR: THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, USD (Personnel & Readiness) 

SUBJECT: Should We Classify Readiness Information? 

July 9, 2001, 2:10 pm 

• You asked whether we should classify readiness information to preclude 
divulging known weaknesses to the world. In short, we should -- and do -
classify any information that directly divulges our vulnerabilities. 

• By regulation, we cunently classify unit (squadron, ship, battalion) readiness 
information as reported in the Global Status of Resources and Training System 
(GSORTS). This system provides unit readiness ratings ("C- ratings") in four 
resource areas: personnel, training, equipment, and supplies. 

To this point this ducum..:lll mak('s :-cnsi:. Below this point is opening a can of very acti \\.' 
worms. Virtually all of our readiness numbers arc determined by compiling bits ,mJ 
piL-c-.·s of llncb-,:sifo.:d data and applying a ··readiness criteria" to dch.'rmine a readiness 
\';tlL:c. The concern l see here is the need to protect readiness data from public release. 
Sine(' an unclassified readiness rcpt)rt would be subject to f0IA relca:-:.e. we classify 
th~m. Since the data in the computer that is tht:d to "gen~rntc" thc report bm is not a 
report in itself it is exempt from FOIA action. 
Th-: computer security issue is '-Cparm~. If someone acce~s the databases they can reach 
their own conclusions as to our readiness Jcvcb whether on not the get the easier task of 
,.;~cin~ to precumrikd data from the '·middle-ware." Personnel computers must ha\'e strict 
application of :-ccuritv p(ilicics anti procedur('~ nN onlv for the issue of readiness but the 
legal implications of Privacy Act. IIIPi\A.\.'tc.:. Logistics computers must also have strict 
application of security policies and procedures since nor only are there readiness 
determination issues but a determined advc:rs:uy accessing these systems could totally 
disrupt th~ entire supply and support system. 
The following two paragraphs setm to be trying to answer II question that does not appear 
to ha\'C been asked. They arc addressing a small piece of a larger i~~uc without a good 
cont~xl and are likely to g~nc!n.tte questions that cannot bl;.' an~wcrcd in a one-pager and 
will not lead to impro\'cmcnb in the overall ~ituation. If we need to address thL:sc issues 
at this point something like: ·'While the data used in making the readiness rating 
d~cision~ is housed on unclassified systems. the determination of rcadinc,;s is the result of 
a planned and coordinated aggregation of specific data clcmrnts. Current computer and 
data security policies and procedure::-, properly applied, pw,·id"· adequate protection of 
th is in formation-" 

11-L-0559/0SD/2307 



• A more difficult problem is safeguarding the unclassified data systems used for 
personnel, supply, and equipment management. These systems serve as the 
basis for establishing unit readiness ratings. Modem information technology, 
such as middle-ware tools, allows these disparate databases to be readily 
integrated - essentially creating unit readiness data and highlighting shortfalls 
and vulnerabilities. 

• Classifying these functional systems would be costly and inefficient. Instead, 
we would suggest the Department continue to implement strong security 
safeguards in our unclassified management systems such as security firewalls 
and password protected access controls. 

COORDINATION: TAB C 

Prepared by: Col William Hughes, Room 3D8 I 9, 693-5584, fax 693-5588 
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Reply ZIP Code: 
20318-0300 

THE JOINT STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 

DJSM-0537-0 1 
24J uly 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PERSONNEL 
AND READINESS) 

Subject: Readiness Classification 

1. We concur in the proposed response to SecDef s question regarding the 
classification of readiness data, subject to the inclusion of the changes outlined 
in the Enclosure. The proposed changes provide completeness and clarity to 
the proposed response. 

2. The Joint Staff pain~ of contact is Colonel Jerry Macken, 693-5976. 

Enclosure 

Reference 

AM1 
S.A. FRY 
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy 
Director, Joint Staff 

1 OUSD(P&R) memorandum, 9 July 2001 
Readiness Class ifi cation" 

C.11"'-S,tM"~!, fov~ c:U~ "fl+ ut~, 

•-= f•cf 411luc~,, ~-, ~ GSo~,1,. 

a-.-.. '-, ~ .t G,.. R.R.<. . 
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ENCLOSURE 

PROPOSEDJOINT STAFF REVISIONS TO 
DRAFT OSD MEMO ON READINESS CLASSIFICATION 

1. General Comment. The proposed changes outlined below are intended to 
give a more complete summary of formal readiness documents required by title 
X and CJ CS Instructions (CJCSis) as well as the classification guidance 
associated with those formal readiness documents. 

2. Specific Recommended Changes 

a. Add the following as new 2d bullet: "There are two formal readiness 
forums that process readiness data: the Global Status of Resources and 
Training System (GSORTS) and theJ oint Monthly Readiness Review (JMRR) ... 

REASON: Provides complete, organized summary of formal readiness 
processes that produce readiness information that would be subject to 
classification. 

,. 

b. Make the old 2d bullet the Is1 subbullet to the new 2d bullet 
(subparagraph 2a above}, and change as follows: "Per CJ CS Manual 3 150.02, 
"GSORTS", we currently classify unit (squadron, ship, battalion} readiness 

information as reported in tJ utl]loba•tatcrn MB-es@,urces...ftftd :r-nmg 
GSOITTS. This system provides unit readiness ratings ("(-ratings") in four 
resource areas: personnel, training, equipment, and supplies." 

REASON: Administrative change, as information is now supporting the 
added major bullet. 

c. Add the following as 2d subbullet to the addition outlined in 2(a} above: 
"Per CJ CSI 3401 .OIB. "Current Readiness System," Enclosure A, paragraph 4, 
J M RR reports are defined as 'military capability information' that must be 
referred to theJoint StaffJ-3 for classification and release determination. As a 
general rule, aJ M RR report with actual assessments relating to a specific 
functional area, CINC, or unit will be classified SECRET. Furthermore, 
references to J SCP or OP LAN timelines, planning guidance, assumptions, or 
host-nation strengths should also be classified SECRET." 

REASON: Adds necessary data onJ MRR process. 

d. Change 3d bullet to read as follows: 'It must be noted. however. that 
some of Whlle the data used in making tee readiness rating decisions is 
housed on unclassified systems. tThe determination of overall readiness for a 
unit or CINC. therefore. mav is the result from eta planned and coordinated 
aggregation of specific data elements. to include unclassified elements. 
However. the formal readiness assessment is CLASSIFIED. Current computer 

11-L-0559/0SD/2310 



and data security policies and procedures, properly applied, provide adequate 
protection of this information." 

REASON: Better articulates point that readiness reports can be based 
partially on unclassified data, but formal readiness reports are classified. 

e. Change 4th bullet, 1st sentence as fol lows: "Classifying these functiona I 
systems that feed formal readiness assessments would be costly and 
inefficient. 

REASON: More clearly states concern about unnecessarily classifying 
currently unclassified feeder systems. 

f. Add the following as 5th bullet: 'Lastly, title X, section 117 requires the 
Department to provide an UNCLASSIFIED Quarterly Readiness Report to 
Congress (and allows a CLASSIFIED report as well). The UNCLASSIFIED 
report is very general in nature, though it does articulate areas of strategic 
concern (without detailing any specific topics) and makes reference to the risk 
associated with scenarios assessed in that particular J MRR cycle. As a result 
of answering this question, P&R will work with theJ oint Staff and Services and 
reevaluate if this information is better addressed solely in the CLASSIFIED 
section of the QRRC." 

REASON: Provides information on key document that relays readiness 
information, and has an unclassified section, making it germane to the 
SecDefs question. Also suggests a relook at what goes in that section. 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 

July 9, 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (C31) 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF 

SUBJECT: Request for Coordination - Readiness Classification 

Attached is a copy of our proposed response to the Secretary's question on the classification of 

readiness data. Request your coordination by 0900, July 12. My Point of Contact for this action 

is Col Bill Hughes, 693-5584 or e-mail: William.Hughes(c;;osd.mil. 

Attachments 
I. Draft Response to the Secretary 
2. Secretary's question on readiness 

COORDINATION: 

Director, Joint Staff 

~-~g.1~ 
Acting Deputy Under Secretary of 

Defense (Readiness) 

General Counsel f)-G--Q-lliM........--'£Z--J. 
7 , 

ASD(C31) ________ _ 

,\ 
,.. tlo tJSvt.j. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2312 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301•4000 

INFO MEMO 

~:,. - : 

.... ,. .. , 
L.. 

August 22, 200 I, 3:30 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action __ _ 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, Under Secretary of jefense (P&R) _ 
(... ~;,,~~1 /1,~.;;Jov.y,ff/ 

SUBJECT: Education Leaders --

• Following your recent meeting with educators, you offered ideas and questions 
(Tab B). Replies are at Tab A. 

COORDINATION: Tab C 

Prepared by: William J. Carr, 703-697-8444 ~~~ 
1
-?-17 0 1 

ft 
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Issues and Answers 

1. Someone mentioned the idea of a second career and how it might be fashioned so 
it still benefits the military, possibly in the Reserve Component. There might be a 
thought in there. 

• We encourage people finishing their active duty commitment to move to a Reserve 
unit; in fact, we recruit aggressively and pay handsomely when a skill is in short 
supply. In years past, we haven't pushed for ex-military to join the Federal civilian 
workforce but now are working that harder. For example, we have eliminated 
disincentives like the forfeiture of some military retirement pay when a veteran is 
employed as a Federal civilian, helping those cross-flows . 

2. I was unaware that 1 out of every 3 new people coming into the military drops out 
before their tour is complete. What is the story on that? Does that mean we are 
bringing the wrong people in? 

First-term attrition rates (within the first 36-months of service) historically have been 
in the 30-percent range. We know that high school diploma graduates are about twice 
as likely as nongraduates to complete their initial service obligations, with three-year 
attrition rates of roughly 20 and 50 percent, respectively. As a result, the Services 
prefer to enlist high school graduates. In fact, about 90 percent of new recruits hold 
that traditional diploma. Yet, the 30-percent attrition rate has been persistent as a 
consequence of losses brought about by poor physical conditioning or inadequate 
motivation. Programs recently have been put in place to help recruits meet physical 
fitness standards and to adjust to military discipline. We are spending more effort in 
saving them - a habit we may have misplaced during the drawdown. 

3. Should we have someone look at high schools around military bases to see if they 
refuse to alJow recruiters in? 

• We've looked at recruiter access to high schools in high-military-density states and 
cities. Frankly, the correlation is not strong. Many schools denying access are private 
schools (often with religious affiliations) or those with school board policies 
discouraging release of student names or phone numbers to third parties. A new law 
takes effect in July 2002, requiring that senior officers visit schools that deny access. 
Problems unresolved after 120 days would be reported to Governors, requesting their 
help. For denials unresolved within a year, DoD would notify congressional 
delegations and Defense oversight committees. Congressional intent is to get public 
officials to push for wider access for our military recruiters. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2314 



4. What about getting Dr. Eliot Cohen to take a look at war colleges and see if they 
really are as pedestrian as he indicated'! 

• Dr. Cohen appears to represent a minority view, but this is something I will want to 
explore in concert with the Joint Staff. 

5. I can't imagine there is a way to tie student aid to military service, but if there is, 
it is interesting. 

• Today, we offer several programs that tie money for college, or repayment of student 
loans, to military service. Three Services (Army, Navy, and Air Force) offer a student 
loan repayment program, with Army offering up to $65,000 while the Navy and Air 
Force offer up to $10,000. New troops also may enroll in the Montgomery GI Bill 
(MGIB) program during their initial training. Members must agree to have their pay 
reduced by $ I 00 a month for 12 months, in return for a monthly stipend of up to $650 
for 36 months (S23,000) in college assistance. The Services also may offer a college 
fund "kicker" in concert with the MGIB, paying up to a total of $50,000. Finally, all 
Services currently offer tuitiou assistance of up to 75 percent (a maximum of $3,500 
per year) to those attending college courses while on active duty. 

6. What about GI Bill for Graduate School? 

• It's already in force. Currently, the Montgomery GI Bill pays a monthly stipend of up 
to $650 for 36 months for full-time college attendance toward an undergraduate or 
graduate de~ree. The Montgomery GI Bill also may be applied to courses leading to a 
certificate or diploma from business, technical or vocational schools; cooperative 
training programs; apprenticeship or job training programs; flight training programs; 
or correspondence and accredited independent study courses. It's very flexible. 
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August 15, 2001 5:10 PM 

TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

David Chu 

Charlie Abel 1 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Education Leaders 

I thought that meeting with the educators was useful. You folks probably knew all 
that, but I found it informative. 

Some random thoughts: 

~omeone mentioned the idea of a second career and how it might be 
C/r~shioned so it still benefits the military, possibly in the reserve component. 

There might be a thought in there. ~~ ~~ 
. · .. CP~~ · -@ I was unaware that I out of every 3 new peoplei commg mto the m1htaey 

drops out before their tour is complete. What is the story on that? Does 
that mean we are bringing the wrong people in? ,t:JP: <1, a 5 1, Wv~Ze/ 

@Should we have someone look at the high schools around military ba~o ~ 
see if they refuse to allow recruiters in? ,c}P: A-"~R z ~ 

7 
~ 

4. \Vi1at e~e1:1t getting D1. Eliot Conen cu taRe a ·100Kat war col and see if-
they really are as pedestnan as he indicatecr! ----

/:) I can't imagine there is a way to tie student aid to.military service, but if u there is, it is interesting. u/~ ~r~~. 
@what about GI Bill for grad school? W.,LJ;( ~ ~~~~ 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
08150140 
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COORDINATION 

ASD (FMP) Charles S. Abell 

DASO (MPP) LTG John A. Van Alstyne~..?770/ 
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THE ASSIST ANT SECRET /\RY OF DEFENSE ' --

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1200 
... . ... ... . ~- ' 

~ J.. l ~ ' 

HEALTH AFFAIRS 

INFO MEMO 

October 29, 2001, 2:00PM 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: Dr. David S.C. Chu, USO (Personnel ~es_s) ./ ~ J)CT 3 l 200l 
~'J.-d.~ 

SUBJECT: Anthrax Disposal -----

• You asked the question "Please find out what the United States did with the 
anthrax we had before we discontinued work on it back in 1969." The following 
is conveyed from Mr. Bill Patrick, a former Ft. Detick worker. 

• An elaborate sterilization and decontamination protocol was established. 
Anthrax (vollum lB strain) at Ft. Detrick was transferred to Pine Bluff Arsenal 
and destroyed there along with their supply. Material at Dugway Proving 
Grounds was destroyed there following the same procedure. 

• Destruction consisted of diluting the anthrax in bleach within I-gallon cans 
followed by a 4-hour autoclaved, and the material buried. Samples were taken 
throughout the procedure and the sterility documented and certified by the State 
of Arkansas, a U.S. Public Health Service official, and an U.S. Army official. 
Documentation is no longer available. 

COORDINATION: None 
CT 2 9 200! 

Prepared by: J. Jarrett Clinton, MD, MPH, Acting ASL, .. , ....... alth Affairs) 703-697-
2111 

11-L-0559/0SD/2318 U 1801+0 IO 1 



I 

• OCT-26-2001 I I : 08 

October 25, 2001 ll:50 PM 

To: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rnmsfold~ 

SUBJECT; Disposition of Anthrax 

Please find out what the United Stoles did with th~ anthrax we had before w~ 

diseontinued work onit back in 1969, 

ThanJcR . 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~respond~/-+D/-=-2 ....... 2 __ _ 
• 

P.01/01 

TOTFL p. 01 

Received Ott·ZS-01 Bll:•Bra Fror To-Office Assistant See Pare 001 
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEli£NSE --
4000 DEFENSE PENTA~·;-~ .-

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2030t-4doo 
,.. ~ ... - ,,~,, ,r:_,.. '.·'""·- $1 

le • *"" ;: INFOMEMO ... ·. 
PERSONNEL AND 

READINESS 

September 28, 2001, 2:00 PM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, Under Secretary of De~Personnkl_ and Readiness) 
~t'1 ~A,A/.6Y~l 

SUBJECT: Delegation of Authority for Civilian Cash Awards 

• In response to your note (Tab A), while each Component may develop its own 
awards program, the program must be developed and administered within the 
framework of the Department of Defense policy on awards (Tab B). Within this 
framework, the type of awards and criteria for awards are varied within any one 
Component and across the DoD. 

• Each Component has published an awards regulation and has established awards 
scales based on tangible and intangible benefits, which must be applied 
consistently across the Component. Tab C illustrates some examples of criteria 
within some of the Components. 

• Under the old authority, awards over $10,000 were reviewed by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy) (ASD (FMP)), but OPM had to 
approve awards in excess of that. Annually, the ASD (FMP) reviewed and 
forwarded to OPM an average of 30 awards over $ I 0,000 with most based strictly 
on tangible benefits. 

• Delegating the $25,000 authority is consistent with DoD's policy of giving the 
Components maximum flexibility to manage their awards programs. Currently, 
Component Heads may approve awards up to $10,000. The $10,000 limit was set 
in 1954 and currently has a value in 1954 dollars of approximately $4,000. 

• We have not observed any improper use of current awards authority and are 
confident the Heads of the Components will continue their practice of approving 
awards for their employees appropriately. 

Coordination: Tab D 

Prepared by: Tim Curry, ODASD (Civilian Personnel Policy), 697-5472 

0 
U1SlY6 /01 11-L-0559/0SD/2320 



August 17, 2001 4:08 PM 

TO: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld y~. 
SUBJECT: Delegation of Authority 

I signed this, and I shouldn't have. I would like to see the criteria for how the 
awards are going to be made. 

I am happy to delegate the authority, but I think we ought to have some good, 
clear idea of the basis on which they are going to be awarded. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
8/7/01 P&R action memo to SecDef re: Proposed Delegation [Ul3975/0I] 

DHR:dh 
081701 -17 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1 · 1000 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSIST ANT SECRET ARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTQR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DIRECTORS OF THE DOD FIELD ACTIVITIES 

SUBJECT: Delegation of Authorities and Assignment of Responsibilities of the 
Secretary of Defense under Section 1132 of the Floyd D. Spence National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 

The Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness) is delegated the 
authority and assigned responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense under Section 1132 of 
the Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public 
Law I 06-398, October 30, 2000) (relating to the authority to approve cash awards of up 
to S25,000 for civilian employees). 

This authority may be re-delegated in writing to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Force Management Policy). 

11-L-0559/0SD/2322 
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A. PURPOSE 

SUBCHAPTER 451 
AWARDS 
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DoD Directive 1400.25, "Do0 Civilian Personnel Management System," 
November2S, 1996 
Title 5, Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 430.45 l, 53 1 and 534 
Chapters 12, 21, 33, 43, 4S, S3 and 71 of title 5, United States Code 
Section 1124 of title 10, United States Code 
Executive Order 10717, 'The Presidents Award for Distinguished.Federal 
Civilian Service," June 27, 1958, as amended 
Executive Order 9586, "Medal of Freedom," July 6, 1945, as amended 
Executive Order 11494, 'Establishing the Presidential Citizens Medal," 
November 13, 1969 
Executive Order 1043 1, "National Security Medal," January 19, 1953 
DoD Instruction 1416.4, 'Quality Step Increases for Employees Subject to 
the Classification Act of 1949," March 4.1963 (hereby canceled) 
noo· Instruction 5010.39, "Work Force Motivation," November 16, 1984 
(hereby canceled) 
DoD Instruction S 120.16, "Department of Defense Incentive ~wards 
Program: Policies and Standards." July 15, 1974, as amended (hereby 
canceled) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management 8c. Personnel) 
Memorandum, "Department of Defense Implementation Plan for Time Off 
as an Incentive Award," June 12, 1992, as amended (hereby canceled) 
DoD Directive 1432.2, "Honorary Awards to Private Citizens and 
Organizations," February 28, 1986 ( canceled) 
DoD Directive 5 120.15, "Authority for Approval of Cash and Honorary 
Awards for DoD Personnel," August 12, 198S (canceled) 
DoD 7000.14-R, "Department of Defense Financial Management 
Regulation," Volume 8, "Civilian Pay Policy and Procedures," June 1994, 
authorized by DoD Instruction 7000. 14, "DoD Financial Management 
Policy and Procedures," November 15, 1992 

This Subchapter implements DoD policies under references (a) through (c) and delegates 
authority, assigns responsibility, and establishes requirements for awards and awards ,programs for 
civilian employees within the Department of Defense. Additionally, this Subchapter establishes 
DOD-level awards forprivate citizens, groups or organizations, provides guidance for awards 
established by Components for private citizensand others, provides guidance for awards to 
military personnel under reference ( d) above and issues procedures to be observed by 
Components in recognizing or recommending to the Secretary of Defense civilian employees or 
others for Presidential-level awards established under references (e) through (h). This subchapter 
also cancels references (i) thr~(Jf)8591®5~~3~rences (m) and (n). 



B. POLICY 

1. It is DoD policy under DoD Directive 1400.25 (reference (a)) to encourage the full 
participation of DoD personnel at all levels in improving Government operations and, under 
references (a) through (h) to pay cash awards, grant time-off, or incur necessary expenses for the 

· honorary and informal recognition of DoD personnel, either individually or as a me~ber of a 
group, on tlle basis of: " 

a. A suggestion, invention, productivity gain, superior accomplishment, or other personal 
effort that contributes to the effkiency, economy, or other improvement of Government 
operations or achieves a significant reduction in paperwork 

b. A special act or service in the public interest in connection with or related to official 
employment; or' 

c. Performance as reflected in the employeeb most recent rating of record as defined by 
5 CFR430.203 (reference (b)). 

2. Awards under this Subchapter shall be granted consistent with Equal Employment 
Opportunity and Affinnative Employment Program policies and shall be fi-ee fiom 
discrimination regardless of race, color, religion, age, sex, national origin, or disability. 

3. A wards programs for civilian employees shall involve employees or their representatives in 
program development and implementation as appropriate. The method of involvement shall be in 
accordance with applicable law. 

4. Policies and standards governing awards forwh~ch both DoD civilian and military 
personnel are eligible shall be applied equitably to the extent consistent with applicable law and 
regulation. 

5. A wards granted under this Subchapter shall be subject to applicable u rules. 

6. Awards granted under this Subchapter shall be given due weight in qualifying and selecting 
an employee for promotion as required by 5 U.S.C. 3362 (reference (c)). 

7. Awards which are separate from awards and awards programs created to recognize civilian 
employees may be established to recognize private citizens, groups and organizations that 
significantly assist or support DoD functions, services or operations performed as a public service. 
Such awards shall be established and administered consistent with Section O of this Subchapter. 

C. DEFINITIONS 

1. Award. Something bestowed or an action taken to recognize and reward individual or 
team achievement that contrib~t,~l!_Qe15S~059~_2S1al goals or improving the efficiency, 
effectiveness. and economy of the Government or is otherwise in the public interest. Such awards 
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include, but are not limited to, employee incentives that are based on predetermined criteria such 
as productivity standards, performance goals, measurements systems, award formulas, or payout 
schedules. 

2. A ward Proeram. The specific procedures and requirements established in a DoD 
Component for granting awards under 5 CFR 451 (reference (b)) and this Subchapt~r. 

• p 

3. Monetarv A ward. An award in which the recognition device is a cash payment that 
does not increase the employee3 rate of basic pay. 

4. Non-Monetary Award. An award in which the recognition device is not a cash 
payment or time-off as an award but rather an award of a honorific value, e.g. a letter, certificate, 
medal, plaque or item of nominal value. 

5. Time-Off A ward An award in which time-off from duty is granted without loss of pay 
or charge to leave and for which the number of hours granted is commensurate with the 
employee3 contribution or accomplishment. 

6. Tangible Benefit. Savings to the Government that can be measured in terms of 
dollars. 

7. Intane;ible Benefit. Savings to the Gqvemment that cannot be measured in 
terms of dollars. 

D~ AWARD RESTRICTIONS 

1. Limitations of Awards During a Presidential Election Year. Components shall not 
grant awards under the conditions set forth under 5 CFR 45 1.105 (reference b )). This applies to 
monetary and time-off awards. However, non-monetary awards such as certificates, plaques and . 
items of a similar nature are permitted provided that the form of the non-monetary award avoids 
the appearance of replacing a bonus. As non-monetary awards may take a wide variety of forms 
with a wide variance, both in terms of direct costs and the appearance of such value, recognition 

by non-monetary award should create the inherent impression of symbolic value (an honor being . _ 
bestowed) rather than monetary worth (cash value). 

2. Prohibition of Cash A ward to Executive Schedule Officers DoD Components shall 
not grant cash awards under the conditions set forth under 5 CFR 45 1.105 (reference (b )). 

E. ELIGIBILITY 

l. General. Civilian employees who meet the definition of "employee" under 
S U.S.C. 2105 (reference (c)) are eligible to receive awards under this Subchapter. Unless 
otherwise provided, under 10 U.S.C. 1124 (reference (d)) members of the Armed Forces are 
eligible to be paid monetary aJaldr~~~a~inventions, and scientific achievements. 
" · •• C'. ------- -···-- .J_ - · - ·· L - __ ;..J .. _ c, __ : __ r. ··--·· . : . . - C"--·=-- IC'C'C'\ ---1 -•·--- --1,, •·-...l--



5 CFR 534.403 (reference (b)) and not on the basis of this Subchapter. Private citizens and 
organizations may be recognized for significant contributions to the Department with 
non-monetary awards only. 

2. Former Employees Under 5 CFR 45 1.104 (reference (b)), awards for contributions 
made by an individual when employed by the Department of Defense may be paid to. a fonner 
employee or to the estate or legal heirs of a deceased employee. A wards to separatecior deceased 
members of the Armed Forces for contributions made while the member was on active duty may 
be paid to the former member or to the members estate or legal heirs. 

3. Non-Appropriated Fund Employees. Employees paid with nonappropriated funds are 
not eligible to receive monetary awards paid from appropriated funds but may receive 
non-monetary awards under this subchapter. 

4. Foreign National Employees 

a. A foreign national individual who meets the definition of employee as defined under 
5 U.S.C. 2105 (reference (c)) and is paid with U.S. fwids, i.e. direct hire employee, is eligible to 
receive awards under this Subchapter. 

b. A foreign national individual who upaid on a cost reimbursable basis by agreement 
with a foreign country, i.e. indirect hire employee, is not eligible to receive monetary awards but 
may receive non-monetary awards under this Subchapter. 

F. RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management Policv (ASD(FMP}) shall: 

a. Issue DoD-wide policies and procedures governing the establishment and 
administration of awards and awards programs; 

b. Review and, if merited; forward to the Director of the Office of P~sonnel Management 
(OPM) recommendations for awards that would grant more than $10,000 to an individual 
employee; 

c. Review and approve or disapprove, as appropriate, a recommendation for an award of 
more than $10,000 for a suggestion, invention, or scientific achievement by members of the 
Armed Forces, regardless of the number of individuals who may share therein; 

d. Review and endorse, if appropriate, DoD Component recommendations for honorary 
Presidential-level awards; and, 

e. Establish DOD-level awards and awards programs and delegate administration of such 
programs where appropriate. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2327 
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2. The Director of Administration and Management (Office of the Secretary of Defense} 
(DA.&M} shall work jointly with the ASD(FMP) in the development and establishment of 
DOD-level awards and shall administer the DOD-level civilian honorary awards program. 

~- The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Civilian Personnel Policy 
<DASDCCPP}) shall: 

• p 

a. Recommend DOD-wide policies and procedures governing the establishment and 
administra~ion of awards and awards programs; 

b. Evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of DoDCo~ponents• award program(s) 
and make recommendations as may be necessary; and, 

c. Coordinate Do0-wide awards information. 

4. The Heads of the DoD Comoonents shall: 

a. Ensure the development, implementation, application, and evaluation of one or more 
awards programs for employees covered under this Subchapter; 

b. Ensure funds are obligated consistent with applicable DoD Component financial 
management controls and delegations of authority; 

c. Ensure that awards programs do not conflict with or violate any other law or 
Government-wide regulation; 

d. Ensure that criteria for awards do not discriminate against individuds on the basis of 
race, color, religion, age, sex, national origin, or disability; 

e. Endorse to the ASD(FMP) for review or approval recommendations for awards that 
would grant more than $10,000 to a single civilian employee; and, 

f. Endorse to the ASD(FMP) for r_eview and approval recommendations that would result , 
in an award of more than $10,000 for a single contribution by members of the armed forces, 
regardless of the number of individuals entitled to share therein. 

G. AW ARD PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 

The establishment, administration or operation of award programs shall provide for: 

1. Reviewing award recommendations for which approval authority has not been delegated to 
officials at lower levels within the organization; 

2. Communicating the releiv-t!t!l1§sWt~B/~~ms to managers, supervisors, and 
---l""'°'or• 



3. Evaluating and assessing awards and award program(s) to ensure that awards: (1) are 
used to motivate, recognize, and reward eligible personnel; (2) exhibit a close, demonstrable link 
between performance, accomplishment, or contribution to DoD Component goals and objectives 
and the receipt of an award; and (3) are granted commensurate with the value of the employee~ 
contribution or accomplishment; . .~ 

4. Documenting all cash and time off awards in compliance with 5 CFR 45 l.106(e) (reference 
(b)); filing award documents in compliance with the requirements of 5 CFR 45 l.106(t) (reference 
(b)); reporting awards data to the Central Personnel Data File (CPDF) in compliance with 5 CFR 
45 l.106(g) (reference (b)) or reporting awards data as required by OPM on an as needed basis; 
reporting cash awards for military members as required in section H.4.c. below, and following 
appropriate DoD financial management regulations on civilian pay policies and procedures under 
DoD 7000.14-R (reference (o)); 

5. Granting quality step increases consistent with ~e provisions of 5 CFR S3 l Subpart E 
(reference (b)) and Section J, "Quality St~p Increases", of this Subchapter. 

6. Documenting justification for awards that are not based on a rating of record under S CFR 
45 1.103 (reference (b)); and, 

7. Developing guidelines requiring managers and supervisors to demonstrate involvement in 
equal employment opportunity-related activities to receive awards, as appropriate. 

H. MONETARY AWARDS 

1. General Under 5 U.S.C. 4502 (reference c) 

a. A monetary award is in addition to the regular pay of the recipient; 

b. Acceptance of a monetary award constitutes an agreement that the use by the 
Government of an idea, method, or device for which an award is made does not form the basis of 
a further claim of any nature against the Government by the employee, his or her legal heirs, or 
assigns; and 

c. A monetary award to, and the expense for the honorary recognition of, an employee 
may be paid from the fund or appropriation available to the activity primarily benefiting or the 
various activities benefiting. 

2. Awards to Other Agency or Component Personnel For awards approved for 
employees of other Federal agencies or other DoD Components, the Component(s) that benefits 
shall make arrangements to transfer funds to the individuals employing Component or agency. If 
the administrative costs of transferring funds would exceed the amount of the award, the 
Component employing the ind1t1¥-1elo!;~!i!~ S-D~S and pay the award. 
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J. Calculation of Savings. Tangible savings shall be calculated on the basis of estimated net 
savings for the first .full year of operation. Exceptions may be made in the case where an 
improvement with a high installation cost will yield measurable savings continuing more than one 
year. In this instance, the award may be based on the average annual net Savings over a period of 
several years. The years may not exceed the reasonable life of the initial installation or the clearly 
predictable period of use, whichever is shorter. 

• p 

4. Awards to Milibry Members 

a. Under 10 U.S.C.1124 (reference (d)). the total amount of~e monetary award made 
for a suggestion, invention, or scientific achievement may not exceed $25,000, regardless of the 
number of persons who may be entitled to~ therein. 

b. Under 5 CFR 45 1.104 (reference (b)). furxls shall be transferred to the DoD 
Component having jurisdiction over the member. 

c~ Cash awards for military members shall be reported annually to the DASD(CPP) 
consistent with instructions on a DD Form 1609. The reporting requirements for military 
personnel are assigned DD-MA(A) 1345. 

5, Examples of Awards Scales Appendices' C and Dare models of awards scales based 
upon tangible and intangible benefits. 

I. PERFORMANCE-BASED CASH AW ARDS 

Under 5 U.S.C. 4505a reference (c)), 

1. Monet&y awards may be granted to an employee whose most recent rating was at Level 3 
(fully successful level or equivalent) or higher, as defined in 5 CFR 430.208 (reference (b)); 

2. An award granted under this section may not exceed IO percent of the employee!; annual 
rate of basic pay, except that the Component Head may determine that exceptional performance 
by the employee justifies an award exceeding 10 percent and may authorize an award up to 20 
percent of the employee!; annual rate of basic pay. For an award that is paid as a percentage of 
basic pay, the rate of basic pay shall be determined without taking into account any locality-based 
comparability, special law enforcement adjustment, or interim geographic adjustment; 

3. Employees may not appeal a decision not to grant an award or the amount of the award 
paid under this section. This does not extinguish or lessen any right or remedy under Chapter 12. 
Subchapter II of 5 U.S.C. (reference (c)) or Chapter 71 of 5 U.S.C. (reference (c)), or any of the 

. laws referred to in 5 U.S.C. 2302 ( reference (c)); and 

4. Awards granted under this section shalt be paid as a lump sum and may not be considered 
to be part of the basic pay of an employee. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2330 



J. QUALITY STEP INCREASES 

1. A quality step increase may be granted consistent with 5 U.S.C. 5336 (reference (c)) and 
5 CFR 53 1 Subpart E (reference (b)). Under these references, a quality step increase is in 
addition to a periodic step increase under section 5335 of reference (c). It provides an incentive 
and recognition of high quality performance above that ordinarily found in the type ~f position 
concerned oy granting faster than normal step increases. An employee is eligible for tinly one 
quality step increase within any si week period. 

2. Under section 53 1.504 of reference (b ), an employee covered by a performance appraisal 
program established under part 430, subpart B of reference (b) must receive a rating of record of 
Level 5 ("Outstanding") (or equivalent) as defined in Section 430.208 (reference (b)) in order to 
be eligible for a quality step increase. An employee covered by a performance appraisal program 
that does not use a Level 5 summary level must receive a rating of record at the highest summary 
level under the program and must demonstrate sustained performance of high quality significantly 

above that expected at the Level 3 ('Fully Successful"or equivalent) level in the type of position 
concerned as determined under component established performance-related criteria. As quality 
step increases become part of base pay, the grant of a quality step increase should be based on 
performance.which is characteristic of the employee!I overall high quality performance and the 
expectation that this high quality performance will continue in the future. 

3. Quality step increases shall be reported to the Central Personnel Data File consistent ~th 
5 CFR 53 l.507(b) (reference (b)). 

K. SUGGESTION AWARDS 

1. Genera) 

a. To be considered for an award, a suggestion must: 

( 1) Identify an improvement in the quality of operations, a cost reduction opportunity, 
or an improvement in the timeliness of service delivery that results in tangible or intangible 
benefits to the U.S. Government; and, 

(2) Be adopted in whole or in part for implementation. The suggestion should set 
forth a specific proposed course of action to achieve the improvement or cost reduction. 

b. Ideas or suggestions that point out the need for routine maintenance work, recommend 
enforcement of an existing rule, propose changes in housekeeping practices, call attention to 
errors or alleged violations of regulations, or result in intangible benefits of 'good will" are not 
eligible for consideration-

c. DoD personnel who make suggestions concerning improvement of materials or 
services purchased from a con~~c_1f :~l~y,R~9'i,9)91~tary award only if the improvement 
results in tangible benefits or intangib1i'1S?n~irsl(6tfre t}ovemment. The suggestion must be 
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processed through Government channels to identify correctly the origin of the proposal and the 
benefits to the Government. Govemmeht employees or members of the Armed Forces shall not 
be paid awards based upon benefits to the contractor. 

2. Award Amounts and Financing 

a. Awards for suggestions shall be based upon tangible or intangible benefit&r a 
combination thereof. 

b. When a suggestion is adopted by another organization, the benefiting organization shall 
share in the cost of the total award commensurate with the benefit The suggesters organization 
will notify the benefiting organization(s) of the amount due and the benefiting organization(s) 
shall take prompt action to transfer the funds .. 

L. INVENTIONS 

L General 

a. DoD Component offices responsible for patent matters shall determine that the 
invention is of value or potential value to the Department of Defense and that the invention was 
made under circumstances that resulted in the Government initiating action to obtain the title or 
license. 

b. To be considered for an award, the DoD Component5 office for patent matters shall 
verify to the appropriate awards office that conditions in section L. I .a-, above, have been met. 

c. If the conditions under paragraph L.l.a. above, are not met, but the invention is 
determined to be of value to the Department of Defense and the inventor consents to 
consideration for an award, the inventor will be required to sign a claim waiver agreement to 
be paid an award. 

2. A ward Pavments 

a. Eligible personnel may be paid a nominal initial monetary award and an additional 
monetary award when the patent covering the invention is issued. 

b. If an application for a patent is placed under a secrecy order, the individual will become 
eligible for the additional award when a Notice of Allowability of the application is issued by the 
U.S. Patent Office instead of issuance of a patent. 

c. Awards under this section are not authorized if a monetary award has been paid for the 
same contribution as a suggestion. 
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M. HONORARY AWARDS 

1. DoD Components shall not title a Component established award or award program 
"Department ofDefense"or 'Secretary of Oefense,"either in whole or in part. 

2. Honorary awards to DoD personnel may be granted independently or inadditi.on to a 
monetary or a time-off award. . ... 

3. Appendix A lists DOD-level honorary awards for which career civilian employees may be 
eligible. It also lists Presidential-level awards for which both civilian employees, military members 
and private citizens may be eligible. 

N. TIME-OFF AWARDS 

I. General Time-off awards are an alternate means of recognizing the superior 
accomplishments of employees' with other than monetary or non-monetary awards. Decisions to 
grant time-off awards shall be based upon the same criteria or circumstances as for any other 
incentive award. Time-off awards shall not be granted to create the effect of a holiday or treated 
as administrative excusals or leave; i.e. they shah not be granted in conjunction with a military 
"down" or "training" day or the like which would grant the entire civilian employee population, or 
a majority of the civilian population, a time-off award to be used on a specified day. Though 
time-off awards may not have an immediate budget consequence, supervisors and managers shall 
consider fully wage costs and productivity loss when granting time-off awards and shall ensure 
that the amount of time-off granted as an award is commensurate with the individual5 
contribution or accomplishment. 

2. A ward Amount Limits 

a. 'The amount of time off granted to any one individual in any one ieave year should not 
exceed 80 hours. For part-time employees or those with an uncommon tour of duty, total time 

off granted during any calendar year should be based on the average number of hours of work 
generally worked during a two-week period. 

b. The amount of a time-off award granted to an individual for a single contribution 
should not exceed 40 hours. For part-time employees or those with an uncommon tour of duty, 
the maximum award for any single contribution should be one-half of the amount of time that 
would be granted during the year. 

3. Time Limit to Use Award. Time off granted as an award should be scheduled and used 
within one year after the effective date of the award. 

4. Conversion to Cash Award. Under 5 CFR 451.104 (reference (b)) , a time-off award 
shall not be converted to a cash payment under any circumstances. 
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·S. Portability. A time-off award shall not be transfe1Ted between DoD Components. 
Managers and supervisors should make every effort to ensure that the employee is able to use the 
time-off award before he or she leaves the granting Component. 

0. AWARDS FOR PRIVATE CITIZENS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

1. General. Private citizens, groups, and organizations that significantly assist or 'support 
DoD functions, services, or operations may be recognized to demonstrate the interest of DoD 
management in improving efficiency and effectiveness, and to encourage citizens and 
organizations in their efforts to assist in the accomplishment of DoD missions. The awards shall 
be honorary only. Appendix B lists DOD-level awards for which non-career individuals or·private 
citizens may be eligible. 

2 . Eligibility 

a. Any person, group, or organization, except for those described in paragraph 0.2.b., 
below, may be considered for recognition under.this section based on a significant contribution to 
the Department of Defense performed as a public service. 

b. Persons or organizations having a commercial or profitmaking relationship with the 
Department of Defense or with a DoD Component shall not be granted recognition; unless the 
contribution is substantially beyond that specified or implied within the terms of the contract 
establishing the relationship, or the recognition is clearly in the public interest. 
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DOD AND PRESIDENTIALLEVEL HONORARY AWARDS 

A. DOD-tEVEL HONORARY AW ARDS 

1. Department of Defense Distipguished Civilian Service Award 

a. General This award is -the Departments highest award given to career DoD civilian 
employees whose careers reflect exceptional devotion to duty and whose contributions to the 
efficiency, economy, or other improvements in DoD operations are of a significantly broad scope. 
A wards may be granted for contributions in a scientific field or for accomplishments in technical 
or administrative endeavors. Career DoD employees normally compete for this award with the 
competition culminating with an annual ceremony recognizing from five to seven employees from 
throughout the Department of Defense. To have received this award through strict competition is 
considered extre~ely prestigious. On rare occasions, when recommended by Secretaries of the 
Military Departments, Directors of Defense Agencies or Heads of OSD Components, the 
Secretary of Defense may approve this award on a non-competitive basis. When granted non
competitively, the justification for the award must show that the nominee~ contributions to the 
mission of the organization are of such_ major significance that immediate recognition is 

. warranted. All nominations for this award must be submitted to the Director, Administration and 
Management, OSD, for forwarding to the Secretary of Defense for approval. 

b. Additional Information. Further information on eligibility, criteria, and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Personnel 
and Security, Labor and Management Employee Relations Division. 

2. Secretarv of Defense Meritorious Civilian Service A ward 

a. General This award is the second highest award granted to career civilian employees 
of the Department of Defense and other Government Agencies who have distinguished themselves 
by exceptionally meritorious service of major significance to the Department of Defense. This 
award requires review by the OSD/JS Incentive Awards Board (JAB). The JAB recommends 
approval or disapproval of the award. The final approval rests with the Secretary of Defense. 

b. Additional Information. Further information on eligibility, criteria, and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Personnel 
and Security, Labor and Management Employee Relations Division. 
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8. PRESIDENTIAL-LEVEL HONORARY AWARDS 

1. President~ Award for Distineuished Federal Civilian Service 

-a. General. Established by E.O. 10717 (reference {f)), this award is the highest honor for 
extraordinary achievement in Federal service. It is granted· by the President to career service 
individual~whose accomplishments and achievements exemplify, to au exceptional -~gree, 
imagination, courage, and extraordinary ability in canying out the mission of the Government; 
This award is highly selective and nominated individuals should have received their Component!; 
highest award for civilians to be considered 

b. Additional Information. Furth~r information on eligibility, criteria and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from the Defense Civilian Personnel Management Service. 

2. Presidential Medal of Freedom 

a. General Established by E.0. 9586 (reference (g)), this medal is awarded by the 
President for exceptionally meritorious contributions to national security interests of the United 
States, world peace, cultural, or other exceptionally significant public or private endeavors. It is 
bestowed at the sole discretion of the President The basis for nomination must be of the most 
significant nature to the nation as a whole. 

b. Additional Information. Further information on eligibility, criteria and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from the Defense Civilian Personnel Management Service. 

3. Presidential Citizens Medal 

a. General Established by E.O. 11494 (reference (h)), this medal is awarded by the 
President to individuals who have perfonne'd exemplary deeds of service for the country of similar 
nature to the Medal of Freedom, but of a lesser impact or scope. 

b. Additional Information. Further information on eligibility, criteria, and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from the Defense Civilian Personnel Management Service: 

4. National Security Medal 

a. General. Established by E.O. 1043 1 (reference (i)), this medal is awarded by the 
President to individuals for extraordinary contributions to the country specifically related to 
matters of national security. 

b. Additional Information. Further information on eligibility, criteria, and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from the Defense Civilian Personnel Management Service. 
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-.. 
A. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DISTINGUISHED PUBLIC SERVICE A WARD 

1. General This is the highest honorary award granted to non-career Federal employees, 
private citizens, and foreign nationals who have performed exceptionally distinguished service of 
significance to the Department of Defense as a whole or service of such exceptional significance 
to a Do0 Component or function that recognition at the Component level is insufficient. The 
nominee may have rendered service or assistance at considerable personal sacrifice and 
inconvenience that was motivated by patriotism, good citizenship and a sense of public 
responsibility. To be eligible, the nominee shall be an individual who does not derive his or her 
principal livelihood from the Federal Government. 

2. Additional Information Further information on eligibility, criteria, and nominating 
procedures may be obtained -from Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Personnel 
and Security, Labor and Management Employee Relations Division. 

B. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AWARD FOR OUTSTANDING PUBLIC SERVICE 

1. General This is the Department3 second highest honorary award granted by the 
Secretary of Defense to non-career Federal civilian employees, private citizens and foreign 
nationals for contributions, assistance or support to Department of Defense functions that are 
extensive enough to warrant recognition but are lesser in scope and impact than is required for the 
Department of Defense Distinguished Public Service Award. To be eligible, the nominee shall be 
an individual who does not derive his or her principal livelihood from the Federal Government. 

2. Additional Information Further information on eligibility, criteria, and nominating 
procedures may be obtained from Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Personnel 
and Security, Labor and Management Employee Relations Division. · 
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Examples of Army A wards Criteria 
Scale of Recommended A wards Based on Intangible Benefits 

Continued from previous page 

aloe of Benefit 

igh Value 
omplete revision of 
basic principle or 
rocedure; a highly 
ignificant 

provemenl lo the 
alue of a producl, 
·~or activily, or 

rogram or service t 
he public 

rinciple or major 
rocedure; a superio1 

improvement to the 
1uality of a critical 
roduct, activity, 
rogram, or service 

to the ublic 

ffects functions, 
· ssion or personnel 

f one office, 
acility, installation. 
r an organizational 
lemenl of a 

$500 - S 1.000 

frects funclions. 
·ssion or personnel 

f several offices, 
a<ilities or 

1,000 - $2,500 

eaeral 
ffects funclions. ffects functions, 
· ssion or personnel · ssion or personnel 
f an entire regional f .several regional 
rea of command. s or commands. 
Aay be applicable to ran entire 
l l of an indepen<lenl partment or large 
gency or a large ndependent agency, 
ureau. Affects an r is in the public 
xtensive area of nterest throughout 
cience / technology 'he Nalion or-be ond 

1,000- S2,500 $2,500 - S5,000 

2,500 - S5,000 5,000 - SI 0,000 

wards over 
10,000 are based 
n tangible 
enefits along 
ith intangible 
enefits 

11-L-0559/0SD/2338 



Examples of Army A wards Criteria 
Scale of Recommended A wards Based on Intangible Benefits 
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Examples of Navy A wards Criteria 
Scale of Recommended A wards Based on Intangible Benefits 
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Examples of Air Force A wards Criteria 
Scale of Recommended A wards Based on Intangible Benefits 
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Examples of A wards Criteria in Some Components 
Scale of Recommended A wards Based on Tangible Benefits 

Estimated First-Year Benefits to Amount of A ward to Employee 
Government 
'Air Force 
up to $ 100,000 10% of benefits up to $10,000 (minimum 

award is $25) 
$100,001 and above $10,000 plus 1 % of benefits above 

$100.001 
Army 
up to $ 10,000 10% of benefits 
$10,001 - $100,000 $1,000 for the first $10,000 plus 3% of 

benefits over $10,000 
$100,001 or more $3,700 for the first $100,000 plus 0.5% of 

benefits over $100.000 
Navv I 
Uo to $10.000 in benefits 10% of benefits 
Betwekn $10,000 and $100,000 $1,000 plus 3% to 10% of benefits over 

$10,000 
More than $100,000 in benefits $3,700 to $10,000 for the first $100,000 in 

benefits plus 0.5% to 1 % of benefits above 
$100.000 uo to $25.000 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20301·4000 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: 

December 12, 2001, 6:00 PM 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DA YID S. C. CHU, UNDER_ S~~ARY OF DEFENSE 
(PERSONNEL AND READIN~a£Al, d~ b~ 

Your Questions on Announcement of Lou Gehrig Results (Tab A) 

• We announced the Lou Gehrig's disease results because they were scheduled 
Monday for presentation at a public scientific meeting as part of the review 
process. (We were not apprised of the presentation plan until last Friday.) 

• After being briefed on the results, we agreed with Veterans Affairs it would be 
counterproductive to cancel the presentation. We worked out in collaboration 
with VA the strategy that resulted in Secretary Principi's news conference (in 
which DoD participated). 

• Two considerations determined this outcome: 

• The disease is fatal, and the announcement allows families to protect their 
claim rights while the scientific review proceeds. 

• Significant distrust has built-up that VA and DoD are "sitting" on results 
that would sustain Gulf War Illness claims. 

• Bottom line: Our hand was forced by VA staff decisions. (So was Secretary 
Principi's - he learned the results only a day or two before we did.) The catch
up strategy was an excellent example of V A-DoD cooperation at the top. We 
are taking steps to ensure we aren't surprised again, however. 

COORDINATION: None required. 

Attachment 

Prepared by: Captain Stephen Wellock, 695-5254 

- .. , 

ft 
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j December 11, 2001 2:57 PM 

TO: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Lou Gehrig's Disease 

Why did they announce that study on Lou Gehrig's disease before it had been 

reviewed by peers, was in a more final form and was conclusive? 

Did you agree to all this? Does DoD have a voice or a role in it, or is it essentially 

the Veterans Administration? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
121101-8 

Please respond by ________ _ 
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December 11, 2001 2:57 PM 

TO: David Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Lou Gehrig's Disease 

Why did they announce that study on Lou Gehrig's disease before it had been 

reviewed by peers, was in a more final form and was conclusive? 

Did you agree to all this? Does DoD have a voice or a role in it, or is it essentially 

the Veterans Administration? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
121101·8 

Please re::qwnd by ________ _ 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20301·4000 

INFO MEMO 

FOR: 

December 12, 2001, 6:00 PM 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DA YID S. C. CHU, UNDER_ S~~ARY OF DEFENSE 
(PERSONNEL AND READIN~a£Al, d~ b~ 

Your Questions on Announcement of Lou Gehrig Results (Tab A) 

• We announced the Lou Gehrig's disease results because they were scheduled 
Monday for presentation at a public scientific meeting as part of the review 
process. (We were not apprised of the presentation plan until last Friday.) 

• After being briefed on the results, we agreed with Veterans Affairs it would be 
counterproductive to cancel the presentation. We worked out in collaboration 
with VA the strategy that resulted in Secretary Principi's news conference (in 
which DoD participated). 

• Two considerations determined this outcome: 

• The disease is fatal, and the announcement allows families to protect their 
claim rights while the scientific review proceeds. 

• Significant distrust has built-up that VA and DoD are "sitting" on results 
that would sustain Gulf War Illness claims. 

• Bottom line: Our hand was forced by VA staff decisions. (So was Secretary 
Principi's - he learned the results only a day or two before we did.) The catch
up strategy was an excellent example of V A-DoD cooperation at the top. We 
are taking steps to ensure we aren't surprised again, however. 

COORDINATION: None required. 

Attachment 

Prepared by: Captain Stephen Wellock, 695-5254 

- .. , 

ft 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 

INFOMEMO. 
I 

December 13, 2001 - I 0:00 AM 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

DAVIDS. C. CHU, UNDER S~C~ARY OF DEFEENSE 
(PERSONNEL AND READIN~U ,L~ 

.,·~i~-d I 
Meeting with Senator Voinovich 

• You requested that I meet with Senator Voinovich to discuss with him what the 
Pentagon is doing on the personnel business and to share his ideas on the 
subject. (TAB A) 

• My meeting with the Senator is scheduled for 10:00 on January 24, 2002. 

1 

COORDINATION: None required. 

Attachment 

Prepared by: Captain Stephen Wellock, 695-5254. 

ft 
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December 7, 2001 2:12 PM .. 

TO: David Chu 

cc : Powell Moore 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld p1.. 
SUBJECT: Senator Voinovich 

I briefed the Senate yesterday, and Senator Voinovich of Ohio indicated a desire to 

get a sense of what the Pentagon is doing on the personnel business. He has some 

ideas, and I think it would be a good idea if you talked to him. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
120701-4 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by __________ _ 
............ ,r .. ,. ... ---···-• ... _, ...... ._ ............ __ ............. _. ____ ------~-~··· _______ _____._ ...................... _____ ...... - •• ------- ··-----

. -· .:· . 

' \ 
• 1 

I 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 D E F E N S E P E N TA G O N '· - -

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 
... ,., .,-· .... ~ 
. -· --

INFO MEMO 

-l 'l !.!.: ") ~', 
., l ,.,, 

December 17, 2001; 10:00 AM 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ~ DepSecDef 

~ROM: David S. C. Chu, USD(P&R) ~_!tl.tit... IZ ·l'i..- q 
(Signature and Date) 

SUBJECT: National Security Space Management and Organization 

• At Tab A is my reply to your October 18, 2001 memorandum directing I prepare a plan 
for sourcing the Commander of Air Force Space Command billet at the grade of 0-10. 

• 10 U .S.C. § 528(a) limits the total number of 0- lOs on active duty in the grade of 
general and admiral to 32, unless the officer is serving in a position that is specifically 
exempted by law from being counted for purposes of limitations set by law. 

• The Department is currently at its cap of 32 0-1 Os; with the CJCS and the YCJCS 
(two exempted by law positions), there are 34 0- lOs serving. 

• The AF has the 0-10 entitlement to upgrade the position of Commander of Air Force 
Space Command to an 0- IO billet. 

• House Report 107-333, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, 
contains a provision that repeals IO U.S.C. § 528. Upon signature the Air Force can 
upgrade the position of Commander of Air Force Space Command. 

• We must recommend to the President that he designate the Commander of Air Force 
Space Command as a position of importance and responsibility. The officer assigned 
will have the grade specified if he is appointed to that grade by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

RECOMMENDATION: None. 

Prepared by: LTC Sally Jo Hall, 693-3939 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 

DECO 8 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: National Security Space Management and Organization 

This is in reply to your October 18, 2001 memorandum directing I prepare a plan 
for sourcing the Commander of Air Force Space Command bi11et at the grade of 0-10. 

The Air Force has the 0-10 entitlement to source the Commander of Air Force 
Space Command; however, title I 0, United States Code, section 528(a) limits the total 
number of 0-1 Os on active duty in the grade of general and admiral to 32. The 
Department is currently at its cap of 32 0-1 Os. 

The House and Senate Authorization Bills, H.R. 2586 and S.1438, respectively, 
include an amendment repealing Section 528, title 10, United States Code. We are 
confident that the amendment will be included in the Conference Report. I recommend 
that if the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2002 be enacted, 
the Air Force use an internal 0-10 entitlement to source the billet. 

In the event that the amendment to repeal Section 528 is not enacted into law, we 
will prepare an alternate plan for sourcing the Commander of Air Force Space Command 
billet at the grade of 0-10. 

David S. C. Chu 

0 
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- • 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000 

ca 1 s 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRET ARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: National Security Space Management and Organization 

I have completed my review of the conclusions and recommendations of the 
Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and 
Organization as required by section 1623 the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2000. I agree with the Commission's conclusion that a new and 
comprehensive approach to national security space management and organization is 
needed to promote and protect the nation's interests in space. 

The attachment provides additional guidance as to how best to ensure the 
Department of Defense is arranged and focused for this purpose. 

I have asked the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics to oversee this activity and provide me with regular updates on the status of 
implementation actions. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

cc: 
Director of Central Intelligence 
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National Security Space Management and Organization 
Implementation Guidance 

1. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics 
(USD(AT&L)) shall: 

1.1. Promulgate a policy memorandum within 60 days, in coordination with the 
General Counsel, Department of Defense (DoDGC), delegating Milestone 
Decision Authority for Department of Defense (DOD) space Major Defense 
Acquisition Programs and designated space programs to the Secretary of the Air 
Force with authority to redelegate to the Under Secretary of the Air Force 
(USecAF). 

1.2. Prepare a plan within 120 days to make National Security Space Architect 
(NSSA) military positions Joint Duty Assignments. Coordinate the plan, with 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P)), the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications and 
Intelligence (ASD(C3I)}, the DoDGC, the Director, Administration and 
Management (DA&M), and, as appropriate, the Directors of Defense Agencies. 
Consult with the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence for Community 
Management (DDCI/CM), as appropriate, in preparation of the plan. 

1.3. Promulgate, in consultation with the USecAF and the Director of the National 
Reconnaissance Office (DNRO), a policy memorandum within 60 days directing 
to the Director of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency and the 
Military Department's science and technology laboratories to undertake research 
and demonstration of innovative space technologies and systems for dedicated 
military missions. This guidance should direct the USecAF-DNRO to initiate a 
comprehensive assessment, in consultation with the Secretaries of the other 
Military Departments, other U.S. Government departments and agencies, as 
appropriate, of U.S. technology for access to and operations in space leading to 
specific recommendations for technology investments. 

1.4. Prepare a memorandum for my review and approval within 120 days, in 
consultation with the USecAF and Director, Ballistic Missile Defense Office 
(BMDO), defining the authorities and the relationship between the Department 
of the Air Force and BMDO for space and space-related systems under the 
management of BMDO. 
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2. The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (USD(P&R)) shall: 

2.1 Prepare a plan within 30 days for my approval, in coordination with the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments, the CJCS, and the DoDGC to ensure an 
effective sourcing of a four-star billet for the Commander of Air Force Space 
Command (AFSPC), reflecting the appropriate language in the National Defense 
Authorization Act. 

2.2 Prepare a memorandum, in coordination with the Secretary of the Air Force and 
the DoDGC, and with the DCI, to recommend that the President approve the 
Secretary's appointment of the USecAF as the DNRO. 

3. The USD(P) shall: 

3.1 Prepare an update of DoD Directive 5 100.1, "Responsibilities and Functions of 
the DoD Components," within 45 days for my review and approval, in 
coordination with the USD(AT&L), the Secretaries of the Military Departments, 
the CJCS, the ASD(C31), the DoDGC, and the DA&M, to assign the Air Force 
responsibility to organize, train, and equip for prompt and sustained offensive 
and defensive air and space operations and clarify the other Service' s unique 
space responsibilities and functions. 

3.2. Prepare a·DoD Directive within 60 days for my review and approval, in 
coordination with the USD(AT &L), the Secretaries of the Military Departments, 
the CJCS, the ASD(C31), the DoDGC, and the DA&M, to designate the 
Department of the Air Force as the Executive Agent for Space within the 
Department of Defense, with Department-wide responsibility for planning, 
programming, and acquisition of space systems. This directive should clarify the 
lines of authority, specific responsibilities, and coordination requirements 
between the Executive Agent for Space and DoD Components. 

3.3. Prepare an updated Memorandum of Understanding between the DCI and me 
within 120 days for our review and approval, in coordination with the 
USD(AT&L), the Secretaries of the Military Departments, the CJCS, the 
ASD(C31), the DoDGC, the DA&M, and the DDCI/CM that: (1) realigns the 
NSSA under the USecAF and the DNRO; (2) authorizes the USecAF-DNRO, 
with my approval and in consultation with the DCI, to select the NSSA as a 
nominative position open to the Services and the Intelligence Community; (3) 
makes the NSSA responsible for reporting to the USecAF-DNRO on the 
consistency of the implementation of the defense and intelligence space 
programs with policy, planning guidance, and architectural decisions; and (4) 
makes the NSSA responsible for assisting the USecAF-DNRO in the assessment 
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of trades between space and non-space solutions to meet user requirements as 
well as appropriate integration of space with land, sea, and air forces in support 
of the USD(AT&L), the Secretaries of the Military Departments, and the 
DDCI/CM. Architectures will be provided to the Joint Requirements Oversight 
Council (JROC) for final evaluation and approval. 

3.4. Prepare a policy issuance within 30 days for my review and approval, in 
coordination with the CJCS, for establishing a mechanism to coordinate the 
Department's positions on space and related policy matters at deliberations of 
the National Secmity Council' s Policy Coordinating Committee for Space. 

3.5. Develop a plan within 60 days, in coordination with the USD(AT&L) and the 
CJCS, for working with the Department of State and the National Security 
Council to propose to our North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies the 
establishment of a planning group within NATO the for the purpose of 
consulting on the formulation of alliance policy and plans regarding space 
activities. Consult with the DDCVCM, as appropriate, in preparation of the plan. 

3.6. Review within 120 days and, if necessary, revise the Department's policies 
regarding the use of commercial space products, goods, and services in support 
of Department of Defense missions. This policy shall be coordinated with the 
USD(AT&L), the Secretaries of the Military Departments, the CJCS, and other 
DoD Components, as appropriate. 

4. The Under Secretary of Defense Comptroller/Chief Financial Officer, in coordination 
with the USD(AT &L), the USD(P), the Secretaries of the Military Departments, the 
ASD(C3ij, Directors of Defense Agencies, and, as appropriate, in consultation with 
the DDCYCM, shall: 

4.1. Establish within 60 days a "virtual" space program, budget, and accounting 
mechanism (referred to as a "virtual" Major Force Program (MFP) for Space) to 
increase visibility into the resources allocated for space activities. The "virtual" 
Space MFP will be identified in the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) by 
specific and exclusive program elements. 

4.2. Promulgate planning, programming, and budgeting guidance documents, 
beginning with the current program cycle, that include separate guidance for the 
DoD Space Program. Separate fiscal guidance will not be issued for space 
programs. 

4.3. Promulgate a policy memorandum directing the USecAF-DNRO to submit, 
through the Secretary of the Air Force, an annual National Security Space 
Program Assessment to the Senior Executive Committee (SEC) comprised of the 
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SecDef, the DepSecDef, the USD(AT&L) and the Service Secretaries. 
Additionally, in coordination with the DDCI/CM, direct the USecAF-DNRO to 
submit an annual National Security Space Program Assessment to the Executive 
Committee, comprised of the DCI and me, based upon the Program Objective 
Memoranda/Intelligence Program Objective Memoranda FYDP. 

5. The CJCS shall promulgate guidance, in coordination with the Commander in Chief 
of U.S. Joint Forces Command (CINCJFCOM) and CINCSPACE, directing 
CINCJFCOM to establish a Space Applications Experimentation Cell at JFCOM. 

6. The Secretaries of the Military Departments shall: 

6.1. Promulgate guidance within 90 days regarding the development and 
maintenance of a cadre of space-qualified professionals comprised of military 
and civilian personnel in sufficient quantities to represent their Military . 
Department's and DoD agency's interests in space requirements, acquisition, and 
operations. This guidance should ensure each Service generates a sufficient 
number of appropriately qualified personnel to man joint space, organizations as 
well as function as space experts within Service organizations. 

6.2. Promulgate guidance within 90 days to assure space education, including 
Professional Military Education (PME), at all levels to ensure the cadre of space
qualified professionals described in paragraph 6.1 above have a direct 
understanding of space activities and how space capabilities and applications are 
integrated into military operations. PME core curriculum at junior, middle, and 
senior levels shall stress the application of space systems to combat operations. 
In addition, the number of advanced technical degree programs offered to space 
professionals shall be increased. 

6.3. Maintain a sufficient cadre of space-qualified professionals as described in 
paragraph 6.1 within each of their Military Departments to assure that each 
Service retains the ability to develop, plan, program, and acquire space systems 
uniquely required by individual Service missions. 

7. The Secretary of the Air Force shall: 

7.1. Assign responsibility for the Command of Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) 
to a four-star officer other than CINCSPACE and CINCNORAD within 60 days 
of the identification of the source of the four-star billet required for this position. 

7:2. Realign headquarters and field commands within 120 days to more effectively 
organize, train and equip for prompt and sustained offensive and defensive space 
operations. Such organizational realignments shall support the adoption of a 
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"cradle-to-grave" approach for space to more closely integrate space acquisition 
and operations functions. This realignment shall: 

7 .2.1. Provide the resources to, and assign AFSPC the organize, train, and equip 
responsibility for, executing Air Force space development, acquisition, 
and operations, as well as prioritizing, overseeing, and directing the Air 
Force space research executed by Air Force Materiel Command's Air 
Force Research Lab. 

7 .2.2. Reassign the Space and Missile Systems Center (SMC) from Air Force 
Materiel Command (AFMC) to AFSPC. 

7.2.3. Provide a process for the Commander, AFSPC to program funds and 
direct research and development programs within the Air Force laboratory 
system. 

7 .2.4. Disestablish the position of Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Space 
once a USecAF has been confirmed. 

7 .2.5. Realign the appropriate staff functions within the Air Force Secretariat to 
the Under Secretary of the Air Force. 

7.2.6. Assign the Program Executive Officer for Space directly to the Under 
Secretary of the Air Force to provide program execution oversight and 
staff support for Air Force space acquisition programs. 

7.2.7. Assign the SMC Commander as the Program Executive Officer for Space 
and relocate the function to Los Angeles Air Force Base, CA. 

7.3. Assign the Commander of AFSPC appropriate responsibility within the 
Department of the Air Force for managing the space career field, in accordance 
with the Secretary of the Air Force's guidance. 

7.4. Prepare and present to me within 120 days a space career management plan to 
include military and civilian Air Force personnel. The plan will address space 
career management, accession, education and training requirements, and 
investments needed for advanced technical degrees. It will also address career 
path advancement; methods for developing a space career field that combines 
research, development, acquisition, and operations; and a personnel management 
policies that will result in a cadre of space professionals with greater depth and 
breadth of experience in the space career field. 
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7.5. Assign the USecAF as the Air Force Acquisition Executive for Space within 30 
days. 

8. The USecAF-DNRO, in coordination as appropriate with the USD(AT&L), the 
USD(P), the CJCS, and the DDCI/CM, will develop a process to align Air Force and 
NRO programs and permit both organizations to use each other's "best practices" for 
space research, development, acquisition, and operations. The USecAF-DNRO shall 
also develop an ongoing process that will allow my office along with the DCI to 
monitor all significant progress in this area. 
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PERSONNEL AND 
READINESS 

UNDER SECRETARY Of DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON _ 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-400() .. ·. 

INFO:MEMO 

!"., ·~) . ·.' , . ·~· 

November 30, 2001, 9:00 

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: David S. C. Chu, Under Secretary of Defense (P&R) 

SUBJECT: Internet Advertising 

• You asked for our thoughts on why the Services have allocated only between 1 and 12 
percent of their national advertising budgets on Internet advertising. 

• Military recruitment advertising programs are designed to support overall recruiting 
objectives, with each Service developing a media mix designed to reach its target 
audience (i.e., young people ages 16 to 24). Within this media mix, Internet advertising 
is integrated with the more traditional (and expensive) media (television, radio, print, 
etc.). As we gain more experience with Internet advertising, the proportion spent for 
that medium will grow. However, for the time being, the Services believe their 
investments are about right. 

As a comparison, Internet advertising (banner ads, paid links within search engines, 
etc.) comprised only 2 to 2.5 percent of total U.S. (public and private sectors) 
advertising expenditures in 2000 and is projected to only grow to 4 to 6 percent of 
total expenditures by 2005. The Department's somewhat higher percentage can be 
attributed to the fact that we include costs for development and maintenance of 
recruiting websites in our advertising budgets. Generally, private sector Internet 
advertising costs do not include development and maintenance of websites. 

Experience shows that America's youth are increasingly turning to the Internet to learn 
about military service. We believe today's youth enjoy the ability to interact with 
Service websites in a non-threatening manner -- at their own pace and in their own 
homes, allowing them to delay having to talk to a recruiter until they are ready. 
Additionally, recruitment leads generated as a result of our Internet presence are among 
the most effective, converting to enlistment contracts at a higher rate than other leads. 
Therefore, Service website addresses are featured in almost every military 
advertisement, regardless of medium. 

Prepared by: Mr. Bob Clark, 703-697-9267 
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SUBJECT: Internet Advertising 

Coordination 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (FMP) tffJ. /2-l'J· ol 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (MPP) _,,~=~::....:....::..=~~~~-...t.L:..!::0:::.........=8..-='1::.~"~':......_-
/ 
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April 9, 2001 11:04 AMI 

TO: Paul W olfowitz 

CC: 

FROM: 

Paul Gebhard 
ADM Jeremiah 
Steve Herbits 

Donald Rumsfeld ')"t-
SUBJECT: Gen. Schwartz's Paper on Rebuilding Trust 

Attached is an excellent paper on how to rebuild trust in the military. We need to 
work on each of these items. I think it is a good outline. 

Steve, you ought to make sure RADM Quigley and Torie Clarke have it, as well rs 
David Chu and anyone else you feel is appropriate. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
040901-13 
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-
Headquarters, United States Forces, Korea 

Unltlt5237 

REPLYTO 
ATTENTIOH 0,: 

Commander in Chief 

Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

APO AP 962054010 

1. Reference your request for recommendations on how to rebuild trust in the 
mllltary. 

2. We examined this topic from several perspectives - building trust Internal~ the 
military- to include with service members and DOD clvlllans, famlly members, and 
the Service Departments and maJor commands - and bulldlng trust with a nu ber of 
organizations external to DOD. The following paragraphs wfll outline our proposals. 

3. Building Trust Internal to the Military. 

• • •• with service members and DOD civilians . 

.. Establlsh requirements and day-to-day commitments al.apace reasonable v 
enough to honestly allow service members to achieve balancelnlhelr lives. 

- Ensure the end strength of the services is adequate to meet force stru~ture 
and mission requirements ... and thereby support an assignment process that has 
timely notification, flexibility and fairness. 

-Ensure that budgets are commensurate with mission, training and 
installation infrastructure requirements. 

• Recognize that terrorist attacks will occur and that they are seldom the fault 
of commanders. Focus on preven!lon, not blame. 

- Recognize the pay and compensation requirements associated with 
recruiting and retaining a talented mllltary workforce (on par with our civilian 
workforce). 

- Remember that It's the common people (service members that make our 
Defense Department so great - communicate with them liberally and frequently. 

1-.. 
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• 111 with Family Members 

.. Allocate resources adequate to provide a quality of life in CONUS and 
overseas comparable to that found in contemporarymlddle America. 

• Ensure that family member and retiree access to health care matches hat of 
active duty members. I 

- Enforce a scheduling/missioning system that provides predictability i~ 
peoples lives. 1 

• Recognize their value added by routinely authorizing travel with a spo~se . 

• Remember that we recruit the member but retain the family. J 

• ... with Service Departments and Major Commands 

- Conscientiously seek Service Chief and CINC observations/opinions nd 
allow adequate time for their review/analysis. Trust their talents/patriotism. 

• Recognize that the Services, who have different cultures and Title X 
responslbilltles, sometimes do things differently, often for good reason . 

.. Encourage innovation - always remember that innovation is the ene y of 
standardization- and the bureaucracy always favors standardization. Rewa~ those 
who are wllllng to think outside the box. 

4. Bulldinq/sustalnlna External Trust. 

• rn with Congress 

• Encourage Congress to provide senior commanders more flexibility I using 
appropriated funds. 

• Encourage CINCs and Service Chiefs to help keep Congress informe and 
feeling like they are part of the process. 

• Encourage CINCs and Service Chiefs to meet with Congress before 
their help. This is where real trust is built. 

• ••• with the Media ) 

.. The American military has a great story to tell ... dedicated hard wor~lng · 
American families Hvlng and working in less than acceptable conditions so tfltat all 
Americans might live a better life. Service members and families ask very lltt e In 
return - but knowing their story Is understood and that they are appreciated oes a 
long way to bulldlng trust. I 
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• Encourage media representatives to visit with our service members and 
famllles so they can tell the story of the selfless sacrifice that is the military famlly 
tradition. 

- Avoid a "spin" culture. 

-Openly and candidly address contentious issues quickly as they surface. 

• ·· with the American public and local Communities 

• Aggressively educate the public on the military with a directed campaign. 
Address how each citizen benefits from our national Investment in defense (direct 
benefits· fire fighting, disaster relief, indirect benefits -access to stable markets 
worldwlde). 

- Encourage the Services to significantly expand their outreach to local 
communities, civic leaders, and elected officials ... to help offset the void of 
knowledge about the military generated by the elimination of the draft. 

5. My staff is prepared to provide additional information on these recommendations 
if necessary. 

Very Respectfully, 

~1:t:~":. (_/~// 
Thoma,s A. Sch rtz 
General, U. S. Anny 
Commander in Chief 
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TO: General Peter Pace 

FROM: Donald RumsfelctJ~ ~ 
DATE: April 5, 2001 

SUBJECT: Letter Dated April 2, 2001 

Thanks so much for your thoughtful suggestions and your letter. 

I will certainly be thinking hard about your suggestion in the letter and see that 
Andy Marshall takes careful note of your other comments. 

DHR/azn 
040501.04 

r !vJ 

~:.:.-
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Commander in Chief 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
UNITED STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF 

3511 NW91ST AVENUE 
MIAMI, FL 331724217 

April 2, 2001 

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
I 000 Defense Pentagon 
Washingwn, DC. 20301-1000 

Mr. Secretary, 

Thank you for this opp01tunity to participale in the Defense Strategy Review (DSR). The draftcopy that 
you gave me last Monday represents a watershed opportunity to open dialogue, focus our bestintel1ect, and 
allocate resources to achieve the vision of sustained national preeminence in the 2 1st century. 

The enclosures enumerate my general and specific comments on the draft DSR. The draft incorporates 
many substantive ideas worthy of further development. While not a National Security or National Military 
strategy, it is nonetheless an excellent review of possibilities. The DSR postulates potential environments and 
priorities without providing a palh lO get there. It is not complete, but therein lies ils value and lh~ genesis of 
my proposed way ahead. 

To translate the draft DSR into an actionable document I first recommend you ask Congress to delay the 
requirement for a Quadrennial Defense Review one year so you can focus on where you want to go and how 
you want to get there. Then I recommend you initiate a series of executive offsites to flesh out theDSR 
ideas, generate consensus amongst senior leaders. and produce a National Military Strategy that pro,vides a 
road map for resource allocation. 

Your Service Chiefs and CINCs will embrace your vision and will produce the transfo1mation 
recommendations required to sustain our national supremacy. Still, too large a group would be unwi ldy; 
therefore, I recommend a two step process. First, a series ofoffsites attended by you, DEPSECDEF, other 
senior DOD civilians, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, and your CINCs to develop the strategy. en, a 
series of offsites attended by you, DEPSECDEF, other senior DOD civilians, the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman. and your Service Chiefs to develop the force structure and resource allocation to execute hat 
strategy. I 

Properly focused offsites. supported by professional facilitators and scribes. will require significant 
commitment by your senior leaders. This is appropriate and justified given the power of shared 
brainstonning, the resultant unity of effort and corporate buy-in, and the importance of the desired p ,roducts. 

Again, Sir, thank you for soliciting my opinions. 

Enclosures ¥fully, 
PETER PACE 

General, U.S. Marine Corps 
Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 9, 2001 3:3S PM 

TO: The Honorable Condoleeza Rice 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld J.) ,l. 
SUBJECT: Communications 

Attached is a copy of a memorandum from you to General Shelton. 

I think any communication from the National Security Council to the Pentagon 
should come through my office, and not directly to the Chainnan. This has 
historically been the practice. It is exceedingly difficult to manage the Pentagon 
without that clear understanding and procedure. 

I have not researched this, so I'm not in a position to propose a document that 
would establish the relationship between DoD and the NSC in detail, and I will try 
to do that so we can see what models have been used. If you have any 
suggestions, let me know. In the meantime, I'd appreciate it if things came 
through my office rather than locations elsewhere in the Department, so I can keep 
track of what's taking place. 

Attachment 

DR:dh 

uo2e20 101 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 5, 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL HENRY H. SHELTON, USA 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

SUBJECT: Request Nomination for NSC Vacancy -- Defense 
Policy and Arms Control 

60009 

TheNational Security Council staff has a Director-level vacancy 
in our office of Defense Policy and Arms Control. 

We are seeking a Brigadier General (0-7) who will lead the 
inter agency effort to refine U.S. nuclear deterrence strategy 
and support interagency efforts to define the nuclear force 
structure supporting that strategy. The selected officer will 
lead the interagency effort to define andrevise, as necessary, 
the nuclear stockpile stewardship program, lead interagency 
efforts to define the Administration's nuclear arms control 
policy and coordinate the interagency implementation process. 
Additionally, the officer will coordinate interagency efforts on 
other critical arms control efforts such as the CFE treaty, 
CTBT, INF and lead the interagency effort on NATO nuclear policy 
issues. 

Given the nature of this portfolio, we are particularly 
interested in filling this position in a timely manner and 
anticipate your support. This nonreimbursable Outside DoD 
Detail will be for two years with the option to extend an 
additional year. Points of contact for this request are Dean 
Haas (202) 456-9302 or Marsha Dimel (202) 456-9306. 

Condoleez Rice 
Assistant-to the President 

for National Security Affairs 
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Chairman 
of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

9 February 2000 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 

Mr. Secretary -

For your information, I received the attached 
from Condoleezza Rice today and we are working it. 
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,..... -- ~ 

November 20, 2001 8:16 AM 

TO: 

Attached is Condi's response to the memo the Chairman asked me to send to her. 

Any thoughts? 

Thanks. 

Auach. 
I 1/19/01 Rice memo to SecDef, Response to Comments re NSPD-8 

DHR:dh 
112001-3 

Please respond by ---------

11-L-0559/0SD/2397 

U12008 /02 



• II\. • ' .. 

FROM WHITE HOUSE SITUATION ROOM 8B 
t'MONI t 1. \ 9' 01 17: 24/ST. \ 7: 20/NO. 3760637319 P 2 

~: ) j 

8549 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 19, 2001 
SECDEF HAS SEEN 

NOV 1 0 2001 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE DONALD H. RUMSFELD 

The Secretary Of Defense 

SUBJECT: Response to Comments re NSPD-8 

I have received your memorandum relating to NSPD-8, which 
establishes the position of National Director and Deputy 
National Security Advisor for Combating Terrorism. 

You have expressed concern that the appointment of the National 
Director as the President's "principal advisor on matters 
related to combating global terrorism" might cause confusion 
with regard to the statutory role of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as the 'principal military adviser" to the 
President and could appear-to place the National Director 
between the President and the Secretary of Defense and Combatant 
Commanders. 

:,"~.· ~~ 

n 
_]:U th.?-1:1.9.~ .. t~ .P~pa_;_~f!\~~t. ~~_p-~f e~~e did __ '0<:>t r:aise _ these issues \ 
. __ when . .we._c.irculate4._ the draft NSi?D for comment in late October, I 

want to assure you that the NSPD does not diminish in any way 
the statutory responsibilities of the Chairman, the Secretary of 
De:ense, or the Combatant Commanders. As required by law, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the principal military 
adviser to the President, the National Security Council, and the 
Secretary of Jefense, and unless otherwise directed by the 

President, the chain of command runs from the President to the 
Secretary of Defe~se, and from the Secretary to the Combatant 
Commanders, 

The purpose of the NSPD is to assign to one person on the 
President's staff -- the National Director -- responsibility to 
be aware of and to'coordinate all u.s. counterterrorism 
activities, including military operations, to ensure that all of 
the components of our campaign against terrorism are seamlessly 
integrated. The President expects that all departments and 
agencies will support the work of the National. Director, but the 
statutory responsibilities of all department and agency heads 
remain, of course, unchanged. 

c~· 
Condoleezza Rice 
Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs 
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July 16, 2001 6:39 PM 

TO: Steve Cambone 

FROM: Donald Rumsf:;~t1' 
SUBJECT: External Panel of Pres. Review of Intel 

Please see me on this Schneider memo, and tell me what you think we ought to do. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
7/6/01 Schneider memo to SecDef re: Developments at First Meeting 

DHR:dh 
07)601-65 

~ . . : 
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MEMORANDUM 

July 6, 2001 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

William Schneider, Jr. ~· 

<~et' 
Hon. Don R umsfeld 

cc: Mr. Richard Haver 

William Schneider, Jr. 

Developments at the first meeting of the External Panel 
of the Presidential Review of Intelligence in response to 
NSPD-5 (2 July 2001). 

The External Panel of the Presidential Review of Intelligence held its first meeting on 2 
July at the K Street office usually reserved for external reviewers. Chairman LTG Brent 
Scowcroft and Vice Chair, ADM Dave Jeremiah led the meeting. Other members of the 
panel attending were Johnnie Foster and Dick Kerr. Ambassador Stapelton Roy (former 
US Ambassador to the PRC now with Kissinger Associates) and Jamie Gorelick (former 
Deputy Attorney General in the Clinton administration) were absent. A list of the 
Members of the External Panel as well as the Panel staff is attached. Joan Dempsey of 
the Community Management Staff who is involved in the Inside Panel was present as 
well. 

The panel faces a very demanding timeline; the results are due by 30 September. The 
DCI participated in the discussion as well. The inside panel, led by Joan Dempsey will 
be meeting concurrently with the External Panel, and will participate in the work of the 
External Panel as well to assure congruence between the two efforts. 

Chairman Scowcroft proposed (based on earlier discussions with Dempsey and the DCI) 
agreed that there would be a division of labor between the two groups on the four tasks 
enumerated in NSPD~5. A copy of NSPD-5 is attached. The external panel will 
concentrate on Tasks I and 3, while the Internal Panel will focus on Tasks 2 and 4: 

Task 1: The challenges and opportunities our Nation is likely to face 
in the 21st Century that require intelligence support. This 
review will be the basis for my Administration to articulate 
its intelligence priorities.' 

1 This aspirnlion aims at a replacement of the Chnton administrnlion's NSDD-35. This approach had litcle 
impact on resource allocation or IC planning. so tloubu have emerged about whether the subject of 
priorities should be approached in the same manner as NSDD-35. 
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Task 3: New and highly advanced intelligence collection, analysis 
and distribution capabilities. The DCI will make recommendations 
to me on whether such capabilities warrant new investment. 

A dimension of the time pressure to complete the review is to converge on the FY 03-08-
budget process and program review. As a consequence, I believe it will be most useful 
for the panel to concentrate on providing recommendations to some of the most pressing 
policy, program, and resource allocation issues, The DCI testified to his view on the 
mismatch between key elements of the Community ' s pattern of resource allocation for 
specific intelligence disciplines and the utility of their product. As a result, the External 
Panel is beginning to converge on an effort that would produce the fo llowing "output." 

1. The major programmatic initiatives now underway that may reflect a mismatch 
between cost and utility will be examined with a v iew toward identifying 
opportunities for restructuring the programs if appropriate. 

2 . The underutilization of commercial imagery by the IC is widely understood, and its 
failure to do so exacerbates the program/resource mismatch. I have agreed to present 
alternative acquisition models for the IC to procure commercial imagery. These 
models will derive from work previously done on the NRO Commission on which I 
served last year. 

3. Similarly, open source intelligence is believed to be an underu tilized source of 
infonnation as well. I have requested that FBIS (reported to be working on new 
open source products) brief the panel on its view(s) of how better utilization can be 
made by the IC, effectively programmed and budgeted. 

4. I have proposed to Chairman Scowcroft that the panel receive an element of the 
unimplemented Defense Reform briefing prepared by Arnold Punaro for Secretary 
Cohen (you have heard the more comprehensive form of the briefing) in 1997. There 
is a module that proposes radical reorganization in the IC to capture what Punaro' s 
committee believes to be vast unproductive overhead in the IC, especially in DoD
related agencies. 

The External Panel will meet again later in the month. I would like to get your insights 
into how the External Panel's report can best serve your needs. 
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wwws: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA.5 1-11 NC"rON 

May 9, 2 001 

NAT! ON;..1., SECURITY PRES:DENTIAL DIRECTIVE/NS.PD- S 

MEMCFJillDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 

SUB.JEC'!: 

THE SECRETARY OF S:A:E 
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFEKSE 
THE ATTORKEY GENERAL 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
CHIEF OF STAFF TO THE PRESIDENT 
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 

SECURITY AFFAIRS 
COUNSEL TO :HE PRESIDENT 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
CHAIR1"1.b.N, PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE 

i.DVISORY BOARD 

Intelligence 

28€6 

Current and accurate foreign intelligence is essential to the 
success of our foreign policy, law enforcement, and defense 
Etrategies and 1s critical to protecting and advanc~ng America's 
~it al interests. The Director of Central Intelligence <DCI} , 
working with the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State 
as appropriate, is directed to: conduct a comprehensive review of 
J.S. intelligence. The DCI is given a broad mandate to 
challenge the status quo and explore new and innovative 
techniques, systems, pr act ices ~nd processes for foreign 
in~~lligence collecticn, analysis, and distribution. 

This review will be undertaken by two separate panels that ~ill 
be es~ablished by. and report to, the DCI. One panel will 
consist of members of the !ntell1g~nce Community and other 
senior United States Government officials tc be named by the 
DCI. The other panel will cons1st of knowledgeable and 
experienced ind~viduals from outside the United States 
Government to be named by the DCI in consultation with the 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affa:rs. The 
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panels Wlll conduct independent, but parallel reviews of the 
!ollowlng: 

l. The challenges and opportunities our Nation is likely 
to face in the 21st Centu,ythat require intelligence 
support. This review will be the basis for my 
Administration to articulate its intelligence 
priorities. 

2. The current state of our intelligence and counter
lntelligence capabilities· to ensure that they mee~ the 
challenges of the new century. The DC! is to affirm 
to me that our current and planned programs and 
acquisitions will adequately meet our Nation's future 
intelligence needs. 

3. 

: 

New and highly advanced intelligence collection, 
analysis and distributio:1 capabilities. The DCI will 
make recommendations to me on whether such 
capabilities warrant new investment. 

4. Reorganizing· and/or rescruccur~ng. the Intelligence 
Communlty to improve its management, consolidate its 
activities or agencies, and to streamline and 
strengthen its management practices. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

AUG .2 0 200j 

President George Bush 
Walker's Point 
Post Office Box 492 
Kennebunkport, Maine 04046 

Dear President Bush: 

______ T....,,hank you for your note and a copy o~ 
..... !(b_)(_6) ___ hetter. We are following through with him. 

J do appreciate your bringing this to my attention. 

With warm regards, 

Sincerely, 

7 
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,, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

)N1
1 

v" i a Mf1 A fV(J1 ( 6A1-t1 
fa p 171111 ) I"'- vw<. /), t<.' 1A 

{}11,IJ~, 

0 

11-L-0559/0SD/2409 



TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfet°) 

• 
DATE: August 4, 2001 

SUBJECT: .... l (b-)(-
6

) ___ _ 

l can't understand what this guy wants. !(b)(5) !is a billionaire who founded 
!(b)(6) l I believe. He's a good guy, but I can't figure out what it's about. 

Why don't you get somebody looking at it and draft a note that you think would be 
appropriate for me to the President, and then track it. 

Thank you. 

DHR/azn 
080401.29 



. . 

Dear Don, 

GEORGE BUSH 

July 23, 2001 

l(b )(6) I 
The attached letter from ._ ____ ... is self-
explanatory. 

Please ~me.one there at the Department 
contact e:=J Many thanks. 

Warmest regards, 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

W/\En ' s Pcrnr , POST OFFICE Box 492 , KENNEBUNKPORT, MAINE 04046 

l(b)(6) 
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September 17, 2001 7:29 PM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Karen Hughes 

Donald Rumsfeld~ 
' 

SUBJECT: Flag and Letter 

Here is a painting and letter from .... !(b_)(_6) __ ___,!for the President that I think you 
will find touching. 

Regards, 

Attach. 
9/14/01 Flag and letter from._!(b_)(6_) __ ..... 

DHR.:dh 
091701-37 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

DATE: 

J 7 Sep Ol 

MEMORANDUM FOR CSAF 

SUBJECT: _l(b-)(6_) __ __ 

Sir, 

The flag and letter were written b (b}(6) 
9 th · e student from (b}(6) 
in (b}(6) She is the dau ... g-te_r_o_(-b)-(6 __ ) ____ _ 

b 6 s a sheet metal c.:orros1on 
specialist in the 89th AGS. He is sometimes tasked to work 
ori Air Force OneJ(b}(6) Is a former crew chief and • 
comm troop turned fu11 time Mom. 

l(b}(6) 19 years o]d, 4th grade 

SSgt ... H .... b},._(6.,.} ____ ,,___...,. _____ ........ tresidence) 

SSgt .... !(b_}(_6) __ .... !89th AGS, _!(b_)(_6) __ ....,kduty) 

... l(b __ )( ..... 6) ___________ ..... l _l(b_)(_6) __ ...., 

MICHAEL P. STAPLETON, Major, USAF 
Aide-de-Camp to the Chief of Staff 
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09/24/01 MON 14: 57 FAX 2024582983 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 24, 2001 

SECRETARY RUMSFELD 

KAREN HUGHES 

FLAG AND LETTER 

Mr. Secretary, l(b (6 __ 
I showed the President ) ) !flag and letter, and I wanted you to see the President's 
response. T am attaching a copy of hls letter. 

Thank you so much for sharing it with us. 
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TO: Honorable Cohn Powell 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Letter from Ivanov 

December 30, 2001 9:10 AM 

Attached is a copy of a letter I was presented by Ivanov when I met with him 

earlier this month in Brussels. 

On the Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative I have shown each of you- I told him I 

thought it best come from NATO, rather than from the U.S. to Russia. Therefore, 

we are going to feed it in through the NATO process. 

Regards, 

Attach 
12/17/0lMoDlvanov Itr toSecDcf 

DHR:dh 
123001-1 
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~oscow 17 Decemjer 2001 

Dear M~. Secretary! 

ram most grateful for yocr pcs~t~ve eva:uat~c~ c: t~e 
cont~ibution of the ~~ssian ~inistry of Defense regarding cccperat~c~ 
in the fight agairst irterratioral terrcr~sn. 

I suppo~t your assessment t~at today we nust ~~crease tje level 
of cooperation between ocr cocrtries ~~ th~s area since the danger of 
th~eats associated with activities of terrorist orgar.izatior.s r.ot or.ly 
will remain in tje r.ear term but will ir. all likelihood ~~crease. 

OveraL, we agree wi ::'1 yo·,1r 9roposa: on the •E¥o-Atlantic 
Secur~ty I~itiative." At :ie same t~me, the l~rr~ted volcme of 

- informa:io~ we have received does not perrr~t us to conduct a thorough 
a~a:ys~s of ycur 9ro9osal. In ttis ~ega~d, we wo.1ld like to receive 
frorr. ycu a :nore cietaileci explanation of tte proposed 11easures w~th be 
American visio~ of tje ways ar.ri rrea~s for achievi~g this "I~itiative: 

=~ :ny view, the ideas laici o.1t ~~ tte 'Initiative,' eithe~ in 
totO er as separate pc~~ts, could be one of the topics discussed~~ the 
frarrework of the plar.r.ed ne1,; :crnat for ~elations between Rcssia a~d 
NATO. ·~ . .. . . 

_ ~ope that 'cooperatior. betwee~ t~e Russian ~ir.istry c: Defense 
and the Ur.~ted Sta~es Department ofDe:ense becomes a sigr.~f~car.t 
cor.tr~jut~on in the developmen: of a constructive 9artr.ersh~? jetweer. 
cur goverr.rrer.ts ar.d in guaranteeing Euro-Atlantic secu~ity. 

Respectfully, 

Ministe~ of Defense, Russian Federatior. 

(signeci} S. Ivar.av 

(Addressed to) 

His Excellency 
Mr. Do~ald R~msfeld 
Secretary c: Ce:e~se 
Ur.~ted States of America 
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c.;~ 
+Cok.~ ~ep T21\> 
\'-1'• "'f "too t"IIA~.J. 

"~ ~SD2C.6 

MocKBa, 1 7 JJ.exa6pa 2 o o 1 r. 

- . 

Bec1,Ma npmHaTCJieB 3a Bamy BYCOk}'IO ouemcy BICllaJta MR:mtcrepC'l'B& 
o6opoBY Pocc.dcxoi ~eJJ.epanea R Jle.JIO c01pyfumqetTBa R 6op1>6e DJ>0111B 
Me~apo.o;eoro reppopH3Ma. 

IloAZJ.epxamaw Bame MHeBBe o TOM, 1lTO ceroABJI eeo6xo.a;BMO DOBYma'I'lt 

ypoBem. B33HMO)leHCTBWl eamux C1p8ll B 31'01 o6Jlacm, Tai( KaX. onacuoCT& 
yrpos, CU3a.HHaJJ C ,neJtteJJLBOCTidO repp0pBCTB1leCKBX opramDmudt, B 

6.JIIDlQllDDee BpeWI ee rom,xo coxpamrrc,a, Ho H RMeer BCe nocWJDCH K 
B03pacraBJUO. 

B IleJJOM Mid cornacHlal c BaJ.DBM npeJlTJO)KeHBeM uo "HiumHanme Eepo
ATJI3.Hl'BClecxoA 6e3oaacaoCTH". BMecre c TeM, orpaHB'leHBLrii 061,ea, 
DOJJyqeBBOii HH<l>opMaumt ~e D03BOJ1'JeT DpOBCCTB yrny6nCIIBHI aBaJJH3 Bamex 
npeJlJJOlKCHHH. B noii CB'13H XOTeJIOCh 6hl nonytm'l'I» OT Bae 6onee .ixeram,eoe 
p33'hJICHeHHe npeJVIaraeMJaJX .Mep C aMepHl<a.BCKHM BBJ:\eHHeM nyreA B 
MeXaBH3MOB peam13amm "HHBllBanmY". 

Ha Moii B3rmm, H,Aea, B3JJOxcemwe B 11HBRJu,anme", B nenoM HJD1 a pJIJle 
nyBKTOB MOryT CTaTI> 0.lnDD( B3 B0Dp0C0B Jl,JIJI 06cyQCBIU B paMK3X 
nnauupyeMoro uoaoro ct,opMara omomemdi Me~ Poccael a HATO . 

. Ha,neioci., lfl'O corpy,ltlDl'leCTBo MCZJ:O' MBBBCTeJ>CTBaMB o6opoBY 
PoccHiicxoit <l>e.ixepaneu a Coell;HBemwx IDnm>B AMepmca craBCT secofAIM 
BKJiaJJ;OM B )ICJIO pa'3BBTIU ICOBCTpYJCTBBBLIX napmepcICBX omomeed .ue.z.ior 
eammm rocy.ii.apcnaMB a o6ecneqeB1U1 eBpo-arnaBTB11ecxoit 6e3ooacaOCTB. 

C )'B3)l(CHHCM, 

Ero IlpeBocxo.r:unem,cmy 
rocno.zumy .l{osam.ay Pa11cct>en,Dy 
Mmmetpy o6opoHW Coe,lUIBeHBlilX illTaTOB AMeplUCII 
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December 27, 2001 3:07 PM 

TO: Jim Schlesinger 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld) \',

SUBJECT: U.S.-lranian Relations 

FAXED 

I took a look at your Atlantic Council piece on U.S.-lranian relations. 

Would you change it now, given the events of September l 1? 

Thanks. 

DHR:tlh 
122701-42 

Please respond by ________ _ 

,. ,J 
<.{ / -v~ 

j 
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OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thinking Beyond the- Stalemate 
in U.S.-lranian -Relations 

Volume I - Policy Review 

Lee H. Hamilton James Schlesinger 
Co-Chairs 

Roscoe Suddarth 
Principal Policy Advisor 

Elaine l. Morton 
Author-Rapporteur 

C. Richard Nelson 
Project Director 

Pol icy Paper 

May 2001 
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• 
THE ATLANTIC COUNCIL 

OF THE UNITED STATES 

The Atlantic Council is a non-partisan network of leaders who are convinced of the critical 

importance of effedive U.S. foreign poli<.:y and lhe cohesion of U.S. inlernational relalionships. 
The Council promotes constructive U.S. leadership and engagement in international affairs 
based on the central role of the Atlantic community in the contemporary world situation. To 

this end, the Council: 

• stimulates dialogue and discussion about critical international policy issues, with the 

inlention of enriching public debale and promoling consensus in the administration, the 
Congress, the corporate and nonprofit sectors and the media in the United States, and among 
leaders in Europe, Asia and the Americas; 

• conducts educational and other programs for successor generations of U.S. leaders who will 

value U.S. international engagemenl and have the formation necessary lo develop efle<.:tive 

policies. 

Through its diverse networks, lhe Council builds broad constituem.:ies to support construclive 

U.S. inlernational leadership and policies. By fornsing on critical issues, choices can be 

illuminated, priorities established, and possibilities for consensus explored. Important 

contributions by lhe Council include: 

• identifying major issues facing the future of the Atlantic Alliance, transatlantic economic 

relations, and the integralion into European structures of the countries of central and 

eastern Europe, including Russia; 
• building consensus on U.S. policy lowards Russia, China, Japan, Korea, and Taiwan; 

• balancing growing energy needs and environmental proteclion in Asia; 
• drafting roadmaps for U.S. policy lowards the Balkans. Cuba, Iran, and Panama. 

In all its programs, the Council seeks to inlegrate the views of experts from a wide variety of 
backgrounds, interests and experience. 
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For further information about the Atlantic Council of the United States and/or its 
Program on International Security, please call (202) 778-4 968. 

Information on AtlanticCouncil programs and publications is available 
on the worldwide web athttp://www.acus.org 

Requests or comments may be sent to the Atlantic Council 
via Internet atinfo@acus.org 

THE ATLANTIC COUNCIL OF THE UNITED STATES 

10TH FLOOR, 910 17TH STREET, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 
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Foreword 

The Middle East presents more difficult choices for policy makers than any other region of 
the world. Different U.S. interests pull in different directions, misperceptions abound, and 
expectations are often unrealistic. In this environment, orchestrating policies to advance and 
protect U.S. interests is extraordinarily difficult. U.S. policy toward Iran exemplifies this 
situation well. 

After more than twenty years of adversarial relations, the United States and Iran have both 
begun to demonstrate an interest in breaking out of this long stalemate. Broadly conceived, 
the benefits for both countries of an improved relationship would be significant. Time has 
soothed some past wounds and the rhetoric of hatred has subsided to a degree. However, 
serious differences remain. 

Both countries believe that they have made clear the conditions that would have to be met 
before a policy change could even be considered. But attainment of these thresholds is 
unlikely in the near term. This report suggests a new approach for U.S. policy which would 
enable the United States to pursue more effectively its many interests vis-a-vis Iran, including 
its longstanding concerns about Iran's opposition to the Middle East peace process and its 
attempts to obtain weapons of mass destruction. The main aim of the report is to provide a 
reference guide for navigating successfully the obstacle-laden landscape of U.S.-Iranian 
relations when the time is ripe to embark on the journey. 

This report represents three years of study and deliberation by a large and distinguished 
working group convened by the Atlantic Council. Acting as scouts, not advocates, the 
working group attempted to fit together the many complex issues in the U.S.-Iran 
relationship into a comprehensive approach . The report is published in two volumes. 
Volume I presents the conclusions and recommendations of the working group and 
summarizes the rationale for these judgments. Volume Il is a comprehensive analysis of the 
current stalemate that provides the full reasoning underlying the conclusions in Volume I. 
Although Volume I is based on Volume II and they are consistent with one another, the 
members of the working group were asked to concur only with Volume I. 

The contents of Volume I represent the consensus of the members of the working group, all 
of whom were acting in their individual capacities, and do not represent the official position 
of any institution. The weight of the recommendations derives from the expertise and 
experience of the participants and the diversity of its membership. While there may be some 
parts of the report with which some participants are not in complete agreement, the working 
group members concurred with the present paper as representing the consensus of the 
group. Dissenting views and additional comments by members of the group appear in the 
annex at the end of the paper. 

This project is part of the Atlantic Council's multi-year program on reversing relations with 
former adversaries. The program began with a book of case studies and included an in-depth 
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Vi THINKING BEYOND THE STALEMATE 

study of future U.S. relations with Cuba. In 1999 the Council published an analytic 
compendium of the policies, laws and regulations that govern U.S. relations with Iran. 

The preparation of this report involved more than 100 persons. We are deeply indebted to the 
co-chairs who guided this effo,t: Lee Hamilton, James Schlesinger and Brent Scowcroft, all of 

whom gave generously of their time and wisdom in steering the project and its intellectual 
development. Cyrus Vance also served as a co-chair during the early stages of the study. I 
would especially like to acknowledge the major contributions of Roscoe Suddarth, the principal 

policy advisor; Elaine Morton. the rapporteur and principal author; Dick Nelson. the tireless 
and always creative project director: and David Saltiel, the assistant project director. The paper 

represents the views of the working group and not necessarily those of the Atlantic Council. 

Although they bear no responsibility for the content, this work would not have been possible 
without the generous support of the W. Alton Jones Foundation Fund of the Rockefeller 

Family Fund. 

Livt..w.-s.J\~-· -
Christophe[/.Makins 
President, AtlanticC011ncil of the United States 
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IX 

Key Judgments 

The current stalemate between the United States and Iran, while emotionally satisfying to 
many Americans, does not serve overall U.S. interests well. It hinders the achievement of 
several key U.S. geopolitical interests, especially over the longer term. These interests 
include, but are not limited to, regional stability, energy security, and the broader and 
evolving geopolitical relationships between the United States and China and Russia in the 
Persian Gulf and Caspian basin. Furthermore, the leading industrial countries are moving to 
improve relations with Iran. 

During most of the 1990s, U.S. policy toward Iran focused primarily on achieving 
nonproliferation objectives and ending Iranian support of forces in the Arab-Israeli conflict 
that use violence in support of the Palestinian cause. These are important policy objectives, 
but they should be pursued in conjunction with careful attention to the broader array of U.S. 
interests that could be advanced through better U.S.-Iranian relations. 

Moving beyond the current stalemate will be difficult. Direct government-to-government 
dialogue is not now possible because the issue of future relations with the United States is 
inextricably tied to the power struggles in Iran. The political situation in Tehran also 
precludes developing a calibrated road map for improved relations characterized by parallel, 
reciprocal steps toward engagement. Iranian officials attempting to participate in such an 
exercise would likely be overruled by anti-US. elements. 

If the U.S. government decides to move beyond the current stalemate, a new approach 
would be necessary. It must take into account the full range of U.S. interests and the overall 
geopolitical environment in order to devise options that are both desirable and feasible. 
Some steps can be taken in the short term, while others must wait for a more favorable 
political climate in Iran. However, no substantial improvement in the U.S.-Iranian 

relationship can take place unless Iran is both interested and willing to reciprocate. 

Nevertheless, certain unilateral steps are appropriate. The most important of these are 
measures that would clearly serve U.S. interests - even in the absence of reciprocation by 
Iran. The removal of U.S. economic sanctions falls within this category. Whatever effect 
sanctions initially had, their value is declining largely because they were imposed unilaterally, 
and because Iran has now found alternative investors and suppliers. They will have little 
discernible effect on Iranian behavior regarding issues of concern to the United States. 
Consequently, the utility of holding sanctions removal in reserve as a bargaining chip is 
questionable. 

Iran has an important role to play in meeting growing U.S. and worldwide energy demands. 
The 1995-96 U.S. sanctions on Iran were imposed during a period of a global oil surplus, but 
the world is now entering a period of global energy scarcity. Iran currently accounts for 5 
percent of worldwide oil production and is the second largest oil exporter in OPEC . The 
country needs significantly increased capital investment to maintain its current level of 
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production and to develop new fields to meet projected increases in demand and create 
spare capacity that could compensate for sudden interruptions of worldwide supply. 

Regardless of the direct U.S. role, Iran will play an increasingly important role among the 
world's leading suppliers of oil and natural gas. In the meantime, U.S. companies are losing 
opportunities to their European and Asian competitors. U.S. jobs and tax revenues are also 
being lost because of U.S. restrictions on participation in Iran's economy. 

Some unilateral steps could also be taken to remove unnecessary irritants in the current U.S.
Iranian relationship with minimal cost to the United States and negligible impact on U.S. 
security. Rescinding the requirement of fingerprinting and photographing all Iranian visitors 
falls within this category and would help promote the free flow of people and ideas. 

At the moment, however, the most promising area of potential U.S. engagement with Iran 
appears to be in the commercial sector. If the U.S. economic sanctions against Iran are 
relaxed it will be possible to approach engagement by leading with the private sector. Trade 
and investment promote access, change personal attitudes, and may encourage Iranians to 
adopt opinions that can provide a foundation for improved political relations. 

Several other avenues of engagement could be pursued simultaneously. For example, Track 
II dialogue and contacts via nongovernmental organizations (Ncos) already underway can be 
expanded and used as bridges to parliamentary exchanges and diplomatic contacts. Progress 
is likely to be uneven, so taking steps along a particular avenue should not be made 
contingent upon the achievement of similar progress in other areas. Iranian reciprocity, 
however, should be expected when the various avenues are judged as a whole. 

The rationale for the above judgments is summarized in Volume I of this report, with a 
more comprehensive analysis of the issues provided in Volume II. The subjects covered 
include the following: 

• analysis of the background of the current stalemate 

• discussion of the broad interests at stake 

• portraits of how each country perceives the other 

• analysis of the domestic politics of each country as they relate to the oppo1tunities 
for overcoming the stalemate. 

Volume II contains three appendices: an overview of how U.S. policy toward Iran has 
evolved since the Iranian Revolution; evaluation of the annual Patterns of Global Terrorism 
repo1ts; and information on resolving U.S.-Iranian claims before the Hague Tribunal. 

The Atlantic Council's U.S. -Iranian Relations: An Ana!Jtic Compendium of U.S. Policies, Laws and 
Regulations, by Kenneth Katzman (1999) provides a compilation of all key U.S. policy 
declarations, legislation and regulations that govern our relations with Iran. 
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in U.S.-lranian Relations 

I. The Current Stalemate 

Relations between the United States and Iran are currently frozen. In 1998, the Clinton 
administration invited Iran to engage in an official government-to-government dialogue in 
which issues of concern to both parties would be open for discussion. The goal was to 
develop a road map that would lead to normal relations. At the same time, the United States 
has said that it will maintain its principal sanctions against Iran' until Tehran changes its 
policies on certain issues of significant concern to the United States: 

• support for terrorist groups - especially Palestinian groups and movements like 
Hizbollah that have perpetrated violent acts against civilians in Israel and used violence 
during military engagements against Israel and its allies in southern Lebanon. 

• opposition to the Middle East peace process, underpinned by Iran's refusal to recognize 
the legitimacy of Israeli sovereignty within Israel's pre-1967 boundaries. 

• efforts to acquire the technology, materials, and assistance necessary to develop nuclear, 
chemical, and biological weapons and the missile capability to deliver them. 

1 Executive Orders 12957 and 12959 of 1995 prohibit U.S . trade and investment in Iran. Executive Order 
13059 (1997) further tightened the ban. The Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 prohibits foreign or 
domestic "entities" from investing in the development of Iran's petroleum resources. The prohibition covers 
exploration, extraction, refining, and transportation by pipeline. 
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In contrast, Iranian officials have said that they will not engage in a government-to
government dialogue with the United States so long as the principal U.S. sanctions remain in 
place; they consider the sanctions a hostile act inconsistent with improving relations. The 
Iranians have stated that before a dialogue can take place, there must be parity and mutual 
respect between the two parties. They argue that these conditions will not be met so long as 
Iran is subject to pressure in the form of the following actions by the United States: 

• continuation of economic sanctions against trade and investment in Iran; 

• delay in returning frozen Iranian assets and properties; 

• exertion of U.S. influence in international financial, monetary, and trade organizations to 
limit Iranian access to economic resources; 

• efforts to impede the transfer to Iran of advanced technology for peaceful (nuclear) 
purposes; 

• efforts to exclude Iran from oil and gas projects m other states surrounding the Caspian 
Sea, prevent construction of oil pipelines through Iran to transport Caspian oil to 
international markets, and block market-based swaps of crude oil from the Caspian Sea 
countiies for Iranian oil that could exit the Persian Gulf for shipment to global markets. 

U.S. Approaches 

The United States has recently made a few tentative efforts to engage Iran. The first public 
attempt to initiate a dialogue was made in a speech by former Secretary of State Madeline 
Albright on June 17, 1998 at the annual Asia Society dinner in New York. This speech was, 
in effect, a response to a January 1998 interview by President Mohammad Khatami on CNN 

in which he praised the United States, indicated opposition to terrorist attacks against 
civilians, regretted the taking of U.S. hostages in the early days of the revolution, denied that 
Iran is seeking nuclear weapons, and called for a "dialogue between civilizations." 

A second attempt to improve relations was made by Albright in remarks before the 
American-Iranian Council on March 17, 2000, in Washington, D.C. This speech deliberately 
coincided with the Iranian New Year and registered a positive U.S. response to the 
impressive victory of reform candidates in Iranian parliamentary elections. The speech was 
noteworthy for its acknowledgment of Iranian grievances by listing several U.S. policies that 
had contiibuted to problems in the U.S.-Iranian relationship. The speech was also notable 
for the announcement that U.S. economic sanctions would no longer apply to imports of 
Iranian carpets and certain Iranian foodstuffs, notably pistachio nuts and caviar. 

At the same time Albright made clear that the principal sanctions would remain in place 
because Washington had not seen significant change in Iranian policy with respect to 
proliferation or its support of terrorist groups. Instead of attributing these activities to the 
government of Iran, however, Albright cited specific entities - the Iranian military and the 
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Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps ( IRGc ) for proliferation and the Ministry of Intelligence 
and Security (MOIS) for suppo1t of terrorist groups. 

Albright concluded by calling for an official dialogue with Iran so that issues of common 
concern could be addressed through diplomatic channels: regional tensions in the Persian 
Gulf, instability and the illegal narcotics trade in Afghanistan, relations between A1menia and 
Azerbaijan, and more general subjects such as regional economic development and 
protection of the environment. In a press conference following the speech, Albright said 
that the kinds of things that the United States would talk about in a dialogue with Iran 
included proliferation, terrorism, and the lack of Iranian suppo1t for the Middle East peace 
process. 

The Iranian Response 

Although Iranian Ambassador to the United Nations Hadi Nejad-Hosseinian followed 
Secretary Albright' s speech with remarks that described Iran as being "prepared to adopt 
proportionate and positive measures in return," such measures are not yet discernible. The 
Iranians have more recently responded to the U.S. overture as they responded two years ago: 
they say that they want to see "deeds as well as words" from the United States. Dming a 
state visit to Germany in July 2000, President Khatami praised the United States for taking a 
"new turn" in its relations with Iran, but he also said that thus far the United States has not 
taken sufficient steps to bring this about. He went on to urge the United States to be more 
ambitious. 

Although many of President Khatami's supporters recognized the pos1t1ve intent of 
Albright's listing of U.S. policies that had harmed Iran, the initial official reaction was 
presented by Foreign Minister Kamal Kharrazi on April 5, 2000, when he referred to 
Albright's "confessions" and said that Washington must pay reparations for its past actions. 
He also accused the United States of sending contradictory signals of friendship and 
hostility. 

Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei, in a July 27, 2000 statement, said that any talk of a 
rapprochement or negotiations with the United States at this stage would be "an insult and 
treason to the Iranian people." He argued that it would be necessa1y for Iran first to solidify 
its economic, cultural, scientific, and military strengths. Otherwise Iran would be at a 
disadvantage in negotiations, and the United States would be in a position to force it to make 
too many concessions. 

II. U.S. Interests at Stake 

The United States has a wide range of interests at stake in its relationship with Iran. These 
include geopolitical interests, security interests, energy interests, and economic interests. To 
date, U.S. policy has focused almost exclusively on specific security interests, especially 
discouraging the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and long-range 
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missiles that can deliver such weapons. The core security issue, however, remains the 
opposing positions of the United States and Iran regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 
Thus Iranian behavior has been judged mainly on the basis of its opposition to the peace 
process and its support for terrorist groups involved in the conflict against Israel. ' 

U.S. policy toward Iran could be reconfigured so that a broader array of U.S. interests can be 
pursued. Better relations with Iran would make it more likely that longer-term U.S. interests 
can be achieved. This can be accomplished without compromising effo1ts to achieve U.S. 
concerns regarding wMD, tetTorism, and Middle East peace. 

Geopolitical Interests 

The size of Iran's population and its regional weight and geographic location make it too 
significant a country for the United States to ignore. A better U.S.-Iranian relationship would 
serve several U.S. geopolitical interests. It could reduce and possibly neutralize potential 
strategic alliances between Iran and Russia and China, the latter two of which would find 
themselves benefiting through links to Iran as a regional power in the Persian Gulf. U.S. 
policies toward Iraq would be easier to implement if the United States were able to take 
advantage of concerns shared by Iran about the possible regional ambitions of the Iraqi 
government and its pursuit of WMD capabilities. 

Divergent approaches to Iran by the United States and its European allies have been a 
source of tension, and the extraterritorial application of U.S. sanctions has strained alliance 
relationships. Improved relations with Iran, would therefore Likely remove this source of 
strain. Iran also figures in the attainment of U.S. objectives with respect to the countries of 
the former Soviet Union and could be useful as a counterweight to Russian attempts to 
dominate these states. 

Conflicting U.S. policy goals have resulted in slowing the attainment of political and 
economic viability in the Caspian Sea states. The United States would like to see these 
countries' energy resources on the international market. To the extent that this objective can 
be met, the countries in question will have a source of income that will contribute to their 
economic development. If, on the other hand, they are forced to depend on Russia for their 
primary energy transportation routes, Moscow would be in a position to exert financial and 
political pressure on them and work toward reestablishing a sphere of influence. 

U.S . policy makers recognized this potential problem when the Clinton administration 
enacted the 1995 Executive Orders that imposed a complete trade and investment embargo 
on Iran. A special allowance was made so that U.S. companies could patticipate in market-

* An additional source of U.S. concern relates to the possibility that Iran may have been complicit in the June 

1996 bombing of the K.hobar Towers complex in Saudi Arabia that at first was attributed to Saudi dissidents 
and also has been attributed to Iraq. See, for example, Laurie Mylroie, StJ1dy of Revenge: Saddam Hussein's 
Unfinished War Against America. (Washington, DC: The AEI Press, 2000). 
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based swaps of crude oil from the Caspian Sea countries of Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and 

Turkmenistan for similar quantities of Iranian crude oil that would be exported on their 
behalf from terminals located on the Persian Gulf. This would permit the oil to move 

onward by sea to international markets, particularly to the increasingly important energy 
markets in East Asia, where the rate of growth in demand is higher than in any other pa1t of 

the world. 

This policy has not been implemented. The United States has given strong political suppott 
to a proposed Baku-Ceyhan export pipeline that would transport energy resources westward 

from Azerbaijan to Turkey via Georgia. The United States has also supported a trans

Caspian pipeline that would bring energy resources from Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan to a 
point at which they could connect with the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline. At the same time, the U.S. 
government has denied applications by U.S. companies for licenses to swap oil with Iran, in 

part because such swaps could encourage the diversion of oil from the proposed Baku
Ceyhan pipeline. 

Furthermore, the United States has sought to prevent the construction of pipelines through 

Iran that could bring landlocked Caspian energy resources to international markets. The 
vehicle for doing so is the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (ILSA). The Iranian route, 

would likely be less expensive and would better serve markets, primarily because the 
resources would not have to travel as far. It also makes more sense logisticaly, because, as 
already noted, the future high demand areas for energy are increasingly in Asia, to the east. 

In the absence of alternative transpo1tation routes, the landlocked Caspian Sea states will be 
more dependent on, and influenced by, Russia,3 thus undermining Washington's interest in 
promoting the political viability of the newly independent Caspian states. 

Security Interests 

As noted above, certain security interests have dominated U.S. policy toward Iran, the main 
focus of which has been to prevent Iran from acquiring wMo and long-range missiles and to 
halt Iranian support of Palestinian terrorist groups. In addition to these concerns, the United 

States also has high-priority security interests in preventing Iraq from threatening its 
neighbors. The Iraqi threat is also Iran's prima1y security concern. 

In the event of a regime change in Baghdad, internal tu1moil is a significant possibility. Over 

the longer term, U.S. policy makers could find themselves confronting internal sttife in other 

countries bordering the Persian Gulf. Therefore, it is in the long-term interest of the United 
States to act now to help ensure Iran's future political stability in this important region of the 
world. 

3 The Baku-Supsa "early oil" pipeline allows oil from Azerbaijan to travel to the Black Sea via Georgia. 
Kazakhstan has the ability to ship oil across the Caspian Sea by barge and then take advantage of the Baku
Supsa line. But the primary transportation route for oil that originates in Kazakhstan is the CDC line that transits 
Russia to the Black Sea port of Novorossisk. 
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A longer-term perspective is also required to prepare for the possibility that Saddam Hussein 
or a similar Iraqi leader will be in power at a time when UN sanctions have been lifted. The 

sanctions regime is already eroding. Moreover, the UN sanctions were never meant to 
address the significant quantities of conventional weapons and trained military forces that 

Iraq still possessed after the Persian Gulf War. After sanctions are lifted, Iraq can be 
expected to be more successful in its attempts to refurbish and expand its military inventory. 
The commercial incentives that Iraq will be able to present to potential arms suppliers by 

virtue of its oil income will make it relatively easy to accomplish this task, even in the face of 

existing multilateral export controls on various am1s and dual-use items. 

Thus, the future conventional military threat that Iraq may pose to its neighbors cannot be 
dismissed. Both the 1980 invasion of Iran and the 1990 invasion of Kuwait are evidence that 

Saddam Hussein considers military invasion of his neighbors to be an acceptable instrument 
for achieving foreign policy goals - and Iraq has not moved away from its contention that 
Kuwait historically is an Iraqi province. 

Energy Security Interests 

Providing for reliable and diverse sources of energy security is a high-priority interest of the 
United States. The United States has a major economic interest in ensming reliable sources 

of energy for Europe, Japan and other countries because of the increasing interdependence 
created by the global economy. 

To protect these interests, one of the key tenets of U.S. foreign policy over the last twenty

five years has been a commitment to protect the free flow of energy resources from the 

Persian Gulf. The United States has been willing to devote annual sums in the tens of 
billions of dollars to achieve this goal. It has deployed soldiers and equipment in forward 

positions in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, headquartered the Navy's Fifth Fleet in Bahrain, and 
pre-positioned military equipment in Oman, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates. 

A long-term time perspective of energy supply and demand is particularly important. 

Worldwide demand for oil and natural gas will increase significantly during the next decade. 
Iran is currently the second largest exporter in OPEC and the fifth largest oil exporter 

internationally. If Iran is to continue to provide the same share of the world's oil that it is 

producing today, substantial foreign investment will be needed. Despite U.S. sanctions, U.S. 
Department of Energy projections assume Iran's oil production will satisfy 5 percent of 
world needs in 2005, even with worldwide demand projected to grow by 10 percent by that 

time.4 

4 Iran is estimated to have contributed 3.9 million barrels per day (mbd) of production toward 78.7 mbd of 
total world demand in 1999. The projections for 2005 are for 4 mbd of Iranian oil toward satisfying an 87.9 
mbd expected demand. See Table Dl, World Oil Production Capacity by Region and Country, Reference Case, 
1990-2020, in International Energy Outlook 2000 (Washington, D.C.: Energy Information Administration of the 
U.S. Department of Energy, March 2000). 
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Global demand for natural gas is expected to rise at an even more rapid rate than oil, so 
access to Iran's sizeable reserves - the second largest in the world - will also be important. 
Construction of the expensive infrastructure necessary to bring these reserves to market will 
be significantly delayed without substantial levels of foreign investment. 

If future worldwide energy supplies are inadequate to meet growing demand, the United 
States, its allies, and trading partners will be adversely affected. Because they would have to 
pay higher prices for the energy they import, it would seem prudent to encourage foreign 
investment in the Iranian energy sector so that Iran can reach its full capacity in meeting 
future increases in demand. The United States , however, has barred U.S. firms from 
participating in such projects, and through ILSA, is attempting to extend this prohibition to 
include investors from other countries. 

Economic Interests 

The United States has a major interest in promoting its own opportunities for trade and 
investment abroad. U.S. companies have been barred from economic activity in Iran, 
however, and in many instances foreign companies have taken their place. U.S. legislation 
designed to deter foreign companies from participating in the development of Iran' s energy 
resources is increasingly being ignored. Companies from France, Italy, Norway, and the 
United Kingdom are signing energy contracts with Iran, and they have been joined by 
companies from China, Japan, Malaysia, and South Korea. The U.S. sanctions have not 
succeeded in their objective of isolating Iran. Instead, U.S. companies have been isolated by 
being subjected to government restrictions that do not affect their competitors. This is a 
matter that affects more industries than just the energy sector. For example, Iran has 
embarked on a program of infrastructure development that can provide important export 
markets to key sectors of the U.S. economy, notably aircraft and telecommunications. 

111. Thinking Beyond the Stalemate 

The cu1Tent stalemate between the United States and Iran, while emotionally satisfying to 
many Americans, does not serve overall U.S. interests well. U.S. national interests include, 
but are not limited to, regional stability, energy security and moderation of the Iranian 
regime. The importance of Iran in the promotion of U.S. interests is especially apparent 
when a long-term perspective is taken and contingencies are considered. 

The New Context 

Both the domestic and international contexts that frame U.S.-Iranian relations have changed 
significantly over the last few years. Inside Iran, pressure is growing for reforms that will 
result in a more open and accountable government, although reformers face significant 
opposition. 
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The Domestic Situation 
Although there are formidable barriers to change, President Khatami has been persistent in 
his attempts to reform the Iranian system from within. His primary goals are to promote 
freedom of expression, ease social restrictions, and encourage the development of a civil 

society governed by the rule of law. He seeks to accomplish these goals through government 
programs and enactment of new legislation. In addition, Khatami ultimately wants to 
establish a system of public accountability for several key institutions that are now under the 
control of the Supreme Leader. These include the intelligence services, the IRGc, the 
judiciary, and the economically powerful religious foundations called bonyads. 

Thus far, Khatami has been able to register only limited success in his effo1ts to achieve 
reform through a process of presidential-parliamentary cooperation. Reform measures can 
be vetoed by the Council of Guardians. If the parliament and the Council of Guardians 
cannot resolve their differences over specific legislative proposals, the Expediency Council 
has the power to intervene. Thus, both the Council of Guardians and the Expediency 
Council - both of which are appointed bodies - can overrule the popularly elected 
parliament. In addition, Supreme Leader Khamenei has the power to prevent parliament 
from passing or even discussing legislation on certain matters. 

During the period since the dramatic victory of reform candidates in the February 2000 
parliamentary elections, there has been a severe political backlash mounted by conservative 
forces associated with the Supreme Leader. Virtually all of the reform newspapers have been 
closed, and many publishers and journalists have been jailed. Key figures associated with the 
reform movement, including several close associates of President Khatami, have also been 
arrested. Student leaders have been jailed, as were pa1ticipants in a conference in Berlin that 
was disrupted by anti-regime provocateurs. In April 2001, 60 members of an opposition 
party were also arrested. Many observers believe that the wave of arrests are part of a 
deliberate campaign of intimidation designed to weaken support for President Khatami in 
the June 2001 presidential elections. 

Nevertheless, many Iranians believe that Islamic tradition requires that popular will be taken 
into account when the Supreme Leader makes decisions. Khatami also takes the view that an 
Islamic republic is based on "the people's determination, will, presence and participation." 
Khatarni has reinforced this view by pointing out that "even during the era of the infallible 
ones ... the people exercised their supervisory role."' 

There are also practical constraints that may prevent the Supreme Leader from veering too 
far away from prevailing public sentiment. Although he has considerable coercive power at 
his disposal to keep the expression of public opinion in check, he has to take into account 
the possibility that his policies may provoke violent, widespread public reactions that would 
be difficult to control. 

Economic stresses in Iran compound the current political pressures for change. Even 
though oil prices are high and the government is paying down pait of its debt, the current 

5 Speech of June 3, 2000, on the anniversary of Ayatollah Khomeini's death. 
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power struggle occurs under conditions of increasing economic hardship for a large 
proportion of the Iranian population. Inflation and unemployment are high, and a 
perception exists that there is considerable co1TUption among the ruling clerical elite. The 
economy is structurally incapable of generating enough jobs to employ the ever-growing 
number of young people. It is estimated, for example, that the economy will have to 
generate 800,000 additional jobs per year to accommodate new entrants into the job market. 
This level is approximately 450,000 jobs beyond the economy's cunent job-creating capacity. 
Iran has been especially unsuccessful in generating employment for the growing number of 
university graduates. As Iran's press ruefully reports, one of the country's most significant 
exports is its highly trained physicians, engineers, and computer scientists. 

Over the longer term, if economic hardships intensify and channels of expression of popular 
political will are blocked, Iran could suffer a degree of internal instability that would 
endanger regional security. 

Foreign Affairs 
Iran's foreign policy has changed significantly under President Khatami, who has been 
successful in reducing Iran's isolation. He initiated efforts to improve relations with key 
neighbors in the Gulf and made state visits to France, Germany, Italy, France, Japan and 
Russia. He was also able to reestablish full diplomatic relations with the United Kingdom. 

The Europeans initially referred to their contacts with Iran as constituting a "critical 
dialogue" that they hoped would influence Iranian policies to move in a moderate direction. 
The United States which took an explicitly punitive approach to Iran, expressed skepticism 
about the efficacy of the European approach. Yet it is clear that the Iranians paid attention 
to the displeasure registered when the Europeans briefly withdrew their ambassadorial 
representation in 1998 in response to revelations of Iranian complicity in the 1992 
assassination of an Iranian political dissident residing in Germany. 

In 1998, the Europeans reformulated their approach toward Iran by launching a 
"comprehensive dialogue" that was supported by institutional arrangements: 

• the European Commission would hold troika' meetings with Iran every six months; 

• the Commission established separate working groups with Iran on energy, trade, and 
investment; and 

• the Commission and Iran would hold periodic meetings of experts on the issues of 
refugees and drng trafficking. 

There are explicit expectations underlying the comprehensive dialogue. The possibility of an 
eventual trade and cooperation agreement with Iran was made contingent on the 

G The troika consists of officials from the countries holding the current, immediate past, and future European 
Union presidencies. The presidency rotates alphabetically among its member countries every six months. 
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government's continuation of political reform and economic liberalization. Among the 

political issues to be addressed are human rights, including freedom of the media. and the 

treatment of women and minorities. Iran's regional and international policies are also to be 

discussed. Questions related to Iran·s security will be addressed, along with its role in the 

peace process and the international security concerns raised by the proliferation of weapons 

of mass destruction.' It remains to be seen whether these expectations will be realized. 

Lessons from Previous Approaches 

Analysis of U.S.-lranian relations over the years reveals what is not likely to work in future 

efforts to move beyond the current stalemate. In particular, despite whatever effect U.S. 

unilateral sanctions may have had initially. they are of dedining value in the absen(;e of 

multilateral support and are no longer effective in isolating Iran. They are also lo some 

extent counterproductive because they provide a rationale for the continued hostility toward 

the United States that is promoted by the hard-line opponents of reform. They also provide 

a ready excuse for Iran's economic problems and thereby delay the kind of economic 

reforms that would liberalize the ewnomy. Economic reform would also have the political 

benefit of weakening the power of the religious foundations and their ability to fund 

te1Torism abroad and political repression al home. 

The U.S. sanctions are the main obstacle preventing the United States from pursuing its 

wmplete range of interests with Iran. Tehran refuses to accept the U.S. invitation to engage 

in a government-to-government dialogue until they are removed. Such broad-based 

s~m(;lions, in Iran's view, are hostile in nature and not appropriate for an environment of 

improving relations. 

Given the (;UITent internal power struggle in Iran. an approach that insists on a specifk quid 
pro quo form of reciprocity is unlikely to be successful. The power struggle, the existence of 

U.S. sanctions, and the Supreme Leader's opposition to negotiations with the United States 

combine to make it unrealistic to expect near-term Iranian willingness to engage in an official 

government-to-government dialogue in which all issues of concern to each party would be 

placed on the table. It is even less likely that Iran and the United States could agree on a 

"road map" for the resolution of these issues. 

Even Tra(;k II, people-lo-people exchanges between Iranians and Ameri(;ans are nol likely to 

lead the way lo improved government-to-government relations anytime soon. Khamenei and 
many of his (;Onservalive supporters are fearful of an onslaught of "de(;adent;' Western 

cultural values and "subversive," Western political ideas, and they maintain that the reform 

movement is being manipulated by enemies of Iran's Islamic system. 

7 See "EU-Iran: Commission Sets Ou1 J>erspec1ives for Closer Relations," European Commission, 

D~:IP/01/176, rcbruary 7, 2001, http://europa.eu.int/rapid/starc/cgi/guesten.ksh. 
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A Changed Strategy 

Two principles should serve as the foundation of any new U.S. approach to Iran: 

• The United States should first take those steps that are in its national interest. These 
should be taken independently, and not be contingent on Iranian or any other nation's 
behavior. Even if Iran does not respond, the United States will have removed obstacles 
to the attainment of U.S. objectives. 

• The United States should also try to establish a relationship with Iran in which U.S. 
actions will be reciprocated by Iran so that the relationship can move forward on a 
mutually satisfactory basis. 

Independent Steps in the U.S. National Interest 
Some obstacles to the achievement of U.S. national interests have, in a sense, been self
inflicted, the primary example being the sanctions, which have not achieved their stated 
objective of altering Iranian behavior in areas of concern to the United States. Instead, they 
have worked at cross-purposes with U.S. economic and long-term energy interests. For these 
reasons alone the sanctions should be relaxed. As a practical matter, unraveling the complex 
sanctions provisions under the combination of executive orders, ILSA, foreign assistance and 
anti-terrotism legislation will take some time. 

Certainly in the immediate future, the prohibition on the impo1tation of Iranian oil should 
be removed. At the same time, the U.S. government should adopt a policy of approving 
license applications for swaps of Caspian and Iranian oil, and U.S. energy and other firms 
should be given permission to negotiate "executory" contracts' in Iran. 

The administration should discourage extension of ILSA following its expiration in August 
2001. If such an approach appears unlikely to succeed, alternative legislation should be 
sought that narrows the scope of the sanctions and provides the president with flexibility in 
their application. It is often assumed that ILSA does not affect U.S. companies when in fact, 
its prohibitions are directed to "entities" without regard to nationality. Therefore, even if the 
executive branch were to exercise its authority to lift the 1995/97 executive orders 
prohibiting U.S. trade and investment in Iran, a renewal of ILSA by Congress would continue 
to effectively block U.S. investment in the Iranian energy sector. If ILSA is not renewed but 
the executive orders remain in place, U.S. energy firms would be precluded from investing in 
Iran while their foreign competitors maintain the freedom to do so.9 The executive orders 
and ILSA are so connected that any new approach to sanctions should consider them as a 
package. 

s These are contracts that cannot be implemented until the sanctions on trade and investment in Iran are lifted. 
9 This is the de facto situation today. ILSA bas not been enforced. One waiver was granted in May 1998, but all 
other foreign contracts are being studied to determine whether ILSA sanctions must be implemented. The 
process of studying the contracts cannot continue indefinitely, especially if ILSA is extended for another five 
years, as its proponents intend it to be. 
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Finally, the Bush Administration should undertake to lift the current ban on trade and 
investment in Iran by conducting a well-coordinated educational effort highlighting the 
ineffectiveness of the sanctions and their negative effects on U.S. energy and commercial 
interests. Such an effort is crucial to building support in Congress and among the public for 
this change. As appropriate, the administration and Congress should aim to lift the 
remaining economic sanctions sooner rather than later. 

Steps to ward U.S. -Iranian Engagement 
Before pursuing reciprocal engagement with Iran, the United States should take the 
unilateral step of removing some of the outstanding irritants in the relationship. These steps 
are few in number and could be taken with minimal cost. Rescinding the current Justice 
Depaitment order to fingerprint and photograph all Iranian visitors to the United States is 
one such measure. Others include undoing cunent U.S. practices that serve to "demonize" 
Iran and prohibit a more reasoned and utilitarian approach to the outstanding problems 
between the two countries. 

• Coordinate with Europe, Japan and Others 
The United States should work more closely with European countries, Japan, and others to 
promote coordinated engagement with Iran. For example, coordination with the European 
Union would enable the United States to profit from groundwork that has already been laid. 
Ultimately, it may be possible for the United States and the Europeans to frame joint policy 
initiatives toward Iran that will be more effective than if undertaken independently. In 
addition, the Iranians would be more likely to accept a U.S. approach that is folded into that 
of the Europeans, because it would be less controversial at home. 

• Leadwith theCommercial Sector 
Once economic sanctions are removed, the United States will be able to draw upon the 
positive effects of commercial engagement with Iran. There is reason to believe that 
economic engagement can help prepare the way for political engagement. Contacts on a 
personal level are made possible and each side has an opportunity to learn about the cultural 
values of the other. Although economic relations are not free of potential misunderstandings 
and culturally imposed difficulties, in general they provide mutually beneficial rewards. Once 
these rewards become manifest, the positive attitudes they engender can likewise affect 

general attitudes toward the other nation. 

• De-Link Sets oflssue.r 
The United States, in developing a strategy to maxllllize its overall interests, should de-link 
interests that can be pursued directly (geopolitical, energy, and economic) from those parts 
of its seculity interests (WMD, teITorism) that can be more effectively pursued multilaterally. 
Eventually, better and increased engagement with Iran should also help with difficult 
security issues . 

• Timing 
A new U.S. strategy must take into account the full range of national interests at stake and 
the overall geopolitical environment to determine options that are both desirable and 
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feasible. Some will be more feasible in the short term, while others must wait for a more 
favorable political climate. The specific timing of any option, as well as the overall pace and 
scope of the efforts, must, of course, take Iran's behavior into account. Neve1theless, acting 
sooner rather than later will increase the United States' ability to influence positive trends 
and developments in Iran. 

A Plan of Action 

Several kinds of engagement are theoretically possible m U.S.-Iranian relations: 

• unofficial Track II dialogue; 

• contacts between U.S. and Iranian nongovernmental organizations; 

• commercial engagement; 

• early forms of diplomatic engagement; 

• unofficial parliamentary exchanges; 

• low-level government-to-government engagement; 

• military confidence building measures; 

• normal diplomatic relations; 

• full government-to-government relations; and 

• military cooperation. 

There is a natural sequence to some of these steps, but many of these "phases" can be 
pursued simultaneously. Taking steps along the path of a particular form of engagement 
should not be made contingent on the achievement of similar progress in the other areas, 
but reciprocity from Iran should be expected when engagement is taken as a whole. In some 
instances, moving ahead will be cost-free to the United States but in others the United States 
will need to amend existing legislation to gain some freedom of maneuver. 

PHASE ONE 

The United States should continue and reinforce existing forms of engagement with Iran. As 
things stand now, there have been a few instances of U.S. -Iranian cultural and sports 
exchanges, and an ongoing schedule of Track II contacts between scholars and former 
government officials. In addition, nongovernmental organizations dealing with specific 
issues (such as the environment) have established forums that include U.S. and Iranian 
participants. 
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Track II Dialogue. 
Approximately six meetings per year have brought U.S. scholars and former government 
officials into contact with their Iranian counterpa1ts. Similar kinds of contacts between U.S. 
and Soviet participants served a useful purpose for both sides during the cold war. A special 
advantage of Track II contacts is that the participants usually have close enough relations 
with their respective governments to enable them to explain the nuances of current 
government policies. Such people - especially former U.S. senior foreign policy officials -
can also convey new ideas to active policy makers. 

Contacts between Non-Governmental Organizations 
Iran has been receptive to interactions with U.S. and international NGOs, and Ncos in Iran 
have been growing in number partly as a result of President Khatami's emphasis on 
developing a civil society. Meanwhile, a U.S. policy change is underway to facilitate U.S. NGO 

activity in Iran. It is hoped that it will soon be possible for U.S. Noos to obtain a general 
license that would pe1mit them to enter into all of the necessary transactions for carrying out 
work in Iran." 

PHASE TWO 

Commercial Engagement 
Lifting economic sanctions would make it possible for U.S. companies to begin to obtain the 
benefits of commercial engagement with Iran. Such engagement can be facilitated by private 
U.S. organizations like the Chamber of Commerce and the Iranian-American T rade 
Association. Steps are already underway to hold meetings at which U.S. and Iranian 
businessmen can exchange information about their respective markets. 

There are hurdles, however, that have to be overcome. One of these is the need for Iranian 
businessmen to travel outside Iran to apply for a U.S. visa, return to Iran, wait for 30 days, 
and then return to the country of application to pick up the visa. Consequently, only Iranians 
who are financially well off and politically well connected can get such a visa. In addition, 
while the U.S . executive orders remain in place, Iranians cannot make the financial 

transactions required by the United States to pa1ticipate in trade shows, contract for legal 
services, and othe1wise participate in bilateral trade. 

Early Diplomatic Engagement 
One of the most impo1tant strands of U.S.-Iranian engagement involves diplomatic contact 
between the two countties. Here the need for reciprocity from Iran is necessary, but Tehran 
has yet to respond to U.S. diplomatic overtures. For example, Iran has not allowed U.S. 
representatives to visit the Swiss embassy in Tehran which represents U.S. interests in Iran in 
the absence of diplomatic relations, or been willing to allow the United States to station a 
staff of U.S. consular officers there so they could process Iranian visa applications in
country. If and when the United States lifts its economic sanctions and establishes a 

lO U.S. sanctions against U.S. financial transactions in Iran require separate applications for exemptions for each 
specific type of activity that would otherwise be prohibited. 
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commercial presence in Iran, it would be reasonable for the Department of State to want to 
station economic and commercial officers in Tehran. 

Unofficial Parliamentary Exchanges 
If the leadership in Iran acts on its seeming willingness to grant penmss10n for exchanges 
between various members of the U.S. Congress and their Majlis counterparts in Iran, the 
meetings would have both symbolic and practical value. Such meetings would illustrate the 
breaking down of barriers to communication - the "walls of mistrust" alluded to by 

President Khatami during his January 1998 CNN interview. Meetings between U.S. and 
Iranian parliamentarians could be expected to provide a corrective to mutually held negative 
stereotypes. Under ideal circumstances, meetings between members of Congress and 
members of the Majlis could result in a genuine exchange of views that clarify positions, 
reduce tensions, and serve as a bridge to an official government-to-government dialogue at 
some future date. 

Although the Iranians have agreed in principle to exchanges between U.S. and Iranian 
parliamentarians, they have been reluctant to follow through by setting specific dates and 
committing themselves to granting the necessary visas. Nevertheless, members of Congress 

should be encouraged to persevere in attempting to initiate a dialogue with their Iranian 
counterparts. 

PHASE THREE 

Given the distance that must be traveled before the normalization of diplomatic relations, an 
alternative approach to establishing government-to-government interaction may be in order. 
Although desirable, it is not necessary to have full diplomatic relations before government
to-government contacts can take place. What is being proposed here is a "bottom-up" 
approach that begins with discussion on less controversial issues. 

A strategy of disaggregating areas of potential government-to-government interaction with 
Iran would enable the United States to approach a political rapprochement gradually, while 
evaluating the extent of Iranian interest and reciprocity. Limited working-level contacts 
would be pursued first, with contacts at the ministerial level as the ultimate objective. 
Difficult issues would be postponed until a climate of trust has been established. 

Low-level Government-to-Government Engagement 
There are several areas in which Iran's government and society are facing pressing problems. 
Environmental and narcotics control issues are among them. Tehran suffers from some of 
the worst air pollution in the world, and the country faces problems of increased drug abuse 
among its own population and rising drug trafficking from producers in Afghanistan who 
use Iran as a transit route to lucrative drug markets in Europe. 

There are various non-controversial ways in which the U.S . government can help Iran 
address these problems. Noos are already at work on these issues and they can provide a 
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useful bridge to eventual working-level government-to-government programs. For example, 
Ncos can make their Iranian counterparts aware of U.S. government assistance programs. 

They can also hold meetings at which working-level U.S. government officials are among the 
participants. Non-controversial areas for cooperation should be chosen for initial 

government-to-government cooperation. 

Unfo1tunately, however, even modest programs cannot now be undertaken officially because 

of legislation that bars U.S. bilateral foreign assistance to countries - like Iran - that appear 
in the Deprutment of State's TetTOrism List. This legislation should be amended by "carving 
out" exceptions so that U.S. bilateral foreign assistance is permitted for programs that 

addressed issues concerning the environment, drug control, and public health. 

Official U.S. Export Assistance 
Lifting economic sanctions would make possible U.S. investment. This would solve only 
part of the problem, however. U.S. companies would still be at a disadvantage compared to 

their competitors, because other U.S. legislation bars Terrorism List countries from receiving 
export assistance from the Export-Import Bank, the Overseas Private Inves tment 

Corporation (0P1c). and the Department of Commerce Trade Development Administration 

(IDA). 

The United States might amend ex1stmg legislation so that the programs of the Export
Import Bank, its OPIC guarantees , and its TD A assistance can be used with government 
approval to support U.S. businesses seeking to invest in enterprises in Iran. 

Confidence-Building Military Cooperation 
Confidence-building measures can serve to reduce tensions and promote regional stability. 

For example, both the U.S. and Iranian navies interact regularly in the Persian Gulf. They 
provide notices-to-mariners (NOTAMs) about certain operational conditions, including naval 
exercises, and they have established common procedures for communications. The navies 

should be encouraged to pursue other means of cooperation, such as averting incidents at 
sea and jointly mounting search-and-rescue effo1ts. This list could be expanded to include 
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. 

PHASE FOUR 

Resolution of the Hague Tribunal Claims 
More than 20 years have passed since the United States and the Islamic Republic of Iran 

signed the Algiers Accords ending the 1979431 hostage crisis. At that time, Iran made a 
commitment to release all of the U.S. diplomats held as hostages and in return the United 
States agreed to release Iranian assets frozen in U.S. banks as a sanction against the hostage 
taking. The United States also committed not to intervene in Iranian internal affairs. In a 

carefully timed sequence, the hostages were released on the first day after the Reagan 
administration took office in January 1981 and the United States returned close to $9 billion 
in Iranian assets that had been frozen in U.S. banks and their foreign subsidiaries. 
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The Algiers Accords also provided for a claims tribunal to oversee binding third-party 

arbitration of both private and government-related claims involving the two countries. This 

process at The Hague moves very slowly in pa1t because complicated problems of fact and 

liability have to be resolved. The tribunal has, however, been successful in resolving 

essentially all of the 4,000 or more claims involving private claimants, and most of the 

smaller government-to-government claims. Several large claims are still being arbitrated. The 

largest outstanding monetary claims relate to purchases that Iran made under the U.S. 

Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program. In keeping with FMS procedures, Iran deposited money 

in a Department of Defense FMS fund, and disbursements were then made to the contractors 

supplying the equipment and services. The Iranian claims relating to the FMS programs are 

two-fold: 

• First, there is a claim relating to the FMS fund, itself. Iran alleges that at the time the FMS 

relationship was severed, it had deposited $11.3 billion in the fund but had received only 

$9.5 billion worth of military goods and services. Iran wants to be paid the balance of 

$1 .8 billion, with interest. The United States does not pay interest on FMS funds under 

normal circumstances. If the tribunal validates this claim and decides to award Iran 
interest, the sum owed would be approximately double, or $3.6 billion. 

• Second, Iran claims that it is owed $1.4 billion for undelivered FMS equipment for which 

payment had already been disbursed from its FMS fund. If the tribunal validates this 

claim and interest is awarded, the sum owed would amount to $2.8 billion. 11 

Based on these numbers, Iran believes that it is entitled to a possible FMS settlement m an 

amount that could be as much as $6.4 billion. In addition, it has claimed compensation for 

costs it had to bear during the process of shutting down the FMS program. A related issue 

arises from controversy over which of the two countries should pay the costs owed to U.S. 

contractors for contract cancellations. The United States used the Iranian FMS account to pay 

contract cancellation fees - and this is one of the reasons why the account now has a balance 

of only $400 million compared to the $ 1.8 billion that Iran believes the account should 

contain. The work necessary to resolve the FMS claims is daunting. There are seventy to 

eighty cases that involve sums exceeding $250,000. These cases involve approximately 1,200 

separate FMS contracts, only 130 of which have been briefed. 

The outstanding Hague Tribunal claims complicate U.S.-Iranian relations. The Iranians tend 

to use the issue as a vehicle for expressing their sense of "grievance." Iranian officials have 

repeatedly claimed that the United States has been willful and unfair in refusing to return 

billions of dollars of frozen assets. The charge is played for maximum effect on public 

opinion, and inflated dollar figures are used. Recent rhetoric has been toned down, but past 

Iranian statements claimed that the amount owed to Iran was in the neighborhood of $20 

billion. 

11 For a detailed description of the Iranian point of view, see the interview granted by Goodarz Eftekhar 
Jahromi, the Iranian representative to the Hague Tribunal, as quoted in Roozbeh Farahanipour, "Iran No 
Longer Possesses Deposits in American Ban.ks," Payame Azadi (M.orning Daify), January 16-1 7, 2000. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2449 



18 THINKING B EYOND THE STALEMATE 

In an attempt to respond to the Iranian sense of grievance and wipe the slate clean, former 
Secretary of State Albright, in her March 17, 2000 speech, proposed that the United States 
and Iran increase their effo1ts to conclude a "global settlement" of the outstanding legal 

claims. Such a settlement would require devising simplified legal mechanisms at The Hague, 

as well as a considerable degree of political will on the part of both countries. If a global 

settlement is not reached, many more years will pass before the remaining claims can be 
resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

Although the proposed global settlement was one of the key aspects of Albright' s approach 
to Iran, it is significant that the Clinton administration did not move beyond the rhetorical 
before it left office. In other words, U.S. representatives to the tribunal were not authorized 

to broach the subject with their Iranian counterparts. This policy should be changed and 
representatives to the Tribunal should be authorized to inform the franian negotiators of the 

United States ' willingness to pursue a rapid global settlement of the remaining claims. 

The U.S. government has already paid some individual tribunal awards. The money for these 

payments came from the Treasury's Judgment Fund." It is significant that the Judgment 
Fund is a permanent and indefinite appropriation. This means that Congress does not have to 
authorize disbursement of specific payments and the Judgment Fund does not have a "cap" 

that would require it to be replenis hed by congressional authorization upon being 
exhausted. 13 Any Hague Tribunal awards, including a potential global settlement, are payable 

from the Judgment Fund - no matter how large the size of the award - and any resolution 
of the remaining claims will require the expenditure of considerable amounts of money. For 

the most part, members of Congress and the public at-large are not aware of how much will 
have to be disbursed from the Treasury to settle the claims - even under conservatively 
drawn scenarios. As a matter of practical politics, it would be wise of the executive branch to 

consult closely with Congress in anticipation of the necessity of making a large payment to 
Iran at some future date. 

Complications from the''Victims of Terrorism ''Claims 
On April 24, 1996, Congress passed the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act. 

Section 221 amends the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act by depriving Terrorism List 
states of sovereign immunity in instances in which private U.S. plaintiffs seek to sue such 
states for damages. Section 221 was designed to permit U.S. citizens and the families of 

deceased citizens to sue Ten-orism List countries for: 

"personal injury or death that was caused by an act of torture, extrajudicial killing, 

aircraft sabotage, hostage taking, or the provision of materia !support or resources for such an act." 
(Italics added) 

12 This fund was established by the Automatic Payment of Judgments Act of 1956 and is codified at U.S.C. 
Section 1304 . 
l3 Instead, the claims paid from the Judgment Fund are charged against the entire U.S. budget. In other words, 
the total paid from the Judgment Fund in a given year is either subtracted from a budget surplus or added to a 

budget deficit. 
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The language of the legislation draws an explicit connection between the act in question and 
"the provision of material suppo1t or resources" for that act, but the evidentiary standards 
employed in subsequent court cases have not been strict. 

The legislation which removes Iran's sovereign immunity, was enacted the year before 
President Khatarni's election victory in May 1997 . The fu ll effect of stripping Iran of 
sovereign immunity was not felt until lawsuits were filed and decisions reached under the 
new dispensation. From 1998 to the present, U.S. courts have awarded both compensatory 
and punitive damages against Iran in several high-profile cases. 

Iran did not attempt to defend itself in these cases, because it does not recognize the 
jurisdiction of the U.S . courts in which the cases were tried. In the absence of an adversarial 
proceeding, "default" judgments were rendered and the size of the awards was especially 
generous. Five major cases were decided, 14 and the total of the awards reached was $208.4 

million in compensatory damages and more than $1. 1 billion in punitive damages. 

These awards complicate the ability of the U.S. government to fulfill its obligations in the 
Hague Tribunal process. Attorneys for plaintiffs Terry Anderson and the Flatow family were 
successful in obtaining judicially approved writs of attachment that enabled them to attach 
Iranian assets in the United States. The assets that they tried to attach included: 

• monetary awards to Iran from the United States that had already been mandated by the 
Hague Tribunal; and 

• money in Iran's FMS fund under the j urisdiction of the Hague Tribu nal pendi ng a 
decision on its ultimate disposition. 

The United States went to court and successfully quashed these writs by claiming that U.S. 
sovereign immunity protected money in the Treasury that had been earmarked for payment 
to Iran in compliance with the outstanding Hague Tribunal claims. 

When the plaintiffs confronted this roadblock, Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) and Sen. 
Connie Mack (R-FL) introduced the Justice for Victi ms of Terrorism Act, which, among 
other things, deprived the United States of sovereign immunity in cases in which Terrorism 
List countries were at issue. After considerable negotiation with the Clinton administration, a 
compromise was reached and codified in Section 2002 of the Victims of Trafficking and 
Violence Protection Act of 2000. 

14 The plaintiffs were the famtly of Alisa Aatow, who was killed by a bomb placed on an Israeli bus by the 
Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ); former U.S. hostages in Lebanon Joseph Cicippio, David Jacobsen, Frank Reed, 
and their families; former U.S. hostage and journalist in Lebanon Terry Anderson and his family; the families of 
Matthew Eisenfeld and Sara Rachel Duker, who were killed by a bomb placed on an Israeli bus by the 
Palestinian group HAMAS; and the family of Marine Lt. Col. William R. Higgins, who was kidnapped and killed 

in Lebanon by the Lebanese Hizbollah. 
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This legislation is significant because it goes a long way toward protecting the Hague 
Tribunal process from U.S. domestic litigation. There are, however, other aspects of the 
revised legislation that introduce complications down the road. For example, it authorizes 
the government to pay damages awarded to plaintiffs, but to do so it transfers the claims for 
compensatory damages from the plaintiffs to the U.S. government. This subrogation" of the 
claims is then used as a vehicle for requi1ing ce1tain actions by the U.S. government. In the 
case of Iran, it involves the following: 

• No funds shall be paid to Iran from property blocked under International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) or from Iran's FMS account until the subrogated claims 
have been dealt with by Iran to the satisfaction of the United States. 

• It is the sense of the Congress that the president should not normalize relations between 
the United States and Iran until the subrogated claims have been dealt with by Iran to 
the satisfaction of the United States. 

Iran has already registered its disagreement with this arrangement and, in theory, could file a 
complaint against the United States either with the Hague Ttibunal or at the International 
Court of Justice (ICJ). 

Additionally, the Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act seems to imply that 
Iran must admit to responsibility for the terrorist acts that gave rise to the judicial awards to 
the U.S. plaintiffs and, perhaps, pay compensation. Yet, Iran not only does not recognize the 
jmisdiction of U.S. courts in this matter, but it also argues that it is not complicit in violent 
acts undertaken by organizations to which it has contributed funds for general purposes. In a 
tit-for-tat gesture, Iran has now passed matching legislation that permits Iranians to sue the 
United States in Iranian courts for injuries sustained at the hands of the U.S.-supported 
government of the Shah of Iran. 

With an eye toward the future, Congress should examme the possibility of rescinding the 
1996 legislation that deprived Iran and other Terrorism List states of their sovereign 
immunity, which is in violation of widely recognized principles of international law. 
Meanwhile, in pursuing an expedited global settlement of the remaining Hague Tribunal 
claims, the United States should be fully aware of the difficulties that will have to be 
overcome because of the restrictions imposed by the victims of terrorism legislation. 

PHASE FIVE: THE DIFFICULT ISSUES 

One of the most difficult problems that the United States confronts in its current 
relationship with Iran results from Iran's effort to acquire nuclear weapons. Iran asse1ts that 
it is in full compliance with all of its Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) commitments 
and that it has no intention of pursuing a nuclear weapons program. 

15 Subrogation is the substitution of one creditor for another so that the new creditor succeeds to the forrner's 
rights. 
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Furthermore, Iran insists on exerc1srng its NPT right to obtain peaceful nuclear technology 
and claims that the United States is trying to deny it this right and is therefore in violation of 
Article IV of the NPT, which commits the Parties to the Treaty to 

undertake to facilitate . . . the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and 
scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy . . . and 
to [contribute] to the further development of the applications of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes, especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the 
Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the developing world. 

Iran bas legitimate national security concerns, given the nuclear weapons capabilities of 
nearby states and Iraq 's aggressive history and potential to move quickly to a nuclear 
weapons capability in a post-sanctions environment. There are two related ways of dealing 
with this problem: 

I. devise a means by which Iran can exercise its NPT entitlement to access to civilian 
nuclear power technology without raising weapons proliferation concerns; 

2. consider ways of helping Iran address its legitimate security concerns without 
recourse to nuclear weapons or other forms of WMD.16 

Curtailing the Proliferation Potential of Nuclear Power Technology 
Over the longer term, it may become possible to develop with Iran an adequate and effective 
new safeguards regime. If this were possible, the United States could then change its current 
policy of attempting to deny Iran access to light-water nuclear power reactors for generating 
electricity. Under such a regime, all potential suppliers of such technology would first 
negotiate agreements with Iran whereby Iran would agree to do the following: 

• sign and ratify the Model Safeguards Protocol17of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA); 

• commit itself to forego NPT-allowed civilian nuclear activities that raise weapons 
proliferation concerns; and 

• agree to an 1AEA inspection regime that would monitor and verify whether the joint 
commitments between Iran and the potential supplier are being met. 

If such a regime could be negotiated successfully, the United States would be in a position to 
withdraw its objections to the sale of French, German, or Russian nuclear power reactors to 
Iran and, with congressional approval, the United States would be able to sell Iran such 
reactors itself. 

16 The emphasis here is on nuclear weapons. Chemical and biological weapons are discussed in Volume II. Iran 
is party to the Chemical Weapons Convention (ewe) and the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention. It, 
however, is following procurement policies that give reason for concern. 
l7 Sometimes referred to as the Enhanced Safeguards Protocol. 
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Close to two dozen countries have already signed the IAEA Model Safeguards Protocol, 
which was devised after the discovery of Iraq's clandestine nuclear weapons program and 

contains measures designed to permit IAEA inspedion of undeclared nuclear sites as well as the 
declared sites that are already the subject of the basic IAEA inspection regime. 

In addition, the protocol contains language that enables the IAEA to conduct inspections in 
the subject country in order to investigate the accuracy of suspicions that have been brought 

to the allention of the IAEA by ~mother tAEA member stale. This means that, for example. if 
U.S. intelligence uncovers troublesome activity in Iran, it can ask the IAEA to investigate to 
ascertain whether the suspidons are well founded. Under the te1ms of both the basic tAEA 

agreement and the new protocol, if the IAEA discovers that an NPT adherent is engaged in 

nudear weapons adivity, it is obligated lo bring this fad to the allention of the UN Sewrity 
Council. Although the NPT does not have a sanctions provision, the Security Council has the 

ability lo impose sanctions under such circumstances. 

Iran is already in complete compliance with the Full Scope Safeguards program of the IAEA 

and Iran has left lhe door open to signing the Model Safeguards Protowl. lls leaders have 
said that Iran would not be the first country in the Middle East to do so, nor would it be the 
last. In informal wnversations in a Track II setting, Iranian participants have said that Iran 

would be willing to sign the protocol in exchange for being able to acquire civilian nuclear 

technology without U.S. interference. The extension of tAEA safeguards lo undedared 
nuclear facilities would provide a signifkant mechanism for preventing potential clandestine 
transfers of nuclear material from civilian to weapons-related purposes. 

Regardless of the protocols signed, the NPT allows certain peaceful applications of the 

nudear fuel cycle that particularly lend themselves to the eventual production of fissile 
material that could be used in nuclear weapons. These permitted but troublesome 

capabilities are facilities that permit: 

• uranium enrichment; 

• reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel; 

• heavy-water production of nuclear energy: and 

• independent fabrication of nuclear fuel. 

Thus. under cunent circumstances, if Iran (or any other nun-nuclear state adherent to the 

NPT) wants to purchase a reprocessing plant or engage in any of the above activities. it need 
merely notify the tAEA of the location of lhe nuclear material involved and the IAEA will 

have nu cause to fault either the recipient or the supplier country. 

Consequences of the Cumnt Approach. The U.S. approach to preventing Iran from gammg 

weapons-useful technology and materials through its civilian nuclear program has been to try 
to discourage Iran from acquiring all forms of nuclear reactors, including those permitted by 
the NPT. In the process, we have created temptations for Russia, while frustrating our allies. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2454 



U.S.-IRANlAN RELATIONS 23 

Moreover, the U.S. poli<.:y of denial with respect lo Iran indudes civilian light-water nudear 

power reactors even though Washington has promoted donation of the same to North 

Korea. 

In addition to prohibiting U.S. manufacturers from selling Iran light-water nuclear power 

reactors, the United States has been successful in persuading france and Germany to agree 
to a similar prohibition." This has left Iran wmpletely dependent on Russia as its sole 

supplier and the United States is pressuring Mosww to cease providing Iran with civilian 
reactors after the two at Bushehr have been completed. Russia has thus far been adamant in 

refusing to comply, and the combination of Russian recakitrance and U.S. pressure has 
served to strain U.S.-Russian relations. 

The current U.S. prohibition on the sale of light-water reactors to Iran has weapons 
proliferation implications in and of itself. The construction of the Russian plants brings 

Iranian authorities into contact with Russian nuclear scientists, some of whom have nuclear 

weapons expertise. Many of the latter are now unemployed because the Russian nudear 
weapons program has been cu11ailed. The possibility that Russian nuclear scientists might 

have pecuniary motives that would cause them to participate in clandestine nuclear weapons 
programs in other countries has been a cause for concern among U.S. policy makers. 

The other problem arising from Russian-Iranian cooperation in civilian nudear applications 

is that Russia wishes to maximize its ability to earn money from its nuclear expertise. In 
doing so, Russia may be willing lo provide Iran with some of the civilian applications of 

nudear technology that are allowed by the NPT, but have weapons proliferation potential. 
This would help Iran fulfill its desire for an entire nuclear fuel cycle. This is a right to which 
Iran is entitled under the terms of the NPT, but it involves acquiring heavy-water nudear 
reactors, reprocessing fa<.:ililies, uranium enrichment faci Ii ties, and an independent fuel 

fabrication capability - in other words, the four troublesome capabilities described above. 

Russia is believed to be predisposed toward providing some of these capabilities, and private 
discussions between Russia and Iran are thought to be already underway. 

A New Approach. Assuming progress in bilateral relations, other initiatives could be pursued 

in phase five. U.S. weapons proliferation concerns would be eased if Iran were able to buy 
light-water nuclear reactors from French, German, and U.S. firms instead of from the 
Russians. It would dilute Iran's strategic dependence on Russia from which Iran also receives 
most of its conventional weaponry. Most important, if Iran were to interact with U.S., 

French, and German companies capable of selling light-water reactors. it would not be in 

contact with nuclear scientists who could be tempted into assisting a clandestine nudear 
weapons program. 

l8 The German company Siemens had heen in the process of eonslructing the Rushehr reactor bm ceased work 
during the Iran-Iraq War. When approached by Iran to complete the project. it refused to do so because the 

United States had already made ils policy of denial clear 10 lhc German governmcnl. Consequenlly, Iran 1urncd 

to Russia instead. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2455 



24 THINKING BEYOND THE STALEMATE 

If it is decided to change current policy, the first order of business would be for the United 
States to make dear that it will no longer oppose the sale of civilian nuclear power reactors 
to Iran if - and only if - the sales take place under the terms of an TAEA-monitored 

agreement whereby Iran: 

• signs and ratifies the Model Safeguards Protocol of the 1AEA; and 

• agrees to forgo independent uranium enrichment, reprocessing, heavy-water nuclear 

reactors, and independent fuel fabrication capabilities. 

The United States already has a legislatively mandated vehicle for negotiating such an 
agreement and it can invite other countries to do the same."' 

If the United States decides to revise its policy to include the sale of U.S. made n~clear 
power reactors to Iran under an expanded safeguards regime, congressional approval will be 

required. The government-to-government agreements20 that must be negotiated prior to the 
sale of U.S. nuclear technology to foreign countries come into effect only if Congress has 

not registered its disapproval in a joint resolution. which must take place within 90 days of 
the date of submission. These Agreements for Nuclear Cooperation are sent to Congress 
along with a Nuclear Nonproliferation Assessment pertaining to the recipient country. The 

assessment is prepared by the Department of State in conjunction with the Central 
Intelligence Agency and contains a classified annex. 

Presumably, any Nuclear Nonproliferation Assessment concerning Iran would include 

information on its clandestine procurement attempts. Congress would then have to weigh 
the non-proliferation progress represented by Iran· s monitorable adherence to the 
proscriptions contained in the Agreement for Nuclear Cooperation and the seriousness of its 

clandestine procurement practices. A substantive case could be made that the former 
outweighs the latter, particularly because any procurements convened into a weapons-related 

form would presumably be discovered by the joint IAEA-United States inspection and 
monitoring process. 

Addressing Iran's National Security Concerns 
The ability of the United States to influence another country's national security decisions 

such as whether to pursue a nuclear weapons or general WMD capability, is limited. at best 
(although it did have some influence with Japan, South Korea. and Taiwan). It may well be 

:9 The U.S. N'uclear Regulalory Commission (NRC) regulates the expon of parls, fuel. and major componenls 

of nuclear power reacrors. If U.S. firms wanl to exporl civilian nuclear power planrs 10 Iran. lhey would first 
have lo receive NRC approval. The export of L:.S. civilian nuclear power reaclors is approved only if Section 
I 23 of the U.S. Atomic Energy /\ct of I 954 is fulfilled. This secrion of the /\ct stipulates that pans, fuel. and 

major components of nuclear power reactors can be directly exporled from 1he United States only if an 

Agreement for Nuclear Cooperation is already m for<:t: between the Unitt:d States and the recipient country. 
/\greements for Nuclear Coopernlion have had provisions lhat enahle the United States and the IAEA lo inspect 

the recipit:nt country lo see whether stipulations made in the agreement a:re being carried out. 
20 Such an agreement can be negotiated in the absence of diplomatic relarions. ahhough lhis is clearly 1101 the 

preferable situation. 
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that Iran will not back away from pursuing a nuclear weapons capability or positioning itself 

to move quickly toward such a capability in the face a severe international threat. If this is 

the case, U.S. sanctions or other measures are unlikely to persuade Iran to change course, 

and the United States will have to continue to try to manage the issue through effmts to 

deny access and, ultimately, through efforts to address Iran's legitimate national security 

concerns. 

There may be important differences among Iranian leaders on the issue of nuclear weapons. 

Ayatollah Khomeini ruled out the option of pursuing them, even while Iran was keenly 

aware of its vulnerability to conventional missile and chemical weapons attacks during the 

Iran-Iraq War. Ayatollah Khomeini argued that because nuclear weapons are by their very 

nature indiscriminate in the casualties they inflict, killing civilians and combatants alike, their 

use is counter to the teachings of Islam. This argument still has power. In addition, many 
Iranian decision makers want very much to retain Iran's international respectability. This is, 

in paI1, Iran's rationale for signing major arms control treaties and for cooperating fully with 

the rAEA inspection regime. These factors have to be weighed against the national security 

argument that Iran needs to have nuclear weapons in order to deter the use of such weapons 

against Iran by other nuclear states in the region. 

Iran's nuclear weapons program is probably in an early stage, so there is likely still time for 

Iran to quietly and deliberately consider the costs, risks, and benefits of pursuing a nuclear 

weapons capability. Similarly, there is also time for the United States and the international 

community to consult with Iran about its national security concerns and to address as many 

of these as possible with conventional defense alternatives. Iran's primary security concerns 

will be driven by Iraq for the foreseeable future, and there are some things that the United 

States can do to assuage them. 

First, the United States should continue to closely monitor Iraq's military developments. 

These efforts will probably be intensified if and when the UN sanctions against Iraq are 

lifted. Significant Iraqi movement toward an operational nuclear weapons capability will be 

impossible to hide from view. Just as the United States proved itself willing to share sensitive 

intelligence data with Iraq during the Iran-Iraq War, the United States could share 

intelligence data about Iraq with Iran. 

The United States could also assure Iran that a nuclear weapons capability under the control 

of Saddam Hussein will not be tolerated. There has not as yet been an official U.S. policy 

statement on this subject. During the 2000 presidential campaign, however, future vice 

president Dick Cheney stated: 

[I)f, in fact, Saddam Hussein were taking steps to try to rebuild nuclear capability or 
weapons of mass destruction, we'd have to give very serious consideration to military 

action to stop that activity. I don't think you can afford to have a man like Saddam 

Hussein with nuclear weapons, say. in the Middle East.21 

2! Transcripl of the vice presidenlial d~haie h~1ween Cheney and S~nalor Joseph Li~herman (D-CT), Ci'::>!, 

Octob.:r 5, 2000. 
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IV. Expectations of Iranian Responses 

How far and how fast the United States moves should depend on responses from Iran. 
While U.S. effo11s should not be inflexibly tied to a specific quid pro quo, the United States 
ultimately must realize clear benefits from engagement in the short and longer term. The 
United States also should anticipate hostile responses by some Iranians opposed to 
improved relations. These will be mainly directed at the proponents of closer tics, but also 
may be launched against U.S. businesses and other interests. 

The Department of State should initiate a review of U.S.-Iranian relations. It should prepare 
a balanced report, with contributions, as appropriate, from other government agencies. The 
report should address the full scope of U.S. interests, highlight progress as well as problem 
areas. and recommend additional actions needed to maximize U.S. interests. A report like 
this should then be issued on an annual basis as long as necessary. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2458 



ANNEX 

Comments by Working Group Members 

Hooshang Amirahmadi 

While the report is reasonably balanced, Iran should be given more credit for a few of its 
rather significant initiatives. The report either silently dismisses many of these actions or 
portrays them as responses to gestures made by the United States. It is important that the 
United States acknowledge initiatives, such as those listed below, to encourage and 
embolden Iranian effo1ts to reconcile differences with the United States. 

• President Khatarni's interview with CNN (certainly not a reaction to any U.S. move); 

• Iran's assistance in securing the release of western hostages held in Lebanon; 

• Iran's neutrality during the U.S.-led war against Iraq (this must be seen as a pro-U.S. 
stand) ; 

• Iran's offer of a $1 million contract to Conoco, Inc; 

• Iran's people-to-people exchange initiative introduced in President Khatami's CNN 

interview; 

• Iran's "dialogue among civilizations" initiative, a step which has contributed, albeit 
slightly, to a lessening of tensions; and 

• Speaker Karrubi's meeting with several members of Congress and major Jewish leaders 
in New York City in summer of 2000. 

Jahangir Amuzegar 

The report's main premises are basically sound, and its principal recommendations seem 
defensible. Yet, an effective application of these recommendations requires due attention be 
paid to several specific points: 

• While U.S. unilateral sanctions might have had no "discernable" effect on the Islamic 
regime's overall behavior, or its attitude toward the United States, they have undeniably 
hmt the Iranian economy - as frequently admitted by Iranian officials. 

• While Iran has found access to "alternative investments and supplies," the latter have 
been acquired at higher costs, or in inferior quality - as evidence by Tehran's repeated 
requests for their removal. 
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• U.S. approaches in the past to "engage" Iran have not only failed to produce concrete 

results, but instead emboldened the clerical regime to raise the ante. Each concession by 
Washington has spawned a new demand from Tehran. There is no reason to believe that 

this successful policy ploy will be abandoned by the ruling clergy. 

• For these reasons, even if the right policy of reciprocal response were judged too restnct1ve 

or inadvisable at this time, any new unilateral relaxation of sanctions should at least be 
limited to some narrow and well-defined areas where (a) U.S. national, geopolitical or 

economic interests are clearly involved; and (b) there are distinct benefits to the people, as 

distinct from the government, of Iran. 

Robert Copa ken 

Although I concur with the report overall, there is an omission m the report that I find 
regrettable. Although I understand that when the issues to be addressed by the working 

group were originally formulated back in 1998, the issue of our national interest in the 
protection of the human rights of religious minorities in Iran had much less prominence 

than it has assumed more recently, I am nevertheless troubled by the complete omission of 
this issue from the body of the report. The poor treatment of Bahai, Jews and women in 

Iran is deplorable and merits a mention, especially in light of the recent State Department 
report on religious persecution of these minorities in Iran and elsewhere. The espionage 
show trial and conviction of the Jews in Iran, despite urgent appeals by both Russia and the 

United States, ought to have made this issue at least as important in our list of priority 
interests as our commercial engagement with Iran. 

KennethKatzman 

I sign on to the general themes of the paper in favor of greater engagement with Iran and 

the need for eventual normalization of relations, while taking note that the report mentions 
continuing U.S. concerns about Iran's strategic weapons programs and support for certain 
Middle Eastern groups that employ violence. However, as an analyst of the Congressional 

Research Service, the non-partisan analytic arm of the U.S. Congress, I take no position on 
whether or not the Administration and the U.S . Congress should, at this time, terminate 

specific U.S. economic sanctions currently in place for Iran, or undertake, renew, amend, or 
rescind any other specific Executive measures or legislation relating to Iran. 

Geoffrey Kemp 

The report is well argued, well researched, and well written. It contributes significantly to a 

b e tter u nde rstand ing of th e compl exit ies of U .S . -I ran re l ations . M a ny of the 
recommendations are timely and sensible and deserve support. My concern is that the report 
fails to fully address the most immediate political issues that bedevil the relationship. 

First, the relationship has seriously deteriorated over the past six months due primarily to 
Iran's increased and public support for terrorism against Israel. This has included hosting a 
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conference in Tehran in April 2001 on the Intifada that was accompanied by inflammatory 
speeches against Israel and the U.S. by the Supreme Leader and the President. As a result of 
this development there has been a distinct hardening of opinion concerning Iran in the new 
administration and U.S. Congress. This has resulted in proposals to continue, in some form 
or another, I UA-type legislation. If it is determined that Iran is directly supporting an 
escalation of violence against Israel, including confrontation along the Lebanese border, the 
situation could get much worse. In addition, continued Russian support for Iran's missile 
program remains a prime item on the U.S. agenda and is not addressed in the summary or 
part one of the report. 

The report does not say how it would advise the Bush administration to manage these 
stumbling blocks. These questions should be addressed by the co-chairmen when the repott 
is made public. 

Habib Ladjevardi 

I joined the working group on U.S.-Iranian relations because, as someone born in Iran and 
raised in the United States, I have a deep affection for both countries. Above all, my 
objective in the group discussions has been to help the architects of the proposals foresee 
the impact of their recommendations on the lives and views of ordinary Iranians. With this 
in mind, I fmd the proposal to remove economic sanctions against Iran to be misadvised 
because its timing coincides with the most virulent attacks of recent years by the 
conservative forces against the reform movement in Iran. The past year in particular has 
witnessed the imprisonment of many of the reform leaders, the closing of all independent 
newspapers, and further curtailment of the role of the legislature. Lifting the embargo at 
such a time will not only embolden the anti-reform forces, it will send the Iranian people a 
message that the Untied States is indifferent to their struggle for the establishment of a 
representative government and that its only interest is the pursuit of commercial interests. 

On the other hand, I fully support the proposal to rescind the requirement to fingerprint and 
photograph all Iranian visitors to the United States. Most of these visitors are relatives or 
friends of U.S. residents or citizens; many are prominent scientists, scholars, athletes or 
creative artists. By putting them through such indignities, the program turns friends of the 
Untied States into detractors. Moreover, these visitors, who have already suffered in their 
country, are abused again by representatives of a people they have considered to be their 
friends. 

Bruce Laingen 

I agree with this paper and the thrust of the recommendations. However, I record my regret 
that the very first line of the paper's "Key Judgments" reads ''The cunent stalemate, while 
emotionalfy satisfying to many Americans, does not serve overall U.S. interests well." It does not. 
But this is not the place for a qualifier of the kind stated. If that kind of qualifier is to be 
included, it should be elsewhere in the paper, including some analysis of how this judgment 
was reached. That analysis is not now evident in the paper. 
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Presumably the reference is to instances of Iranian te1TOrism, including the hostage c1isis. 
But who are the "many Americans"? What is their number today, and their influence, twenty 
years since the hostage crisis ended? On what basis can the paper make the assertion that the 
feeling is so consequential today? 

I believe it cannot. Indeed I believe that the vast bulk of the American people have put the 
hostage crisis behind them, no longer give any se1ious thought to it, and are ready to get on 
with a more normal relationship. I assume that the reference to these "many Americans" has 
to do with some in the media, the few members of Congress who give much thought to 
Iran, and a small, if influential, number of Hill lobbyists. But the paper should not leave the 
reader to conclude, which I think it does with the forecited clause, that a large number of 
Americans want to see the stalemate continue. 

Suzanne Maloney 

I concur with the underlying principles of the Atlantic Council repo1t: that the United States 
should ground Iran policy on a comprehensive assessment of our national interests; and that 
despite Iran' s domestic power struggle, these interests justify limited U.S. initiatives to 
engage with Tehran. 

However, I differ in two areas. First, the analysis perpetuates a long-standing misjudgment 
about the relevance of Iran's domestic political cleavages for U.S. policy. The convenient 
dichotomy between 'good' reformers and 'bad' conservatives is misleading; both camps 
contain pragmatists and radicals on international issues. Moreover, these assumptions would 
continue to anchor U.S. policy in the murky waters of Iran's internal affairs. We should 
simply accept that for now, despite its contradictions and contestations, the Islamic Republic 
is here to stay, and we must deal with the regime as broadly construed. 

Secondly, the recommendations adopt a precariously sanguine approach on two primary U.S. 
concerns: ten-orism and WMD. On the former, political constraints and international norms 
suggest that commercial engagement should be pursued through limited mechanisms that 
condition increasing U.S. trade and investment on Tehran's disengagement from violent 
opposition to the peace process. And with regard to Iran's emerging nuclear capability, this 
issues is too urgent - for both parties - to defer until some hypothetical 'Phase Five.' The 
depth of our differences and the dilemmas of our history imply that the United States and 
Iran must tackle the tough issues early on, and mere diplomatic engagement in these areas 
may be the most ambitious objective for the near term. 

George Perkovich 

Iran's effort to develop a suite of ballistic missiles constitutes a proliferation threat that must 
be addressed in addition to the problem of nuclear weapon acquisition discussed in this 
repo1t. Iran's legitimate security interests in deterring and counteracting Iraq's cuITent and 
potential missile capabilities should be recognized. However, the range of ballistic missiles 
required to address Iran's legitimate regional defense requirements should be delimited. 
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Efforts should concentrate on stopping the acqu1S1t10n and/or deployment of longer-range 
missiles that could threaten Israel and, eventually the U.S. homeland. Distinctions should be 
made between systems arguably necessary to deal with security concerns emanating from 
Iraq and those that would threaten more distant states. The phased diplomatic engagement 
of Iran recommended in this report should include dialogue that seeks limitations on Iran's 

ballistic missile acquisition program. Such limitations - with provision for monitoring and 
ve1ification - should be sought in conjunction with the recommended negotiations to allow 
international cooperation in Iran's energy sector, including nuclear power reactors. The goal 
should be to proscribe Iranian acquisition of weapon-sensitive nuclear technologies - e.g., 
capabilities for uranium enrichment, spent fuel reprocessing, heavy-water production, and 
fuel fabrication - and longer-range ballistic missiles. 

Brent Scowcroft 

Regarding the sections of the paper that deal with the energy interests of the United States 
and the Caspian region, I believe that the Baku-Ceyhan oil pipeline should be a top prio1ity 
for the United States. Turkey is a key ally of the United States, one who suffers substantial 
economic losses as a result of the sanctions against Iraq. The benefits to Turkey - and to 
diversification of oil sources and routes - are a principal goal for oil delivery from the 
Caspian basin. 

Paul Sullivan 

Given the fluid nature of Iranian politics at this time, and its expected fluidity in the near to 
medium term, it is probably best to take a stance of cautious optimism. Any moves toward 
rapprochement should be carefully weighed. Even within these caveats, it could be to the 
benefit of both countries to become more engaged in discussion, trade, cultural dialogue and 
some diplomatic exchanges. It is often the case that misunderstandings through a lack of 
communication lead countries down the wrong paths in their quests for national security and 
prospeiity. Iran is a pivotal country in the region. It could be unwise, and could be to our 
long-term detriment, to shun the country, and to keep alternative voices from Iran unheard 
for much longer. Communication with Iran is also all the more important as most of the rest 
of the world has already opened their doors to Iran. Unilateral sanctions and unilateral cold 
diplomacy do not work, and, likely, will not work. 

It will likely be in the national and economic secuiity interests of the United States to begin a 
cautious opening of its doors. If, however, the politics of Iran turn against our interests in a 
significant and threatening manner, then the doors should be closed until another day. 

AminTarzi 

While agreeing with the basic premise of the working group findings - that the current 
stalemate between the United States and Iran is not beneficial to either country or for 
regional security and global energy politics, and that a change in the behavior of both 
countries is necessary - I do not believe that the cmrent state of affairs between Washington 
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32 Tu!NKING BEYOND TIIE STALEMATE 

and Tehran is "emotionally satisfying to many Americans," as the report states. T he 
problem, as I see it, is that most people are not fully aware of the complexities of the 
situation and tend to look at the U.S.-Iranian relationship from a specific perspective. This 
stated, I wish to add my name to the list of Working Group members, noting the following 
points. 

The policy paper views overall U.S. -Iranian relations from the U.S. energy sector's 
perspective, discounting or overlooking important security issues, such as Iran's pursuit to 
acquire WMD and long-range ballistic missiles, which requires attention and inclusion in any 
official dialogue between the two countries. As such, Iran's legitimate defense requirements 
should be discussed with Washington directly. Moreover, to say that Iran's desire to acquire 
WMD and missiles is a product of a specific organization, such as the IRGC, and not the 
government at large, does not solve the issue. 

Finally, I do not agree that the "core security issue" dividing the United States and Iran is the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Rather, Iran's belligerent statements against the United States -
such as messages carried on its missiles that call for trampling the United States - as well as 
Iran's refusal to hold government-to-govern ment dialogue with the United States and 
repeated calls for the destruction of Israel, are core security issues. 
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December 21, 2001 12:58 PM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Paul W olfowitz 
Jim Roche 
Pete Aldridge 

Donald Rumsf eld DU\ 

SUBJECT: Boeing 767 

Attached is a note I got from Newt Gingrich. What is happening? He is a pretty 

smart fellow. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
12/18/0 l Gingrich e-mail toSecDef 

DHR:dh 
122101-26 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by ________ _ 
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l(b )(6) lc,v, OSD 

From: Thirdwave2@aol.com 

Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 7:57 

To: !(b)(6) l@osd.pentagon.mil 

cc: Torie.Clarke@osd.mil 

Subject: vetoing the Boeing-767 power grab 

could you give this to the Secretary, Paul, Ed and Larry, thanks newt 

Vetoing the Boeing 767 power grab 

Page I of I 

SECOEf HAS SEEN 
DEC! 1 2001 

From the outside the Boeing 767 gimmick looks like a joint Air Force-Senate power grab. My impression is that 
the Air Force did not have your approval to push this rube goldberg contraption. The Senate clearly is trying to 
ram it down your throat on their terms with a ten year gimmick that is totally to Boeing's advantage and to the 
disadvantage of the taxpayer and of our men and women in uniform. 

If you decide you need more tanker capacity you should first explore airlines in financial difficulty and see if you 
could not buy a bunch cheap. Second, you might go to Boeing to have a longer term lease purchase or purchase. 
I know of no planning which suggests that you will need fewer tankers in ten years and ought to retrofit the planes 
and turn them back to Boeing. 

You ought to get the President to issue a veto threat that is quite simple. If the Congress wants to give you the 
authorization to buy tankers you deem necessary on terms you deem best for the taxpayer and the men and 
women in uniform you would be glad to accept it as a possible but not required use of money. If the Congress 
wants to micromanage your authority and dictate the terms and conditions you will insist on a veto and go to the 
country over who should run the Pentagon and why pork barrel masquerading as defense is indefensible and 
despicable. As you know McCain and Gramm are already hot on this and they represent the public's mood. 

Properly framed this is a 90-10 issue which will help teach the Air Force and other services not to try to end run 
you and will teach the Congress that they have to negotiate with you and cannot run over you. 

Welcome back. 
Newt 
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November 15, 2001 11:30 AM 

TO: Larry Di Rita 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld {'J\ 
SUBJECT: Collins' Title 

Should we change Joe Collins' title with "peacekeeping" in it to some nice, 

broader phrase? 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
lllSOl-16 

--==) St,~ .p,\.-di(. Vi 

Le-{ lj io 
4-L~J 
l 1/\.(v----~~k { / . ~ i 1, /,3 {o l. 

:Ckc.S? 
I 
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December 28, 2001 11:27 AM 

TO: Doug Feith 

CC: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: · Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Madrassa Schools 

What are we going to do about these madrassa schools that are polluting young 

. ds? mm . 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
122801-7 

* ........................................................................ 

Please respond by ________ _ 

Soc_ 1 c 0,e.oe-,V 
Cc~ 154 

/ /., 
'. 

-· 

-
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December 19, 2001 2:10 PM 

TO: J.D. Crouch 

cc: V ADM Giambastiani 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld i")i\ 

SUBJECT: Meeting re: Biological Programs 

] used these cards in my conversation with the French MoD Richard. 

He suggested we set a meeting that would include Gennany. France, Sweden and 

the U.S. to talk about biological programs: which he believes were still active two 

years ago. 

Would you please follow up on that for me? 

Thanks. 

Allach 
Note cards 

DHR dh 
121901 ·3 
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l(b )(6) 

TO: . 

FROM: 

Larry Di Rita 

Donald Rumsfeld ~ 

SUBJECT: Idea 

December 3, 2001 1 0 : 1 OAM 

This fellow stopped me at the football game, He says he knows a way the 

Pentagon can save $100 million. Why don ' t you have somebody call him and see 

what he has? 

I have no idea if he is a nut or not, but he said he worked at the Pentagon for years. 

Thanks. 

Attach. l(b}(6) 
Business card for ._ ____ __, 

DHR:dh 
120301-22 

Please respond by---------

(b )(6) 
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Hon. Donald H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Del't:nse 
Room 3ES80, The Penlagon 

W J!.!I 1 0 F:l 2: I 5 

:ash:;:;;;~ 
ar~~;as a honor to meet you yesterday at the Cowboy/Red&m game. I hope I did 

nol impose on you as you and Mrs. Rumsfeld were leaving. However, I had jusl a quick moment 
•a ow· ao •a 1•011 rhe information to save you millions of dollars. My partner, Major General 

!(b)(6) t USA rel) and I have tried lo bring to the atten!ion of personnel in the Pentagon 
a Defensc·Logistic Agency program lhal was slarted in the United Slates Marine Corp and 
reduced their over all cost 50 percent and inventories by 55 percent. The Corp wa~ so impressed 
with the resulls; lhey had an independent audit agency (KPMG) verify the finding, which lhey 
did. We have tried lo educate olher DOD activities to these programs only to be told we are not 
interes1ed in changing the way we do business. That is not the correc1 answer especially when the 
taxpayer is footing the bill and you need every dime 10 rebuild programs and maintain the force 
slru<.:lure. I am trying lo follow the "Rumsfeld Rules" and identify the "Not invented here" 
syndrome and "treat each federal dollar as if it wa<; hard earned; it wac;-by the taxpayer". 

My partner and I are not trying 10 sell the Departmem of Defense (000) ~ything but 
ju~t want to bring to the anemion of your people, programs that can save you millions, possibly 
hundreds of millions of dollars, which can be applied tooth · · artment. If 
your people cannot reach me, please have then call General (b)(6) I wa.~ in 
the National Broadcast booth next to Dan Snyder's suite doing e game an must say you and 
your lovely wife looked like you were newly weds. You radiate when you look at each other and 
that is so refreshing. As the Secretary of Defense, you are doing a superb job under very difficult 
circumstances and 'all Americans are proud of you. My forty years ol' federal service in the Air 
Force and as a civil servant were the happiest times of my life. Once again, it was a real pleasure 
meeting you ... 

(b )(6) 

•. U01067,i,/O~ 

11-L-0559/0SD/24 73 



,, -. 

/ I 
:; 

' } : _.,, 
,/ .· 

'--4:".'.> 

/j 

~ ,._5~ .,(.·c~-&. cw 

. I 
--·--/.. .. if 

;' I'' .:--j 

l ( (r:/e 

-

I/ )dlVi.-s-. 
11-L-0559toio}.4J2/c.... U O 111 L'. IO 2 



. -
-., I snowflake 

January 17, 2001 

TO: ~ Powell 
Condi Ric.:e 

Donald Rumsfeld 
Suite 405 

400 North Michigan A venue 
Chicago, IL 606 11 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel1 f--
Attached is the note I mentioned at breakfast about my phone call with 
Netanyahu. 

Attachment 
DAA,sp 
011701.3 
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.... .. 

' 
January 9, 2001 

T returned Netanyahu's phone call. He said he is not going to run, that Sharon is. 
He decided he would have to make too many deals, and he really could not 
govern that way. Sharon is willing to make the deals. 

Bibi said someone is going to have to stop Arafat from causing the troubles he is 
causing, Bibi feels that the kinds of challenges Israel faces are not the kind that 
can be negotiated successfully with the kind of Knesset that exists. He says he 
will be there next time. 

At the present time his assessment is that it is Sharon's election to lose, Barak 
cannot win. The likelihood is that when they call the election, Barak will step out, 
although he can't be forced out, and Peres would come in. If Peres does, it would 
be a tossup between Sharon and Peres. Bibi at the present time is ten points ahead 
of Peres. 

He went on to say that he feels that everyone underestimates the president-elect of 
the U.S. He thinks he is "people savvy" and "impressive in his judgments and 
decisiveness." 

DR/nsp 
011701.4 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 5, 2001 6:38 PM 

TO: The Honorable Condoleeza Rice 
Mr. Mitch Daniel 
Mr. Paul O'Neill 
Mr. Sean O'Keefe 
Mr. Andrew Card 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld V fl 
SUBJECT: Budget 

Attached are the remarks made by President Bush and Vice President Dick 
Cheney at a veteran's event in Washington, DC, in connection with Inaugural 
Weekend on January 19th. 

1 send them along with the thought that it might be helpful for you to read them 
against the backdrop of the budget issue. Regards. 

Attachment 

DR:dh 
020501-26 

U0234~ /01 
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President George W. Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney 
at the Salute to Heroes 

Reception, Banquet and Ball 
Capital Hilton 
Jan. 20, 2001 

American Forces Press Service Transcript 

VP CHENEY: 

Lynne and I are delighted to be here tonight. By tradition, this is always the first event the 
president and vice president visit before we begin the round of inaugural balls and that's 
for a very good reason. That' s because of the enormous obligation and debt that we have 
to all of you who served in the U.S. military, veterans as well as the Medal of Honor 
winners (recipients) that are here tonight. On behalf of Lynne and myself, let me thank 
you for what you've done for all of us. 

And now it's my great privilege to introduce to all of you the 43rd President of the United 
States, .George W. Bush. 

, PRESIDENT BUSH: 

Mr. Vice President, thank you for the introduction. I'm told that it is a tradition that 
before the president and vice president goes on to the inaugural balls, they stopped at the 
veterans dinner and it's right that it be that way. 

The inaugural balls are a reflection of the wonderful freedoms we have in America. The 
free transfer of power that took place today. This is a free land, however, it would not 
have been free necessarily without the sacrifice of the men and women who have worn 
our uniform. 

It makes good sense to start here. I'm honored to be with the soon-to-be head of the 
Veterans Affairs Department, Tony Principi. He understands that a promise made will be 
a promise kept to the men and women who wear the uniform, I wanted to be here with 
the leaders of our military branches -- fine men who lead some of the finest citizens 
anywhere in the world. 

Their mission and our mission is to keep the peace and the way to do so is to make sure 
our military is highly trained and well paid, And to make sure that the mission of the 
military is focused and it's focused on this, that our job, those of us in the chain of 
command, will make sure that our soldiers are fully prepared to fight and win war, and 
therefore, prevent war from happening in the first place. 

And so today as the president and therefore as the commander in chief, what an honor 
and what a duty. I look forward to that honor and duty with pride. It' s an honor to be here. 
God Bless what you all have done for America and God Bless America. 
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President George W. Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney 
at the Vice President's Salute to Veterans 

VP CHENEY: 

at the George Washington University Smith Center 
Jan.19, 2001 

American Forces Press Service Transcript 

Let me say what a pleasure it is t o be here today , to note 
t he presence of so ma ny distinguished Americans. I see my 
old friend Gen. Colin Powell , Mr . Secret ary . My fo rmer 
boss , Don Rumsfeld, Mr . Secr etary . I t hink in t hose two men 
America ' s going t o have a great nat iona l security t eam. 

I a l so note the p resence of my t wo fo r me r col leagues John 
McCain -- John i t ' s great to have you here today -- and 
also Bil l Cohe n, current secretary of Defens e , Bill , a nd 
t he chairman of t he J oint Chiefs , Gen. Shelt on . Good t o see 
you general . 

Lynne a nd I appreciate very much the t r emendous turnout 
this afternoon . By tradition , the event s of this week are 
to inc lude a salute t o the incoming vice pres i dent . Fa r 
better , I t hought , f or t he i ncoming vice president to offer 
a salute of hi s own . 

So we ' re he re today to express our grat i t ude to our 
veterans , t o show our p r ide in our armed fo rces and t o 
celebrate t he event we ' ve a ll been wa iting f or , t he 
inaugurat ion of a new commander in chief . I also want t o 
note the pr esence of some distinguished guests that ot hers 
have ment ioned before me . 

The pres i dency and t he vice pres i dency may be the highest 
offices in t he land, but the r e i s a n even great er 
distinction that our country bestows -- the Meda l of Honor . 
I t i s the highest award f or valor in action aga inst a n 
enemy force . Only 150 liv ing Americans wear the Meda l of 
Honor . When you meet one of t hem, r emembe r t he moment . For 
you have j us t met one of t he b r avest men in our nat ion ' s 
history . 

One hundr ed and one of t hese gent lemen are he r e with us 
this very a f ternoon . Let ' s give them a fitting welcome . 
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It was 12 years ago , serving as a member of Congress that I 
received a call f rom the new p r es i dent asking me to serve 
as secretary of defense . Taking t he job meant assuming 
responsibility for the well being of millions of men and 
women in the milita ry . I accepted without hesitation and 
thus began the mos t rewarding years of my public life. 

As secretary of defense you hold a civilian post , but your 
daily life is bound up with t hose who wear the uniform . The 
caliber of these men and women , the sacrifices they make , 
the duties they carry , and t he code they live by -- eve ry 
day you ' re reminded of these . Every day you ' re reminded of 
what they give to us and of how much we owe them in r eturn . 

We ' ve heard today some of the ways t hat Ame rican service 
men have touched peoples' l i ves around the world . These 
stories capture a great truth . For a ll its size and 
disc i pl ine and immense power , our military ' s real strength 
has always been , and will always be, in the character of 
those who serve . " 

St ephen Ambrose has written about t he world of a little 
more than a half century ago, the world that Bob Dol e spoke 
of . In t ha t time, in many parts of Europe and Asia during 
world War I I, the sight of a group of soldiers would strike 
te rror into the heart of a civilian . Armed t roops almost 
always meant destruction or te r ror or death . 

But if they were American troops , t he civilian had not hing 
to f ear. As Ambrose explains, t hose G~ I .s meant candy, and 
cigarettes , and C- rations and f reedom. We had sent our best 
young men halfway around t he world, not to conquer , not to 
te rrorize but to liberate. So i t has a lways been for t he 
American mi l itary . 

We are a peaceful nation . Our people are reluctant 
warriors . We take up arms only to protect our country , to 
t hrow back tyranny and to defend t he cause of f reedom . At 
t imes the pr ice has run high and never highe r than in t he 
last century with so many conflicts , world wars , Asian 
wars, the Cold War, the Gulf War. 

Veterans from a ll t hese periods are with us today . Some 
served for a few years , others for long careers. Some were 
called to the front lines of battle. Others had duties 
closer to home . But all had these things in common. 
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In our country ' s hour of need, t hey answered. They gave 
America the best years of t heir lives and they stood r eady 
to give life itself. 

It. is somet ime sa i d that heroes are hard to find . But I 
never heard t hat said around the Pentagon. Those who would 
unde rs tand t he meaning of duty , and honor and country , need 
look no further t han t he nea r est veteran of Ameri ca ' s armed 
f or ces . 

Today , we also remember those who are not so near, those 
who never came home, those whose fate i s still 
undetermined. We honor the memory of the fall en soldier . We 
have not f orgotten t he missing soldier and we p l edge t o 
t heir families our best effo r ts at the f ullest possible 
accounting . 

On t his day in 1981, the c ity of Washington was prepari ng 
to we lcome a man who is in the thoughts of all of us today , 
Pres i dent Ronal d Reagan . His inaugurat ion marked a new era 
of purpose a nd pride fo r t he United States and fo r the 
armed forces . 

President - elect Bush and I hope t he same might be said of 
our administration and t he e ra that begins tomorrow at 
noon . Of t he many dut i es he and I are about t o assume , none 
is greater than preparing our military for the challenges 
and the dange r s to come . 

We will gi ve t hem training that i s t horough and missions 
that are clear. We will give t hem t he kind of military 
where men and women are proud t o serve and proud t o s t ay . 
We will give them t he r espect they have earned a nd the 
support they deserve. 

All o f t his begins in less t ha n 24 hours , when the chi e f 
justice administers the oath of office t o t he man I now 
present, t he 43rd president of the United St ates , George W. 
Bush ." 

PRES I DENT BUSH : 

I' m ce r ta inly gl ad the vice president-to- be invited me . I t 
does not surprise me , however , that he tur ned his tr ibute , 
or a tribute t hat was supposed t o be to him, to honor 
somebody e l se . That's why I picked him to be t he vice 
pres i dent . He i s a decent , hono r able man . 
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I am so pleased to see Secretary of Defense Cohen . Thank 
you so much fo r coming . I 'm honored you ' re here . Secretary 
welcomed Dick and myself and a couple other notables over 
to t he defense department the other day and he did so with 
grace . For that we're very grateful , sir . 

I ' m so glad to see Bob Do le . What a good man . Of all t he 
notables here , I don 't know why I picked you out except you 
always make me smile when I think about you . What a great 
man . And t hank you for your service in building a memorial 
to the World War II vets. 

It's good to see members-of the United States Senate here -
- Senator Inouye, and of course , my f riend Senator McCain . 
Senator McCain is a pretty tough competitor . He brings t he 
best out in people , if you know what I mean . 

But I look fo rward to working with both members of t he 
Senate and t he members of the United States Congress who 
a re here as well . Thank you for coming . 

It ' s something to be in t he midst of he roes. But it's 
impor t ant that a president-to-be and vice p r es i dent - to- be 
do so because i t r eminds us of t he greatness of our 
country . It remi nds us of the fact that there are thousands 
of Americans who when called are willing to serve a cause 
greater than self . What an honor to be here ." 

I t' s a particular honor to be here with r ecipients of the 
Medal of Honor . Great heroes of the American scene . 
Americans who define t he character of America, remind us 
that we must never forget our history . 

Soon , a new administration will be taking office in 
Washington and we'll have the responsibility for keeping 
the peace , for making the world more peaceful . It begins by 
first having a national security team . I be lieve , in all 
due respect to other presidents -- one whom I happen to 
know quite well -- that I believe the national security 
team I put together is the best in our nation ' s history , 
led by Colin Powell and Don Rumsfeld. 

I look fo rward to hearing their opinions . I look forward to 
their advice . I look forward to doing what is right to make 
the world more peaceful . This is an administration which 
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understands though , that in order to keep the peace our 
military must be strong, morale must be high . 

We will make sure our soldiers are well paid and well 
housed . We will make sure our soldiers are well trained . 
I'm so glad to see general officers here of our military , 
because I want to say this loud and clear as I can. The 
mission of the Un ited States military will be to have a 
military prepared and trained and ready to fight and win 
war, and therefore prevent war from happening in the f irst 
place . 

In order to make sure that mora le is high with those who 
wear the uniform today we must keep our commitment to those 
who wore the uniform in t he past . I have p i cked a really 
good man to head the veterans ' department in Tony Principi. 
We will make sure promises made to our veterans will be 
promises kept . 

In less than 24 hours I have the highest honor and that ' s 
to become t he commander in chief of the greatest nation in 
the world . I accept that honor with pride . I accept that 
honor with purpose . Thank you for having me . God b less 
America . 

##END## 
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1/23/01 

TO Steve Cambone, 

Steve, 

Here are excellent remarks by Dick Cheney and President Bush. The folks who are 
working on our material ought to use some of this. Also, I think these two pieces should 
be sent out broadly throughout the department so people know what was said. 1 also 
think they ought to be sent out broadly within the office of management and budget and 
to the hill. 

Why don't'you figure out how to do that in the proper way. 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

DHR/azn 
012301. J~ 
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President George JY. Busl, and Vice President Dick Che1iey 
al the Salute 10 Heroes 

Receptwn, Banquet and Ball 
Capital Hilton 
Jan. 20~ 2001 

American Ji'orces P,·ess Service Tra11script 

VP CHENEY; 

Lynne and I arc delighted to be here tonight. By tradition, this is always the first event the 
president and vice president visit before we begin the round of inaugural balls and that's 
for a very good reason. That's because of the cnonnous obligation and debt that we have 
to all of you who served in the U.S. military, veterans as well as the Medal. of Honor 
winners (recipients) that arc here tonight. On behalf of Lynne and myself, let me thank 
you f-or what you've done for all of us. 

And now it's my great privilege to introduce to aH of you the 43rd President of the United 
States, George W. Bush. 

PRESIDENT BUSH: 

Mr. Vice President, thank you for the introduction. l'm told that it is a tradition that 
before the president and vice president goes on to the inaugural balls, they stopped at the 
veterans dinner and it's right that it be that way. 

The inaugural balls are a reflection of the wonderful freedoms we have in America, The 
free transfer of power that took place today. This is a free land, however, it would not 
have been free necessarily without the sacrifice of the men and women who have worn 
our uniform. 

It makes good sense to start here. l'm honored to be with the soon-to-be head of the 
Veterans Affairs Department, Tony Principi. He understands that a promise made will be 
a promise kept to the men and women who wear the uniform, I wanted to be here with 
the leaders of our military branches -- fine men who lead some of the finest citizens 
anywhere in the world. 

Their mission and our mission is to keep the peace and the way to do so is to make sure 
our military is highly trained and well paid. And to make sure that the mission of the 
military is focused and it's focused on this, that our job, those of us in the chain of 
command, will make SW'C that our soldiers are fully prepared to fight and win war, and 
therefore, prevent war from happening in the first place. 

And so today as the president and therefore as the commander in chief, what an honor 
and what a duty. I look forward. to that honor and duty with pride, It's an honor to be here. 
God Bless what you all have done for America and God Bless America, 
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President George W. Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney 
at the Vice President's Salute to Veterans 

VP CHENEY: 

at the George Washington Uni,•ersity Smith Cent.er 
J'1JI. 19, 1001 

American Forces Press Service Transcript 

Let me say what a pleasure it is to be here today, to note 
the presence of so many distinguished Americans. I see my 
old friend Gen. Colin Powell, Mr. Secretary. My former 
buss , Don Rumsfeld, Mr. Secretary. I think in these two men 
America's going to have a great national security team. 

I also note the presence of my two former colleagues John 
McCain -- John it's great to have you here today -- and 
also Bill Cohen, current secretary of Defense, Bill, and 
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Gen. Shelton. Good to see 
you general. 

Lynne and I appreciate 'very much the tremendous turnout 
this afternoon. By tradition, the events of this week are 
to include a salute to the incoming vice president. Far 
better, I thought, for the incoming vice president to offer 
a salute of his own. 

So we're here today to express our gratitude to our 
veterans, to show our pride in our armed farces and to 
celebrate the event we've all been waiting for, the 
inauguration of a new commander in chief. I also want to 
note the presence of some distinguished guests that others 
have mentioned before me. 

The presidency and the vice presidency may be the highest 
offices in the land, but there is an even greater 
distinction that our country bestows -- the Medal of Honor. 
It is the highest award for valor in action against an 
enemy force. Only 150 living Americans wear the Medal of 
Honor. When you meet one of them, remember the. moment. For 
you have just met one of the bravest men in our nation's 
history. 

One hundred and one of these gentlemen are here with us 
this very afternoon. Let's give them a fitting welcome. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2486 



It was 12 years ago , serving as a member of Congress that I 
r ece ived a call from the new president asking me to serve 
as secretary of defense , Taking t he job meant assuming 
responsibility for t he well being of millions of men and 
women in the military, I accepted without hesitation and 
thus began the most rewarding years of my public life. 

As secretary of defense you hold a civilian post , but your 
daily life is bound up with those who wear the uniform. The 
caliber of these men and women , the sacrifices they make , 
the duties they carry , and the code they live by -- every 
day you ' re reminded of these , Every day you ' re reminded of 
what they give to us and of how muck we owe them in return . 

We ' ve hea r d taday some of the ways that American s ervice 
men have touched peoples ' lives around the world, These 
stories capture a great trut h . For all i t s size and 
discipline and immense power , our military ' s real strength 
has always been, and will always be , in the character of 
those who serve.fl 

Stephen Ambrose has written about the world of a little 
more than a half century ago , the world that Bob Dole spoke 
of , In that time , in many parts of Europe and Asia during 
world War II , the sight of a group of soldiers would strike 
t error into the heart of a civilian. Armed troops almost 
always meant destruction or terror or death. 

But if they were American troops , the civilian had nothing 
to fea r. As Ambrose explains , t hose G.I.s meant candy , and 
cigarettes , and C-rations and f reedom. We had sent our best 
young men halfway around the worl d , not to conquer , not to 
t errorize but to liberate, So it has always been for t he 
American mil itary . 

We a re a peace ful nation . Our peopl e are r e luct ant 
warriors . We t a ke up arms only to protect our country , to 
throw back tyranny and to defend t he cause of freedom . At 
times the price has run high and never higher than in the 
last ce.ntury with so many conflicts , world wars, Asi . .an 
wars , the Cold War , the Gulf War . 

Veterans from all . these periods are with us today . Some 
served for a few years , others fo r long careers. Some were 
called to t he f ront lines of batt l e , Others had duties 
closer to home . But all had these things in common . 
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In our country's hour of need, they answered. They gave 
America the best years of their lives and they stood ready 
to give life itself, 

It is sometime said that heroes are hard to find. But I 
never heard that said around the Pentagon. Those who would 
understand the meaning of duty, and honor and country, need 
look no further than the nearest veteran of America's armed 
forces. 

:oday, we also remember those who are not so near, those 
who never came home, those whose fate is still 
undetermined. We honor the memory of the fallen soldier, We 
have not forgotten the missing soldier and we pledge to 
their families our best efforts at the fullest possible 
accounting, 

On this day in 1981, the city of Washington was preparing 
to wetcomea man who is in the thoughts of all of us today, 
President Ronald Reagan. His inauguration marked a new era 
of purpose and pride for the United States and for the 
armed forces. 

President-elect Bush and I hope the same might be said of 
our administration and the era that begins tomorrow at 
noon. Of the many duties he and~ are about to assume, none 
is greater than preparing our military for the challenges 
and the dangers to come, 

We will give them training that is thorough and missions 
that are clear. We will give them the kind of military 
where men and women are proud to serve and proud to stay, 
We will give them the respect they have earned and the 
support they deserve. 

All of this begins in less than 24 hours, when the chief 
justice administers the oath of office to the man I now 
present, the 43rd president of the United States, George W. 
Bush." 

PRESIDENT BUSH: 

I'm certainly glad the vice president-to-be invited me. It 
does not surprise me, however, that he turned his tribute;, 
or a tribute that was supposed to be to him, to honor 
somebody else. That's why I picked him to be the vice 
president, He is a decent, honorable man. 
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I am so pleased to see Secretary of Defense Cohen . Thank 
yau so much for coming . I ' m honored you ' re here . Secretary 
welcomed Dick and myself a nd a couple othe r notab les over 
t o t he defense depar tment the other day and he d i d so wi t h 
grace . For t hat we 're very grat eful , s ir . 

r•m so glad to see Bob Do l e . What a good man . Of a ll t he 
notables here , I don ~t know why I picked you out except you 
a lways make me smile when I t hink about you . What a great 
man . And t hank you fo r your serv ice in building a memorial 
t o t he World War II vet s . 

I t 's goad to see members of the Uni t ed St at es Senat e here -
- Senator I nouye , and o f course , my friend Se nator McCain. 
Senator McCain i s a pr e t ty tough competitor . He br ing s t he 
best out in people , i f you know what I mean . 

But I look fo rwa r d to working with both members o f t he 
Senat e a nd the members of the uni t ed States Congr ess who 
are here as we ll . Thank you f ur coming . 

I t ' s somet hing to be in t he midst of heroes. But it ' s 
impor tant that a president-to-be and vice pr es i dent - to- be 
do s o because i t reminds us of the greatness of our , 
country . It remi nds us of the fac t that there are thousands 
of Americans who when called are willing to serve a cause 
greater than self , What an honor to be here ." 

I t ' s a part i cular honor t o be here wi t h r ecipients of t he 
Medal o f Honor , Great heroes o f t he American scene . 
Americans who define the c ha r acte r of America , remind us 
that we must never fo rget our history . 

Soon , a new adminis t r at ion will be tak i ng office in 
Washington and we 1 l l have the responsibili ty f or keeping 
the peace , f or maki ng the wo r ld more peaceful . I t begins by 
fi rs t having a nat iona l secur i ty team. I believe , in a ll 
due respect to other p resident s -- one whom I happen t o 
know quite we l l -- t hat I be lieve the national security 
team I put together i s the best in our nat ion ' s his t ory , 
led by Col i n Powell and Don Rumsfeld . 

I look f orward to hear ing their opinions . I look f orward t o 
the ir advice . I look f o rward to doing what i s right to make 
t he world more peaceful . Thi s is an administrat ion which 
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understands t hough , that in order to keep the peace our 
mi l i tary mus t be strong, morale must be high. 

We will make sure our sol diers are well paid and well 
housed . We will make s ure our soldie r s are well trained, 
I 'm so glad t o see general officers here of our military , 
because I want to say t his loud and clear as I can , The 
mission of the United States milita ry will be to have a 
military prepared and t r ained and ready to fight and win 
war , and therefore prevent war from happening in the f irst 
place. 

In order to make sure that morale is high with those who 
wea r t he uni fo r m today we must keep our commitment to those 
wh o ware t he uniform in the pas t . I have p icked a really 
good man to head the veterans ' depart ment i n Tony Principi . 
We will . make sure promises made to our vete r ans will be 
promises kept . 

In less than 24 hours I have the highest honor a nd t hat ' s 
to become the commander in chie f of t he greatest nation in 
the world . I accept that honor with pride . I accept t hat 
honor with purpose , Tha nk you f or havi ng me . Cod bless 
America . 

##END## 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 10, 20014:32PM 

'1-0: The Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

CC: 

FROM: 

The Honorable Colin Powell 

Donald Rumsfeld "J 
SUBJECT: Ecuador , .. 

/ _,,....--, 
/./ 

/ "' 

DR:dh 

/ 
/ 

1. The Deputies Committee is not functioning as yet. I believe that 
normally the Ecuador situation would be handled there. Why don't we 
get it going even using ouractin~'folks- Rudy deLeon at DoD is 
enormously helpful to me. 

2. Next, I am unclear as to who is in charge of the issue in the U.S. 
Government. Shouldn't we know? I am assuming it is NSC or State. 

3. Also, I don't know what guidance your office is giving to Mr. Clark on 
this subject. 

4. Any thoughts? 
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TO: Paul Wolfowitz 
Dov Zakheim 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel~ 

SUBJECT: Smallpox 

December 3, 2001 9:48 AM 

What do we do about this memo from Pete Aldridge on smallpox? Please advise. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 
l J/07/01 AT&L memo toSecDef re: What Should We Have Done? 

DHR:dh 
120301,19 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Please respond by ---------

. . . • 

-.. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

February 8, 2001 6:35 AM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Bill Schneider 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: B-2/Norm Dicks 
3 

Norm Dicks called, the Congressman from Washington, saying he wanted to bring 
you and Perle to see me about the error that was made to stop the B-2s at 2 1. 
Please see me about this. 

DR:dh 
020801-1 
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February 22, 200 I 
8:16 PM 

TO: Dr. Wolfowitz 
Dr. Schneider 
Dr. Zakheim 
Chris Williams 
Honorable Rudy de Leon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

Attached is a paper I have drafted up on deployments. Take a look at it and give 
me your edits. And sign it so I know who is making what recommendations. I 
think what we've got to do is begin to fashion what will eventually result in a 
policy, first to be washed through the NSC and possibly the President and then to 
be communicated in the Building. Thanks, 

w 

'<} 
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February 22, 2001 10:02 AM 

SUBJECT: Deployments 

Priorities might be on: 

- Warsaw Pact and former Soviet republics-to develop better 
relationships 

Asian and South Asian countries (India & Pakistan)--to gain insights 
and develop relationships both ways 

Middle Eastern countries 

Areas we could be less involved: 

African countries--except possibly for two or three with strategic 
resources 

Western Europe-where we have intimate relationships already 

Latin America, except for a few selected countries 

Activities to emphasize: 

Training activities that benefit us 

Activities that give us knowledge of or relationships in countries of 
interest 

Activities to de-emphasize: 

Drug activities 

Democratization activities 

Note: Army deployments tend to be good for morale; Air Force deployments tend 
not to be 

DHR:dh 
022101-6 
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February 23, 2001 9:26 AM 

TO: Steve Herbits 

cc: Steve Cambone 
William Schneider 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Early Intervention Forces 

Here is a proposal on Early Intervention Forces. Let me know how you think we 
might take a look at that. 

Attachment 

DHR:dh 
022301-14 
***************************************************************** 

DATE/TIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 

~ 
~ -
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' Maximizing the Combat Capability of Early Intervention Forces 

An opportunity exists to substantially increase the capabilities of initial intervention 
forces during the first week or so of potential combat. The United States has significant 
advantages in night fighting. To a large extent we currently "own the night." However 
no force can fight without sleep. When we own the night we have to rest during a good 
part of the day. 

This night fighting capability creates an opportunity that could be greatly to America's 
advantage in seeking rapid mobility to crisis situations. Humans are easier to transport 
than heavy equipment, The initial insertion forces should be double crewed (including 
maintenance). Thus it could fight on a 24-hour cycle without having to stop for rest. 

Thus an initial insertion should have an A team for daylight and a B team for nighttime 
operations. The goal would be to put continuous pressure on the opposition forces so they 
had no letup. Enemy forces should start cracking within 72 hours of continuous 
operations. 

To test this theory the Marines at 29 Palms and the Army at Fort Irwin and Fort Polk 
should be asked to field test battalions that are double-crewed to assess if the continuous 
pressure model could actually be applied in the field. 

If the tests prove promising the goal would be to have two or three insertion brigades that 
could generate continuous combat capability. 
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February 23, 2001 9:33 AM 

TO: Steve Herbits 

CC: Steve Cambone 
William Schneider 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Creating Doctrine 

Here is a proposal on Creating Doctrine. Let me know how you think we might 
take a look at that. 

Attachment 

DHR:dh 
022301-15 
***************************************************************** 

DATE/TIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 

w 
~ -

-
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Creating Doctrine from a Theater and National Asset Perspective 

Despite the efforts of Goldwater-Nichols and the talk of jointness, doctrine today is 
developed by the individual services and then brought together in a clumsy amalgamation 
of capabilities designed to keep each service comfortable. The result is a system that 
lacks coherence in its use of national and theater assets. Consequently it provides the 
theater commander and the National Command Authority with fewer assets and more 
limited choices than it should have. 

General Wes Clark was vehement in his description of the doctrinal problems that made 
it impossible to use the Apache helicopters in Kosovo. Earlier examples of doctrinal 
problems between the Air Force and Navy in the Gulf remain unsolved. 

The Joint Forces Command at Norfolk currently has the responsibility for developing 
joint doctrine but in fact contracts the doctrine out to "lead" services who then dominate 
the development of their particular component within the doctrine, equipment and system 
they are comfortable with. 

The Joint Forces Command should be assigned the task of developing a truly joint 
doctrine by starting with national and theater assets and then integrating into those assets 
the various delivery systems to create an integrated unified combat capability. 

The services and the Joint Commands would be asked to comment on doctrine after the 
initial draft had been developed at the Joint Forces Command. 

The goal would be to ensure that systems' capabilities were available and useful across 
the board to the theater commander. This approach would force the services to rationalize 
their systems and their doctrines into an integrated whole and should result in a 
substantial increase in integrated capability for the theater commander. 

The new joint doctrine should then be tested in joint force exercises that compel the 
integration of all four services into single war games and single tests as compared with 
the service-by-service system that dominates today. 
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February 23, 2001 9:34 AM 

TO:' Rich Haver 

cc: Steve Herbits 
Steve Cambone 
William Schneider 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Intelligence 

Here is a proposal on Intelligence. How do you think we might take a look at this? 

Attachment 

DHR:dh 
022301-16 
***************************************************************** 

DATEffIME: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 

11-L-0559/0SD/2500 
U037Jl /01 

~ 

C/\ 
~ .. 
(::) 

~ 



..... 

Visualizing the Intelligence System of 2025 

It is important for the United Sates to develop a new vision of intelligence gathering, 
analysis and utilization. The existing system is becoming less than optimal in the face of 
new conditions and new requirements. As seen from the National Command Authority 
the United States has a number of new requirements that the Cold War based intelligence 
system deals with inadequately: 

I. There is a world with many centers of activity and importance. The bipolar focus of 
the past is hopeless. Indeed there may be no coherent focus that is manageable in a world 
in which Korea, Thailand, Colombia, the Galapagos Islands, Rwanda and terrorist threats 
against the United States all could simultaneously demand attention while Russia, China, 
India, Japan, the Middle East and the European Community could also require attention 
the same day; 

2. The nature of the problems which Presidents cannot avoid dealing with have 
broadened dramatically to include the environment, economics, organized crime, human 
rights, as well as more traditional military and diplomatic concerns; 

3. The reliance on overhead capability is being eroded by increasingly sophisticated 
strategies of denial and deception; 

4. The reliance on code breaking and electronic intercept is being eroded by fiber optic 
lines and increased encryption capabilities; 

5. Some terrorist groups use family and communal relationships that make them 
extraordinarily difficult to penetrate while their capacity to inflict damage with minimum 
organization is growing dramatically; 

6. There has been a tendency. to overemphasize collections and underemphasize analysis 
so we often know more data than we can translate into usable knowledge. The answer is 
not less collection but more analysis; 

7. More and more information is going to exist in the dear but will need to be gathered, 
analyzed and distributed within the framework of more traditional intelligence if the two 
are to be synthesized into one working whole. 

These seven changes require a new visualization of the missions, systems architecture, 
and resource requirements of the intelligence capability America needs for future security 
requirements. 

No one who is managing daily activities and current problems (including PFIAB) can 
really develop this kind of new visualization. What is needed is a broad based working 
group or commission to review the collective needs of the National Command Authority 
and examine the potential real-time and long-term requirements of both American 
security and American leadership and then propose a system that could meet those needs. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO 

• February 20, 2001 l 0:07 AM 

TO: RADM Quinn 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld:3-2 _ _,, J -I# 
SUBJECT: Security 

3 would like to get a letter fro~ the General Counsel's office that indicates that 
everything that the security people do at my house was or will be approved by the 
GC office as necessary to my responsibilities. 

In addition, if there is anything that adds to the value of the house and that cannot 
be taken away from the house at the point that l am no longer Secretary of 
Defense, I think I probably should pay for it. 

So, please have the General Counsel office get engaged with the security people so 
they know _what they are doing and, if necessary, get the Office of Ethics in the 
Pentagon to sign off as well. 

Before anything is done to the house, I would like a letter, for everything that is 
done, and it should indicate if there is anything that adds value so I can pay for it. 

DHR:dh 
022001-g 
***••••********************************************************** 

DATE/TIME: 
REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

February 23, 2001 

From: Donald Rumsfeld 

To: The Honorable Pete Aldridge 
Dr. Paul W olfowitz 
Dr. William Schneider 
Mr. Steve Herbits 

Attached is a paper on transforming U.S. 
forces. Why don't you see that it gets in 
the hands of the proper people? Thank 
you. 

Attach. 
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TO: Secretary Rumsfeld 

FROM: Zal Khalilza~ 

SUBJECT: Transforming US Forces: RAND Recommendations 

DATE: February 7, 2001 

Enclosed is a RAND paper, which I had requested during the abbreviated transition, on 
how to stimulate the development of innovative system concepts that will be necessary 
for any transformation of American forces and how OSD might be organized to enable to 

play a stronger role in making sure that such a transformation comes to pass. The RAND 
paper argues that the current DoD acquisition process impedes transformation and is not 
nimble and adaptive enough given that potential belligerents and their weapons can 
appear with short notice and that the new forces challenging the US might operate in very 
unconventional ways. 

The paper recommends five steps for revitalizing the process and argues that you can take 
them in the few weeks and months: 

• Support selected Service programs, which are truly transformational such as 
UCA Y and Airborne Laser. 

• Stimulate competition of new ideas among the Services and abandon ex ante 
allocation decision making. The Service that comes with the best idea should 
be given the resources to perform the assignment. 

• Develop a "second acquisition path'' for novel system concepts. Acquisition 
policies in place today were basically designed to deliver new systems at high 
rates that could be operated with full support in the field. The new path 
would include our wimngness to accept some risks in return for faster 
fielding of the product; and, field systems early and refine them later based on 
that field experience. 

• Reorganize AT &L. The current AT &L is responsible for too many things. 
The paper proposes two different reorganization options: a) Focused on three 
functions-science and technology, concept formulation and development, 
and acquisition; and, b) Redistribute AT &L functions-sharpen the 
acquisition management by defining a new office with a narrower charter and 
places other functions dealing with technology and logistics in separate 
offices. 

• Identify and select advocates of change and promote them in positions of 
responsibility. 

C: Paul Wolfowitz and Bill Schneider 
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The Role of the Acquisition Executive in Transforming the U.S. 
Military 

The orientation and structure of the Defense Department's acquisition efforts are caught in a 

time warp that is a decade or more out of date. While the DoD over the past 15 years has embraced 

novel management approaches in such areas as greater use of commercial technology, lean 

production, outsourcing, and joint warfare, the department's approach to acquiring weapons systems 

remains similar to its approach in the late 1980s or early 1990s. 

However, today's defense environment is placing growing pressure on defense policymakers 

to be nimble and adaptive, particularly with respect to acquisition systems and processes. This has 

come about because of two intersecting factors: 

• Need for shorter response ti mes. In the future, the com position of potentia I be ll igerent forces 

and their weapons are likely to be varied, and some can be expected to appear with 

re latively short notice. This puts new demands on the timeliness of response by the 

acquisition process when ca lled upon to de liver new kinds of systems to counter those 

new cha llenges. 

• Greater need for novel system concepts and employment concepts. The new forces cha llenging 

the United States are likely to include at least some that operate in very unconventional 

ways and that require response mechanisms not found in the established U.S. force 

structure. All Services and the joint force structure are vigorously experimenting with new 

concepts and potential solutions to challenges confronting them. As presently 

adm inistered, the acqu isition process impedes rather than encourages experimentation 

and actual transformation. Our force modernization process must enable us to field new 

and novel capabilities quickly, with less emphasis than in the past on maximizing the cost
effectiveness of each particu lar system. 

By putting in motion a series of initiatives over the next year, the Secretary of Defense can set 

the stage for revitalizing and revamping the Pentagon's acquisition process to respond to the above 

factors. The five initiatives described below are steps that Secretary of Defense can take over the next 

few weeks and months that will markedly improve the timeliness, qua lity and cost of weapons 

systems that the DoD intends to acquire.' In particular, the DoD should 

1 This paper focuses on tl\e Acquisition and Technology roles of the office, and does not address the Logistics 
management function. 
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• Support selected Service programs 

• Stimu late competition of new ideas among the Services 

• Develop a second acquisition path for novel system concepts 

• Reorganize AT&L so that it can play a stronger ro le in integrating and cata lyzing the 

military after next 

• Identify and se lect qual ified and supportive flag officers and civil ian managers for cruc ial 

acquisit ion ass ignments w ith in the Services and the organization 

The DoD should start each initiative ear ly in the new Administration. None needs 

congressiona l approval or a budget line item. While all of the initiatives will improve the Do D's 

acquisit ion processes eventually, several cou ld pay off re latively soon, w ith in a year or two. 

Support Selected Service Programs 

An early init iative of the Administration should be to jo in with the Services to ensure that 

important new weapons systems that are tru ly transformationa l are successfully developed and 

produced. Each Service is sponsoring a few such major projects. The new adm inistration should 

ensure that the most promising of these transformationa l projects are vigorously supported. Such a 

strategy wil l involve forging supportive relationships w ith the individua l Serv ices and the ir 

acquisition executives to help them acquire the techno logies, systems, and sub-systems that wi ll 

transform the ir forces into those envisioned in Joint Vision 2020. 

We suggest selecting one or two systems from each service. Candidates might include: the 

"Future Combat System" for the Army, the UCAV and Airborne Laser for the Air Force, the DD-21 

for the Navy, and the V /STOL version of the Joint Strike Fighter for the Marine Corps. 

Stimulate Competition of New Ideas Among the Services 

Over the longer term AT&L shou ld encourage a climate of competition among the Services for 

innovative concepts and ideas. A continu ing weakness in the current system is that decisions on 

wh ich Service will provide forces that contribute capability toward a stated miss ion area or 

operationa l objective are made ex ante. That is, they are made before the Service presents a set of 

options (concepts), and certa inly before it has an opportun ity to demonstrate how well the proposed 
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concept might carry out the stated objectives. Exante allocation decisionmaking precludes the 

possibility of having multiple concepts to choose among? 

Had the United States adhered strictly to ex ante assignment according to missions, the Navy 

presumably would not have been allowed to pursue long-range ballistic missiles. Intent on having a 

role in the mission of deterring nuclear attack on the United States, the Navy devised what clearly 

became by the late Cold War years the most viable solution to the operational objective of a 

survivable nuclear force-the submarine-launched ballistic missile. Having additional options 

available on a more systematic basis would be an improvement. 

A central element of a new strategy should be to stimulate competition of new ideas among the 

Services. The best ideas would translate into that Service being assigned the responsibility for 

implementing the concept and given the resources to perform that assignment. (We need not be 

limited to one solution or a single innovative idea for a needed capability. Having multiple ways to 

perform a military task provides robustness that has intrinsic value to our warfighters while adding 

complexity and cost to our enemies as they try to develop and field defenses.) Competition managed 

in this manner would promote choices and thus set the stage to make informed choices among 

promising new concepts--choices made on the merit of the case, unhampered by a preconceived 

notion of "assignments" of particular role and function to a particular Service. Of course, not every 

proposal should be funded. In fact, most probably should not be. The successful use of competition 

as a management tool requires the Secretary of Defense to make explicit decisions about winners and 

losers. Otherwise, the Department of Defense will proliferate solutions, squandering its resources on 

less competitive ideas. 

Develop a Second Acquisition Path for Novel System Concepts'3 

Facilitating and enabling innovation demands a departure from the practices of the past. In 

addition to the traditional need for relatively large forces equipped with weapon systems produced in 

large quantities and operated over long periods of time, there is now a growing need to respond 

quickly to novel threats by developing and fielding innovative systems, and to turn to emerging 

technologies to improve and upgrade existing systems. These demands for new system capabilities 

present new challenges to the acquisition process. 

2 For more details, see Birl<ler et. al., Gaining New Milita y Capability: An Experiment in Concept Development, RAND, 
MR-912-0SD, 1998 

3 The ideas outlined here are developed in greater detail in Birkler, et al, An Acquisition Strategy, Process and 
Organization for Innovative Systems, RAND, MR-1098-0SD, 2000. 
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Acquisition policies in place today were basically designed to deliver new systems that were 

ready to be produced at high rates and that could be operated with full support in the field. Such a 

process has been appropriate when the quantities to be produced have been large and where the 

systems have been expected to be operational for many years. These processes are unfriendly and 

inappropriate for management of new concepts that involve some combination of true urgency and 

uncertainty. 

New, innovative system concepts inherently pose many uncertainties for development 

outcomes (cost and performance of the system, and operational effectiveness in the field). The 

characteristics of novel systems are so different that "tinkering" with the present process will be 

inadequate, The most efficient way to develop novel systems is to identify a "second acquisition 

path." Such a second path would 

• emphasize flexibility of the process, 

• include an overt willingness to accept some risks in return for faster fielding of the 

product, and 

• field systems early and refine them later based on that field experience. 

The last element is the most radical, poses the most challenging problems of implementation, 

and contains potentially the most powerful tactic for moving an innovative new system concept to 

early operational capability. The concept of "experimental" operational units, designed to receive 

and operate systems that are not quite technically mature and that are not fully provisioned with 

support and training aids, lies outside the main thrust of the traditional MDAP acquisition policy. 

The "field demonstration" phase of the ACTD process suggests that this approach can work for novel 

systems where the system configuration and the operational concept are likely to evolve as early 

operational experience is accumulated. 

Reorganize AT&L so that it Can Play a Stronger Role in Shaping the Military After 

Next 4 

As the strategy and process change, so too must the organization. AT&L must transform its 

enterprise and structure to meet these new defense challenges and demands. By enterprise, we mean 

4 For additional discussion on this topic see Bracken. et al, Shaping and Integrating the Next Milita y,· Organization 
Options for Defense Acquisition and Technology, RAND DB 117-0SD, 1996. 
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the primary purposeful activities of the organization. What activities should preoccupy the 

organization? We argue above that the primary enterprise of AT&L should be the successful 

development and production of important new weapons systems that are truly transformational. 

This is the traditional enterprise and the one at the core. An acquisition organization should be 

focused on those activities that are central to its purpose of providing cost-effective systems. 

If AT&L were to support selected Service programs and to develop a second acquisition path 

for novel system concepts, it would need to change its organization. Such a step would require 

sharpened emphasis on identifying, selecting, and rewarding senior military and civilian executives 

to drive the changes. 

OSD should realign the organizational structure along separately managed enterprise lines. 

Such changes are needed to reflect the above new strategy, policies and procedures and to help 

institutionalize a new acquisition culture. 

There is no single best way to organize the office to further achievement of these objectives, and 

it is premature to recommend explicit and detailed organization structures. The notions shown below 

are offered as illustrations of concepts for future organization. Both have as a central element that the 

current USD(AT&L) is simply responsible for too many things and is spread too thin. 

Reorganization Option One-A Three Function Organization for AT&L 

We assume that the five principal activities of AT&L are: 

• Discovering new technologies 

• Demonstrating and maturing selected technology aggregates and sub-systems 

• Participating in formulating and defining new system concepts and new operational 

concepts 

• Managing the acquisition of systems and weapons. 

• Advising the Secretary of Defense about matters of modernizing, 

A set of functions and relationships that accommodates these activities is shown in Figure 1. 

In addition to discovering and advancing new technologies, the Science and Technology 

Office should have a broader charter, having responsibility for maturing selected technologies, 

especially those identified in the Concept Formulation and Development Office. The Science and 

Technology Office should also function as the technology steward and advocate. 
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Figure 1-A Possible Three-Function Reorganization for AT&L 

The Concept Formulation and Development Office would work with the individual Services 

to formulate, evaluate. and define new system concepts in each mission area and those that span 

multiple mission areas. Its charter should include both novel systems concepts and novel operations 

concepts. This office would identify technologies and concepts and initiate second-path 

development. promote purposeful competition among the Services. and develop new concepts to take 

advantage of nascent technologies. In addition, this office would be the primary DOD acquisition 

community interface with the Service and joint experimentation processes. It would seek out 

candidates for the second acquisition path. At the same time it would look for transformation system 

"overlap" and synergy. 

The Acquisition Office would manage Major Defense Acquisition Programs using well 

established procedures. 

Reorganization Option Two-Redistribute AT&L Functions 

This option, outlined in Figure 2, sharpens acquisition management by defining a new office 

with a narrower charter. This new office would be the principal "customer" representative for 

weapons systems acquisition and serve as the DAB chair. Other functions dealing with technology 

and logistics currently in AT&L should be placed in separate offices. 
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With such a customer focus, the office should be recast as the Under Secretary of Defense 

(Acquisitions), with the staff provided by what is now the Directorate of Strategic and Tactical 

Systems. The Under Secre~ary could conceivably be given responsibility for OT&E, too, preferably 

through a legislative change, but perhaps in the interim by dual-hatting the appointee (which would 

at the least require Congressional consultation). Such responsibility would be consistent with the 

Under Secretary's oversight role; with advocacy for new ideas lodged elsewhere, the conflict of 

interest that now requires OT&E to report independently to the Secretary would be removed (see 

below). USD(A) should gain functions from C3I that are consistent with its new role, i.e., it shou Id be 

in charge of telecommunications and the "information revolution"; DISA would report to it. It should 

likewise be charged with acquiring those systems that provide battlefield situational awareness. The 

remainder of what is now C3I becomes the nucleus for a new Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

Intelligence, charged with carrying out the Secretary's agenda of building a cooperative partnership 

between DoD and the intelligence community, including development and operational use of 

"national systems" for application to DoD missions. 

Ollbol 
Olnict« 
oraE 

Figure 2-A Recast Acquisition Focus 

In this scheme. USD(A) wou Id retain Defense Procurement, Acquisition Reform, Industrial 

Affairs, and Small Business, which might productively be merged into a single organization, with 

some staff savings taken. 

USD(A) should not also be the purveyor of new ideas-that's a potential conflict of interest, as 

represented by the Service views that much of what OSD pushes consists of "pet rocks". The 

-7-

11-L-0559/0SD/2511 

RAND 

January 2001 



enterprise of the second acquisition path should be organized by having DDR&E report directly to the 

Secretary of Defense, but retain a seat on the DAB. In this scheme, DARPA would report to the 

DDR&E, as it does now, but DDR&E becomes the proponent of novel systems, responsible for the 

"second path" described earlier. In an effort to secure Service buy-in, the Services should be given 

some voice in "steering" DARPA. They could, for example, ask DARPA to assist or lead their efforts 

to integrate the overlapping sensor grid. The DARPA change could also be used as a lever to refresh 

the Service S& T communities, including needed consolidation, better partnering with the private 

sector and the universities, etc. 

A more aggressive use of DARPA could make it responsible for working with the Services to 

develop and acquire a small number of the novel systems coming out of the second acquisition path 

to equip experimental operational units. The Services would carryoutexperiments to develop 

operational concepts for using these novel systems in their experimental operational units. These 

experiments would also test logistics and maintenance processes for the novel systems. These 

experiments would be carried out to learn how the novel systems could be best used in operational 

missions. DARPA would work with the Services on these experiments to help identify additional 

system capabilities or unwanted capabilities. The novel system design characteristics could then be 

changed by DARPA in an iterative fashion to achieve the results desired by operational Service units. 

Once the novel systems characteristics have been shaken out in the DARPA/Service experiments 

using these experimental operational units, the system could transition to the normal Service 

acquisition process. In this way, DARPA would get early buy-m of the novel concepts by Service 

units. This approach would help ease the DARPA-to-Service transition problem that exists today. 

Logistics, long the neglected step-chi Id of the Department, wou Id be a separate Assistant 

Secretary of Defense in this plan, with its own seat on the DAB, and reporting directly to the Secretary 

of Defense. Installations shou Id go to the Undersecretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, the 

functions that installations most importantly support. Environment is best paired with Installations 

(this is the Service model: the Air Force has I&E as part of its manpower Assistant Secretariat). The 

new Logistics organization will probably need a stronger staff to carry out the business process re

engineering responsibilities that should be part of its charter. To the extent this means a larger staff, 

perhaps some "sunset" element could be considered (with a reasonably long time horizon, as much as 

ten years, gradual reductions conceivably beginning after five). 

AT&L's international cooperation functions should go to USD (Policy); to the extent there are 

international cooperation functions remaining in USD(A), they should be handled by the elements of 
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the new organization with appropriate domain expertise. Some modest personnel savings from this 

consolidation should be possible. 

These changes would have five benefits: 

• Focused organizations, and a principal the Secretary of Defense can hold responsible for 

each major enterprise. 

• Strong proponents for new ideas, and for logistics. Presumably, the results will be better-

including better acceptance of change by the Services. 

• Integration of the "information revolution" with the main system development efforts of 

DoD. 

• A chance to implement the direction of the National Academy of Sciences that DoD take a 

"lifetime" view of testing. 

• Better supervision of installations and the environment, integrated with the principal user 

of installations. 

However, such a restructure would carry at least two costs: 

• Substantial time, turmoil and political capital to effect these changes that might better be 

spent elsewhere. 

• Likely resistance from the Congress to principal (e.g,C3I),and some secondary elements 

(e.g., OT&E, Small Business). 

How might one proceed? Put into place at the start of the Administration the key changes, 

leave the secondary ones to be negotiated with those who feel strongly about them as the 

Administration gains effectiveness. The importance of mandating and enforcing change cannot be 

understated. 

Identify and Select Qualified and Supportive Flag Officers and Civilian Managers 

Transformation and innovation endure and shape organizations when the advocates of 

change-officials of imagination and vision-get promoted to positions of responsibility. Therefore, 

an essential element of transformation of the force is for the AT& L, working with the Services, to 

identify appropriate general/flag officers for nomination to the key, three-star billets within the 

individual Service acquisition systems. Identification and selection of qualified Senior Executive 

Service civilians with the appropriate vision and appreciation of transformation is equally imperative. 
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Selecting, supporting and rewarding people for the appropriate behavior for the enterprises 

they lead is key. This is particularly true for establishing the second acquisition path in view of the 

dominant culture in the traditional legacy environment. 

This paper proposes a cultural change. Unless taken head-on, the existing acquisition culture 

will defeat the change. Any restructure must be supported with human resource practices. The right 

people need to be selected, developed, rewarded, promoted, and fired to send the appropriate signals; 

the organization has to be highly performance based. This has to occur in OSD and in the Services. 

The signal needs to be sent from the start that this is not business as usual. 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

Rich Haver 

Steve Cambonr 
Paul Wolfowitz 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Jraq 

February 27, 2001 12:00 PM 

t-1 
-, 

Would you plea~e look into this matter that Paul Wo]fowitz has raised about Iraq ?' 
and get hack to Paul and me? Thanks. _o 

Attach 

DHR:dh 
022701-18 
***************************************************************** 

DATE/TIMJ:.: 

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
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Memornndum To: 

From: 

Subjf<'I: 

Don. 

JNFORMAL ADVlCl: 

Secretary Ru msfeld 

Paul \Vol1owi~\ 

)~orrhrnmin~ 13RC 2 Special on Jraqi Nu<"h'~..- Program 

Attached is a lengthy piece from The Swuiay 71mes of London. describing the 
coJllents of a special report to be aired by BBC 2 claimm~ that: 

1. Iraq has already acquired nudear material from the Jormer ~ov1et Union and from 
South Africa via Brazil: 

2. Iraq tested a small nudear device as early as 1989 m a decoupled explosion in a deep 
cavern under a mountain, 

This is a story that is worth checking out. ahl1oul2h without someone like Rich 
Haver. 1 am not sure one can really get to the bottom of lt. Cenainly. our people will 
probably say that it is 1otaJ1~, implausible and there is "no evidence." ]t does sound a bit 
fantastic to me. However. there are a few things to remember: 

• We have consistently underestimated Iraqi capabiht1es m this area and were total)> 
surprised by the magnitude of the nuclear program that was uncovered afler the Gulf 
War: 

The CIA's wav of dealing ,:vith haqi defectors does not mspirc confidence. You maY 
remember the straiwe excu~es we received on the Ballistic Missile Threat 
commission about why the CIA had not more senously pursued an Iraqi sc1e11tis1 
who indicated an interest 111 !?ettin!l out.lam also .-111achm~ 1wo stories from thm 
period that sug~est at least two other defectors who may have been mishandled: 

There are aspects of the BBC story which. while Janrnstic. are completely consistent 
with what we do know about Saddam Hussein. i.e .. ~~ndm~ a man a videotape of hi~ 
sister being sexually abused. or murdering political pnrnncrs used in a construc1ton 
activity and burying them where !hey could never be <i1!-covered. However, we kno" 
that this kind of brutality d0~s characterize Saddam Hus~ein. It is one of the way 
that he maintains a level of secrecy that our people rnns1stentJ~, underestimatl. 
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ln any case, it would be ~ood to check this out be1ore the story is broadcast on BBC 
Of course, it is out in the press already. 

cc: Steve Cambom 
Zal Kha]i]zad 
Bill Schneide1 
Chris William: 
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February 25 200 l 
NEWS REVJE\\ 

On a visit to northern Iraq. G~-ynne Robert~ 
stumbled on a trail of compellin!! evidence 
that the 'Butcher of Baghdad' has successfull\' 
tested a nuclear bomb. Could he realh' -
have hoodwinked lhe West'? · 

.1' urd1qan. and Iraqi intclli~ence agents werr 
b]amed. 

-· ·· a 1;, : · w.. iii' . 
-::v::,,: )([Ill: TO SEC LAllt;Ul NAG[ l was there lo 
lll\'t'Sli~·ate the long-term impact of Saddam 
Hus~ein's gassing of the people of' Halabja. 
the town he drenched in lelhal chemicals in 
1988. Iraq knew of the mission and nw learn 

was at risk. The visitor was visibly ne~vous 
and shivering. and the }!uards on the hotel 

__ ·-· , . . ..... , ~->?\ :':\\:'/,.:, ''·;.,.°j! )S were suspicious. Althou!!h it wa~ 

;--~~_;:_--~-~::.i_/~\:F]~: ~:·~"~': .. ~~ ••::~-~~!· erl:v co]d, he was wearmg a silk summer 
--- .... :,\yf:\'~ ~\ . ; : ·e, . 

. , ,,, .• ,.,, · '' = ·.. . ' · - ~ • <, "Are you a journalist?" he asked m,· 

'?'l!'t:~ ,"' . ' ~'~;·:~;~::~ ~:~1~:~~,u:~~"i!~ . 
:. )ear pro~ramme. bm I was suspicious. 

,. . r the Kurds had identified him as a bona 
g: nuclear scientist. I invited him back to 

.:.. : ,, 'hotel. 
1~·. ~-. / "lam in dan~er here in Iraq." said 
;.-:·: \ one". as we came 10 lrnow him. "l signed 
-:- a·~ 1cument everv six months a~reeing not w 

=~:::.:.......;-....,,-R to forei~ners. It said 1 and m, famih 
would be executed if I broke the ·al!ree1~em The evidence: a 1989 satellite photo, right. 

shows the entrance to the tunnel under Lakr 
Rezazza and the ~rom1d disturbed b, 
underground activit~'. Top. Leoni's drawi1rn 01 
the test bomb. Above. Iraq later destroyed it: 
military base near the test site 

Was this Saddam's 
bomb? 

The mystenous visitor emerged fron
the shadows outside my hotel in Kurdish 

controlled northern Jraq~ just as a crisi~ 
between v.:ashin~10n and Baghdad wa~ 
reaching a climax in January 1998. His 
appearance set alarm bells ringing. Severa] 
westerners had recently been murdered in 

If l reveal secrets 10 you. my life is~ at risk."· 
Nonetheless. Leone talked on - and hr 

told me an astonishi112 s1orv. If true. it . . 
completely contradicts the western consensm 
about the sl1oncomrnps of Saddam's nucleat 
weapons pro~rammc 

lntelli~ence agencies. including 
Israel's Mossad. insisl that Saddam has nevet 
had the technology or the fuel lo fulfil hi~ 
ambition of creaunp a nuclear arsenal. Yet 
Leone. and other deJectors who haw 
corroborated his story. insist that Saddam nol 
on)~, has nuclear weapons but has tested them 

SITIING in a-scruffy hotel room in 
Sulaymaniyah. Lt>ont' explained in detail the 
work he said he \\'a~ 
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L-~~-....... ~~..:::.:::J· involved in 
He described himself as a military engineer 
who was a member of lhe Iraqi Atomi( 
Energy Commission. Simultaneously. he 
said. he worked Jor the Republican Palace in 
Baghdad. "There is a special scienlific 
depanmenl there for supervising all activitie~ 
1or the Iraqi mass destrurnon v,,;eapom. 
especially lhe missile pro~ramme. So l was in 
a very privileged posilion. I had m:,' own 
bodyguards and my special status protected 
me. I was authorised to travel 10 many secret 
siles all over Iraq. Very 1r,v can do thi~." 

Leone worked through the night in the 
hotel. drawing detailed dia~rams of nucleai 
weapons, ''This is Iraq's nuclear bomb." 
he said~ spreadinp diagrams on the bed. "] sav, 
it in the workshop in 1 uwaitha many time~. 
This is the first successful prototype. When 
they finished it in I 986. they took it lo the 
president by car. but without uramum. All 
members of the dele~a11on J?Ol cars a~ 
presents for their work. Bet,vc>en 1985 and 
1989. I saw this device at least five times." 

He said it worked on the principle of 
the Hiroshima pun-lype ·homb. m which high 
explosives drive pieces of hi~hl: 
enriched uranium together at hi~h velocit'.' 
This tngpers a nuclear cxpio~ion 

Leone's design was unusual. The 
uranium was contained ma sen es of fine!: 
en~ineered lubes. like lhe control rods of 
a nuclear reaclor. It was not lhe type of desi~n 
one mi~ht find from a search of textbooks 01 

the inlernel. 

He showed me a pholograph of whal 
he said was a ~un assembly nuclear warhead 
bought off the pe~ from Russia. Six device~ 
WcJe purchased during the lale 1980s. he said. 
all of them without fuel. Iraq managed 10 

purchase fissile material on the black markel 
Jor at leasl one warhead. 

Leone then made the staggering claim 
that Iraq had conducted a nuclear test before 
the Gulf wai 

"The test was carried out al 10.30am 
on September 19. 1989. al an underground 
site 150km southwesl of Ba~hdad," h( 
said. "Saddam had threatened us with the 
death penalty if we told anybody about il. 

"The localion was a militarised zone 
on the far •hore of Lake Rezzaza. which used 
to be a tourist area. There 1s· a natural tunnel 
there which leads to a larpe cavern deep unde1 
the lake. Labourers worked on it for two 
veal-s. stren~theninf! lhe tunnel walb 

"There was a big Republican Guard 
camp nearby and dir-t roads leading to the siH 
) ou could see the lhick hiph-tensio1. 
cables on the ground. which disappeared into 
a hu?e shah entrance. I saw one which must 
have been 20km lon!2. The command post fo1 
the tesl was in a castle in the deserl nol far 
3\\'3: 

"We went to a lot of trouble to conceal 
lhe test fi-om lhe outside world. The Russians 
supplied us with a table ]istini:,, u~ 
satellile movements. They were alway~ 
helprnp us. Every six hours. trucks near tht 
lest site changed lheir positions. They 
had carried out a lot of irrigation projects in 
the test area during the year heJore as a 
diversion. Rul lhese weren'l 
<1!lriruhural workers, They were nuclear 
en~ineers. l t was a nice chea; 

"We had built a special platiorm for 
the homb in the 1 uwaitha workshop and thi~ 
was ~ent lo the test site. This allowed 
the device to be _jacked up inside the cavern. 
Then we sealed off the cavern by blockinr 
part of the tunnel inside with a 50-
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metre concrete plug and piling up sand and 
rocks behind that. All this was intended to 
muffle the explosion, and it' s known 
as 'decoupling'. 

"I saw the air-conditioned yellow 
truck carrying the bomb near the site at dawn 
a few days before the test. They always 
used this vehicle to transport it. On its side 
was a wheatsheaf symbol with 'Ministry of 
Trade' written below it. 1 saw the people in 
charge of the test head off in that direction as 
well • Dr Khalid Ibrahim Sayeed and Dr 
Jafaar Dhia Jafaar. 

"When the test happened, there was no 
dust or anything. The air just vibrated. 1 was 
in my car at the time and it just shook. 
It reached about 2.7 on the Richter scale, and 
wouldn't really have been noticed by seismic 
stations outside Iraq." 

Leone said that Hussein Kamel al
Majid, Saddam's brother-in-law, was in 
overall charge of the test, [Kamel defected to 
Jordan in 1995 and was later murdered.] 
"After the test, they destroyed the entrance to 
the tunnel. They also removed any evidence 
to indicate that a test had happened. 

"They washed out the shaft with water 
to remove any radioactivity. They then filled 
it with cement, rocks and sand, and destroyed 
the entrance. They also created a long 
river channel near the shaft entrance to dram 
off contaminated ground water," 

Leone showed me a letter signed by 
Kamel that seemed to confirm the test. 
Written in Arabic and dated September 
19, 1989, it read: "With the help of God and 
the effort of the heroic freedom fighters in the 
military industrialisation institution and the 
atomic power organisation·, we have 
successfully completed Test Number One of 
the Iraqi Atomic Bomb. Its strength was 10 
kilotons and highly enriched uranium was 
used with a purity of 93% ... With this 
expe1iment Iraq is considered the first country 
in the world to carry out this sort 

of experiment without the knowledge of the 
international monitoring authorities." 

I still had a problem with Leone's 
story. Iraq did not have the industrial capacity 
to produce enough bomb-grade 
fissile material for a test. Leone said the Iraqis 
had bought it on the black. market. 

"We had a purchasing department 
whose job was to buy highly enriched 
uranium. Brazil purchased highly enriched 
uranium from South Africa and then delivered 
it to Iraq. I am not talking about tons. It was 
between 20 and 50 kilograms. France 
also supplied us secretly with highly enriched 
uranium after the Israelis bombed the Osirak 
reactor in 198 1." 

The Rezzaza test, according to Leone, 
sealed the fate of the Observer journalist 
Farzad Bazoft, who had been investigating the 
cause of a huge explosion at a military 
complex south of Baghdad. 

The Iranian-born reporter was arrested 
on September 15, four days before the test 
date, after taking soil samples near the al
Qaqa facility, about 80km from the test site. 
He was executed for espionage the following 
March. 

I knew the Bazoft story well. In 1988 I 
had entered Iraqi Kurdistan and gathered soil 
samples which proved that the Iraqi regime 
had used chemical weapons against its own 
people. Bazoft had reportedly seen my film 
Winds of Death, which documented this 
horrific crime, and attempted to emulate 
my methods, with tragic results. 

"He was accused of working for a 
foreign intelligence agency," said Leone. 
"The authorities were convinced he was 
trying to find out about the planned Rezzaza 
test. This was a state secret of the highest 
importance and, once they even suspected 
this, he was never going to be released." 

In August 1990, Saddam invaded 
Kuwait. After his defeat in the ensuing Gulf 
war, UN arms inspectors discovered an Iraqi 
crash programme to build a nuclear bomb, 
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known as PC3. But, according to Leone, they 
missed the most successful part of the 
programme. 

"They thought they had stopped the 
Iraqis from building the bomb, but they 
overlooked-the military organisation 
codenamed Group Four. This department is a 
comprehensive section that was involved in 
assembling the bomb from the beginning to 
the end. It was also involved in developing 
launching systems, missile programmes, 
preparing uranium, purchasing it on the black 
market, smuggling it back into Iraq." 

Leone told me that Group Four 
successfully developed a gun-type device at 
the nuclear weaponisation centre at al-Atheer. 
Unscom, the UN inspectorate, was aware that 
the Iraqis were working on an implosion-type 
nuclear device there, but knew nothing about 
Group Four, All evidence of its existence had 
been removed before they arrived in Iraq, 
Leone said. 

The Iraqis went to extraordinary 
lengths to protect their secrets. In one incident 
on 199 1, the UN nuclear weapons 
inspection team managed to film sensitive 
documents listing names of key personnel in 
the nuclear programme. Leone claimed 
the Iraqi official who allowed access, Adel 
Fayed, was later murdered. 

"He was killed by knives in his home," 
said he. "They cut off his head. Everyone 
knew that Saddam's cousin, Ali al-
Takriti, was responsible. Nobody talked to 
Unscom after this assassination." 

To avoid Unscom detection, scientists 
from the main weaponisation groups were 
spread throughout Iraq. Group Four was 
relocated in civilian aircraft factories at Taji 
in the north of Baghdad. Using the factories 
as a front, they imported "aircraft parts" from 
Russia and eastern Europe. These 
consignments often concealed components for 
the nuclear programme. 

Group Four also bought up American 
and Russian designs for gun-type nuclear 

bombs. Leone alleged that these 
were acquired with help from India. 

Leone said his pivotal job brought him 
into close contact with Khalid Ibrahim 
Sayeed, Group Four's leader, a military 
engineer whom he met regularly to discuss 
weapons design. 

Another important bomb design 
organisation, Group Five, operated out of an 
agricultural machinery factory near Mosul 
in northern Iraq, said Leone. Group Five 
scientists worked on a thermonuclear device, 
he said. The components were assembled at 
secret locations under Mount Hemrin. 
140km northeast of Baghdad. 

In 1993, Saddam awarded Group 
Five's leader, Dr Ahmed Abdul Jabar Shansal, 
the Golden Sword of Mesopotamia (First 
Degree), the highest decoration in Iraq, for 
completing work on a nuclear implosion 
bomb, a far more complex design than the 
gun-type, Leone said. In 1995, Group 
Five was renamed the State Enterprise for 
Extracting Industries. 

Leone's disclosures were detailed, and 
his knowledge of personnel in the programme 
was encyclopaedic. His bomb diagrams 
demonstrated specialist knowledge of 
nuclear weapons. His most stunning claim: 
however, was that Iraq now possessed three 
Hiroshima-type bombs, three implosion 
weapons and three thermonuclear weapons. 

"l am certain about this," he said. 
"They are stored deep underground in a 
bunker in the Hernrin mountains." 

Having disgorged this information: 
Leone disappeared into the cold streets of 
Sulaymaniyah. His evidence contradicted the 
claims of the International Atomic Energ~ 
Agency (IAEA) that Iraq's nuclear weapons 
programme was more or less dismantled after 
the Gulf war. Was he a hoaxer? 1 tracked 
down people in Kurdistan who knew him and 
a picture began to emerge. 

Leone had defected in the mid-1 990s 
to the safe havens of northern Iraq. Seeking 
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sanctuary for his family, he had met officials 
from the West's four-nation military co
ordinating centre. They flew him to Ankara to 
debrief him but never gave him what he 
wanted: sanctuary in the West. 

He tried to reach Europe through 
Ukraine and approached the British embassy 
in Kiev. Diplomats arranged for experts from 
the IAEA to fly in to debrief him, but Leone 
refused to co-operate when he realised they 
were unwilling to-provide visas for the West. 

"There was no doubt he was genuine," 
said Arras Habib Kareem, who debriefed him 
in Kurdistan for the opposition Iraqi National 
Congress (INC). "When other Iraqi 
nuclear scientists came north they recognised 
him within seconds. He knows a lot about the 
Iraqi nuclear programme. He knows about the 
test areas, the facilities and the equipment 
the Iraqis used. 

"He once provided me with a list of 
200 names of people working in the 
programme, with their rank and what 
each was doing - 90% of what he said was 
later confirmed by other Iraqi scientists who 
defected." 

Seeking expert advice, 1 turned to Dr 
Frank Barnaby, the former nuclear weapons 
scientist who vouchsafed the authenticity of 
Mordechai Vanunu' s evidence of the 
Israeli bomb programme in 1986. I asked him 
to assess Leone's drawing of the 1989 test 
device. 

"The design is unusual, but l see no 
reason why it shouldn't work if it is well 
engineered," Barnaby said. "1 find 
it impressive. All the nuclear physics he is 
talking about is reasonable. He has to be taken 
seriously because he is obviously competent. 
The very least we are dealing with here is a 
radiological bomb, a nuclear weapon in its 
own right, which Iraq was suspected of 
developing." 

Could it be a hoax? "If it were, Leone 
would use a more standard design, not invent 
an unusual one," replied Barnaby. He 

described Leone's disclosures as more 
dramatic than Vanunu's, because they 
contained more detailed information about 
weapon design. 

If Leone was telling the truth, surely 
the blast would have been detected by 
seismologists? 

Officials at the International Seismic 
Centre near Newbury said detecting an event 
of this size - about 2. 7 on the Richter scale • 
would be "extremely difficult" in this region, 
especially if it had been decoupled, as Leone 
claimed. 

I visited Sulaymaniyah's local seismic 
station. It is 640km from the Rezzaza site, and 
its director confirmed that its range was 
limited. "Whether we would pick up an event 
100 to 200km away would depend on its 
magnitude," he explained, "If it's really big, 
we would record it. If it's small, then we may 
miss it." 

Records from 1989 showed no trace of 
an event on September 19, but a map of Iraq's 
main earthquake zones provided a potential 
clue. The Rezzaza region is 
virtually earthquake-free, but the map showed 
one exception • a tremor marked by a red 
circle on the southwestern shore of the lake, 
close to Leone's test site. Nobody at the 
seismic station knew when this tremor 
occurred, except that it was after 1985 and 
before 199 1. 

1 needed corroboration from other 
defectors from Iraq 's nuclear weapons 
programme. Most were too scared to 
talk. One scientist living in northern Europe, 
who had received a video from Baghdad of 
his sister being sexually abused by security 
agents, refused to have anything to do with 
me. 

But I tracked down a "Dr lmad" who 
had worked for Group Four, and persuaded 
him to meet me in Denmark. The story he 
told, unprompted by me, fitted Leone's. 

"There were two groups working on 
two different projects, One was the implosion 
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bomb under Dr Jafaar and the other the gun
type device, under Dr Khalid Ibrahim 
Sayeed," Imad said "Dr Khalid headed Group 
Four." 

Again echoing Leone, lmad 
continued: "The headquarters of both groups 
was at al-Atheer, the nuclear weapons 
design centre south of Baghdad. The UN 
inspectors only discovered one project there. 
They missed the Group Four programme, 
which had the same funding but was far 
more successful. This was Iraq's best-kept 
secret." 

Imad was adamant that the Iraqis had 
conducted a nuclear test, although he did not 
know where. "Group Four was working 
specifically on a Hiroshima-type bomb. In 
19X6-87, they began to run computer 
simulation models, but I know for a fact that 
in 1989 they fed in real test data." 

"From an actual test?" 1 asked. 
"From an actual test. They modified 

the model according to the test data. They 
finished it." 

"So does Iraq have the bomb?" 
"Iraq tested the bomb and they have 

it," he said. 
He also described how a senior Iraqi 

scientist had brought the fuel from Brazil in a 
private jet and was rewarded with money and 
land. 

lmad's evidence meant that two former 
senior Iraqi scientists - one in Kurdistan and 
the other in Denmark • had independently 
confirmed that an organisation called 
Group Four not only existed but had 
successfully tested a gun-type atomic bomb. 
If this was true, the UN inspection teams 
had missed half of Iraq's nuclear programme. 
It was difficult to comprehend failure on such 
a massive scale. 

Yet Unmovic, the UN agency that 
took over from Unscom after inspectors were 
barred from Iraq in 1998, was completely in 
the dark about Group Four. Dr Hans 
Blix, Unmovic' s executive chairman, who 

also headed the IAEA for 16 years, thought a 
nuclear test was improbable. 

I turned to Dr David Kay. a former 
head of the UN nuclear inspection team. He 
suspected that the Iraqis were working on a 
gun-type bomb and was not quite so adamant 
in refusing to believe that one had been tested. 

"One thing I've learnt in Iraq is that it 
is unwise to totally exclude anything, because 
in fact the Iraqis spent a lot of money and got 
a lot of assistance from other people. 
They were always trying to do it, and they did 
it under totalitarian pressure. So people can 
occasionally do miraculous things," he said. 

Kay knew of Group Four • he called it 
a "major weapons design group operating 
under the auspices of Saddam himself' - but 
he had discovered few details about 
its activities. 

It was Kay who uncovered Iraq's crash 
programme to build an implosion device. He 
had been amazed at its size. "What we found 
was more or less an exact replica of a crash 
US Manhattan Project during the second 
world war. The facilities were large in 
number. I remember the initial 
briefing identified three or four sites. There 
turned out to be more than 50. We now think 
there were somewhere between 10,000 and 
20,000 working on the programme. The 
best guess of costs is somewhere in the order 
of$ IO billion." 

Late last year I turned to the most 
important Iraqi defector to reach Europe, 
Abbas al-Janabi. He was personal assistant 
to Saddam's son, Uday, for 15 years, was 
imprisoned eight times by his former boss and 
routinely tortured. He finally fled the country 
with his family in 1998. 

His cousin, Fadil al-Janabi, was high 
in the Iraqi nuclear programme and other 
members of his clan were highly placed 
within Group Four. His response to m) 
probing was succinct. "A nuclear test was 
carried out - in 1988 or 1989 - in an 

6 

11-L-0559/0SD/2528 



underground site beside Lake Rezzaza," he 
said. 

He pointed out the test site on a map 
of Iraq. It was close to Leone's location. "It's a 
military zone," he said. "1 doubt whether UN 
inspectors ever visited it." He himself 
had clambered down into a vast underground 
cavern. 

He learnt of the successful test from 
Uday, who, he said, was unable to conceal his 
jubilation. "They were talking about the test, 
about their ability to produce a nuclear 
bomb. They were talking about a new 
powerful Iraq," said Janabi. 

Was it definitely a nuclear test? 
"Definitely. There is no doubt about that. It 
was a small nuclear test," Who had 
supplied the highly enriched uranium for the 
bomb?South Africa, he said, via South 
America. 

He claimed to know the person who 
had negotiated with the South Africans. "He 
was talking about 50kg. Negotiations began in 
1986 and the delivery was made in 1988." 

In the mid-l 990s, on a Channel 4 
investigation, I visited Valindaba, the facility 
near Pretoria which produced.South Africa's 
bomb-grade uranium. Officially, I was told 
the plant never achieved its design output 
because of technical problems. In its lifetime, 
it was said to have produced weapons-grade 
uranium for only six or seven devices. But 
a plant supervisor let slip that it had 
functioned flawlessly from 1976 until 1989. It 
could have produced enough for 20 simple 
uranium bombs. 

So had South Africa sold off surplus 
stocks? I contacted a former intelligence 
official under the apartheid regime who had 
helped procure components for his country's 
nuclear weapons programme on the black 
market. "The story is true," he said. "About 
50kg were sold to the Iraqis." 

For the final stage of my investigation, 
I used the latest space technology. I bought 
pictures of Lake Rezzaza taken in July 1989 • 

two months before the claimed test • b.y a 
French Spot Image satellite and compared 
them with images from the Indian IRS 1 D 
spacecraft shot in September 2000. 

Professor Bhupendra Jasani of King's 
College, London, analysed them. He quickly 
discovered the tunnel Leone and Abbas al
Janabi had told me about. It was 4km long 
and 400 metres wide and stretched under 
Lake Rezzaza. Roads led from a railway line 
to the shaft entrance, a huge rectangular 
structure. Many lorries could have driven 
abreast into the tunnel. 

To the southwest, Jasani found more 
evidence of an unusually sensitive military 
zone • an army base with some 40 buildings, 
each 40 by 70 metres in size, and a massive 
missile base nearby. 

The September 2000 image showed 
that 60% of these buildings had been 
destroyed. Jasani and 1 assumed this 
must have been in allied air attacks. When 1 
mentioned this to Leone, however, he said the 
Iraqis themselves had blown them up to cover 
up the evidence. At the UN headquarters in 
New York, I showed my satellite images to 
UN arms inspectors who confirmed they had 
never visited the western shore of Lake 
Rezzaza. 

The 2000 picture also provided a vital 
clue. The shaft entrance was destroyed and 
the tunnel blocked up, exactly as Leone had 
told me. I got hold of a third satellite 
picture from 1990, which revealed that this 
blocking had happened before the Gulf war in 
January 199 1. 

"If you wanted to hide something, ] 
guess this is exactly what you would do," said 
Jasani. 

But was it consistent with this being a 
nuclear test site? "The infrastructure is 
certainly consistent with test activity. 
You require storage sites, vehicle activities, 
communications systems like the train, 
railway tracks and roadworks. All of those 
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things you can certainly see on the image," 
said Jasani. 

The tunnel and the entrance were huge 
and the manpower needed to block it up 
massive. Leone had told me that thousands of 
political prisoners worked on the tunnel after 
a presidential amnesty. 

"They were well fed and lived in 
comfortable caravans. In return, they worked 
hard. But none of them came out of it alive," 
he said. "Many were contaminated with 
radioactive waste. Friends working for Iraqi 
security who were guarding them said they 
were buried in caves nearby. The Iraqi 
regime hoped the secret of the Rezzaza lake 
test would die with them. 

"Hussein Kamel gave the order to kill 
these people ... I was disgusted by it and it's 
one of the major reasons I fled." 

This grotesque story was corroborated 
by Imad. He said he was aware that political 
prisoners who worked on the Rezzaza tunnel 
were massacred by Iraqi security guards 
to conceal an unspecified secret military 
project. He did not know this was the nuclear 
test site. 

Last year Leone and his family finally 
reached the West with the help of the UN 
refugee programme. Although comparatively 
safe, he fears reprisals. Last week his 
brother was arrested in Iraq after the Anglo
American air raids. 

Leone no longer needs to draw 
attention to himself to get help, yet he 
continues to give more details of the 
bomb programme, insisting that his story is 
true. 

Western intelligence sources, while 
recognising that he is well informed, continue 
to insist that he and the other Iraqi sources I 
have spoken to are wrong about the 
test. Personally, I think the evidence is 
compelling. 

© Roberts & Wykeham 2001 
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Saddam's Bomb will be broadcast on 8BC2's 
Correspondent programme at 6.20pm next Saturday 

THE CAVERN: The device was raised on a platform 
inside a massively enlarged cavern deep under the lake 
THE TUNNEL: Iraqi engineers enlarged a natural tunnel 
under Lake Rezazza, southwest of Baghdad 
FORT: The test was said to have been controlled from an 
old fort 
MISSILES: The test site was a highly militarised area with 
a huge storage site and a missile base 
THE WARHEAD: A Hiroshima-style 10-kiloton device 
was exploded underground before the Gulf war, according 
to a former member of Saddam's secret weapons 
programme 
CONCRETE PLUG: To avoid detection, the tunnel was 
plugged with concrete and filled with rubble 

Copyright 2001 Times Newspapers Ltd. This service is provided on Times Newspapers' 
standard terms and conditions. To inquire about a licence to reproduce material from 
The Sunday Times, visit the Syndication website. 

9 

11-L-0559/0SD/2531 



LEXIS-NEXIS® Academic Universe· Document hnp://web.le>: is-nexis.com/univers ... 5=fcc 13 3dd66c360ead99 l 482bc7095 5eb 

I of2 

Home I Sources I How Do I? I Ovewlew I Help 

Edit Search I FOCUS I Print/Save Options I E-Mail 
Search T errns: iraq, defector 

Document List Expanded Ulll 

• Prmo111 Document 51 of 86. N~1 • 

Copyright 1998 The Houston Chronicle Publishing Company 
The Houston Chronicle 

View Related Topics 

March 26, 1998, Thursday 3 STAR EDITION 

SECTION: A; Pg. 25 

LENGTH: 380 words 

HEADLINE: CIA bungles its attempt to help Iraqi germ warfare scientist escape 

SOURCE: The Guardian 

BYLINE: JULIAN BORGER 

DATELINE: LONDON 

BODY: 
LONDON • Nassir al·Hindawi, the founder of Iraq's germ warfare program, was seized by Saddam 
Hussein's secret police after the CIA bungled an attempt to smuggle the elderly scientist out of the 
country, Iraqi opposition sources said Wednesday. 

Iraq announced Wednesday that U.N. weapons inspectors would be permitted to interview Hindawi, 70, 
a biologist who is accused of trying to leave on a forged passport. 

But a spokesman for the U.N. Special Commission (UNSCOM) said Hindawi had already been 
interviewed on several occasions • the last time more than a year ago - and there were no immediate 
plans to talk to him again. 

A senior member of the Iraqi opposition, speaking from western Europe, said the CIA had organized an 
escape route for Hindawi to a rebel·controlled region in the north. 

"He was supposed to have been smuggled across to Turkey," the official said. "But the reception 
committee waiting for him in the north had to come back empty.handed." 

He said the defection plan had been ruined when the CIA informed a rebel faction, which leaked the 
information before the plan had been set in motion. "People couldn't keep their mouths shut. They 
behaved in a naive manner," the official said. 

Iraq's main exiled opposition group, the Iraqi National Congress, is at loggerheads with the Iraqi 
National Accord, which is said to have been in contact with the CIA over the abortive defection. 
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The Iraqi opposition source said he believed the documents Hindawi had intended to take with him had 
been confiscated and unimportant papers offered up in their place. 

Ewen Buchanan, UNSCOM's spokesman in New York, said the documents had so far told the weapons 
inspectors little that was new. 

UNSCOM Chairman Richard Butler is due to leave Iraq today after a round of talks with Iraqi officials. 
He has said he has made progress but added that Baghdad has yet to produce strong evidence that it has 
destroyed all of its biological weapons. 

UNSCOM inspections of Saddam's palaces are due to begin today, diplomats said late Wednesday. 
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HEADLINE: Defector warns of Baghdad's nuclear weapons program; 
A high-ranking Iraqi scientist says his country could quickly resume atomic research if the United 
Nations eases up on inspections. 

SOURCE: New York Times 

BODY: 
An Iraqi scientist who defected to the United States has publicly described for the first time the inner 
workings of Iraq's three-decade effort to build a nuclear bomb. 

The scientist, Khidhir Abdul Abas Hamza, said that before he fled Iraq in 1994 he helped train a cadre 
of young scientists who, working with more senior scientists involved in other projects, would be 
capable of quickly resuming Iraq's atomic weapons program if the United Nations cuts back on its 
inspections and, ultimately, lifts economic sanctions. 

Hamza is the highest-ranking scientist ever to defect from Baghdad, and his comments, in nearly 10 
hours of interviews, come as a new confrontation is building over whether Baghdad has dismantled its 
chemical, nuclear and biological programs. Iraq has in recent days refused to cooperate further with 
U.N. weapons inspectors. 

In the interviews, Hamza, 59, whose defection was an important intelligence coup for the United States 
that nearly slipped through American fingers because of the ClA's inattention, drew a chilling picture of 
life as an Iraqi scientist. He said his colleagues were lavishly rewarded for their successes and tortured 
by the secret police when they failed to deliver. 

He said Iraq's nuclear weapons program was personally directed by Saddam Hussein, Iraq's leader, since 
its inception 27 years ago. It was abetted, he said, by a host of Western companies that sold Iraq 
sophisticated equipment as they "winked and laughed" at patently false cover stories. 

On the eve of the Persian Gulf War in 1991, Hamza said, Iraq had completed all the research and testing 
needed for an atomic weapon and was feverishly trying to make at least one crude bomb using uranium 
from civilian reactors. This effort, Hamza said, could have produced a bomb in a few months, but it was 
disrupted by the allied bombing campaign. 
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New details 

Only after the war did U.S. intelligence officials learn that they had grossly underestimated Iraq's 
nuclear program, which they had believed to be 10 years from producing a nuclear bomb. But Hamza' s 
defection to the United States and his subsequent debriefing by the CIA brought fresh details to light, 
including these: 

Iraq's peaceful nuclear power program, begun 30 years ago, was quickly turned into a cover for the 
secret bomb program, which went ahead even as Baghdad opened up its research reactors to Western 
inspection. 

Israel's intensive campaign in the 1970s and '80s to stop Iraq from acquiring a bomb accomplished little. 
The 1981 Israeli bombing raid that destroyed Iraq's French-built nuclear reactor prompted Saddam to 
drop the pretense of a peaceful atomic effort and to go "full steam" on a covert program to build a bomb. 

Iraq took advantage of America's open access to valuable scientific information. Hamza said that as a 
senior member of Iraq's nuclear program, he spent time at American university libraries studying the 
latest scientific journals and technical accounts of U.S. nuclear efforts. 

Hamza, who intelligence officials said had been resettled in the United States by the CIA, said he was 
speaking out now because he was frustrated that Saddam is still obstructing international inspections and 
deceiving the West. U.S. officials said they did not authorize or encourage Hamza to speak publicly, but 
they have confirmed many elements of his account. 

Until now, Hamza's defection has been a closely guarded secret, A 1995 article in the Sunday Times of 
London and a 1997 book by Andrew and Leslie Cockburn included detailed accounts of his alleged 
kidnapping and assassination by secret Iraqi agents. 

In fact, his escape from Iraq is a remarkable spy yam that almost went awry. According to former and 
current intelligence officials, the CIA initially rebuffed Hamza's appeals to defect to the United States. 
He spent a year in Libya before the agency realized its mistake and agreed to resettle him and rescue his 
family from their home in downtown Baghdad. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

March 1, 2001 10:43 AM 

Larry Di Rita, Acting ASD for Legislative Affairs 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Phonecon w/Congresswoman Kay Granger 

I spoke with Kay Granger. She has a lot of military defense contractors in her 
district. 

There were two messages: 

1. She hopes that none of the programs from her district will be prejudiced 
because of the defense review. I told her we recognize that some things are 
coming down the train track, and we will have to find ways to deal with 
them responsibly, even though our review might not be finished. 

2. She also said she hoped she would get advance notice of things that might 
affect her district, rather than be surprised to read about them in the 
newspaper. 

I told her I would pass this note along to you. 

DHR:dh 
030101 -10 

C .---

U04192 /01 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 

READ AHEAD: CALL WITH REP. KAY GRANGER (R-TX) 

The Secretary has agreed to speak with Congresswoman Kay Granger on 
Thursday, March 1, 2001, at 0945 at her request about the on-going strategic .. 
review. 

• Points Congresswoman Granger wi 11 raise/make: 

• Supports on-going strategic review 
• Concerned that review may lead to recommendations for eliminating major 

programs such as Joint Strike Fighter, F-22, F-16, and V-22 al1 of which are 
or could be made in her District 

• Would like to know the timeline for completion of the review 
• Wil1 inquire what, if any, Congressional involvement in the reviews is 

desired and when Congressional involvement will be sought in the process 

• About Congresswoman Granger (Bio is attached): 

• Represents the 12th District (Fort Worth area) 
• 3rd term; elected in 1996. She is the former Mayor of Fort Worth. 
• Previously served on House Anned Services Committee 
• Moved to seat on Appropriations in 106th Congress; does not currently sit 

on the Defense Subcommittee, but has been promised a seat 
• Currently sits on Military Construction Subcommittee for House 

Appropriations 
• Top Employers in District: ~oftbeed Martin Aircraft Systems, Fort 

Worth, 11,00E;; .fi. Wordrfndependent School District, Fort Worth, 
9,000-10,999; B Hlelicopter Textron Inc., Hurst, 7,000-8,999; Harris 
Methodist Ho pital, Fort Worth, 3,000-4,999; Tandy Corp., Fort Worth, 
3,000-4,999 

• Major Industry: Defense technology, transportation, medicine 
• Military Bases: 

Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, Fort Worth, 2,194 active 
duty, 2,505 civilian (1998) 

p,.pared by Colonel Don CmTy,9o.- of Ho,se Affair,, 695-4132 
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• 
CQ MEMBER PROFILE 
107th CONGRESS 

Rep. Kay Granger (R-Texas) 
12th District, l\onhwest Taffant County: part of Fort Worth 

Hometown: Fort Worth 
Born: January 18, 1943; Greenville, Texas 
Religion: Methodist 
Family: Divorced; three children 
Education: Texas Wesleyan U., B.S. 1965 
Military Service: None 
Career: Insurance agent; teacher 

Elected: 1996 (3rd term) 
Political Highlights: Fort Worth City Council, 1969·91; mayor of Fort Worth, 1991-

Committees: 
. Appropriations 

Phone: 202-225-50711 Fax: 202-225-5683 I Web: www.house.gov/granger 
435 Cannon Bldg. I Washington, DC 20515-4312 

Jump to Section: . 
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Link to Archives: 
I 06th Congress 1105th Congress 

CQ Politics in America Profile 
(Updated: April 1999) 

In Washington 

Granger is the first Republican woman to represent Texas in the House, and her pitch that the GOP 
should be more compassionate and more revolutionary makes her a big favorite of the party's leaders on 
the Hill, who are always looking for help to improve Republicans' image among female voters. Granger 
can speak with authority from the perspective of a businesswoman, a working parent and a local elected 
official. A divorced mother of three, she started her own insurance agency and served as mayor of Fort 
Worth, a nonpartisan post. 

Granger was wooed by both parties when she indicated interest in running for the 12th District seat in 
1996, and Republican leaders have tried to make sure she is happy about choosing their side. In the 105th, 
they gave her some choice committee assignments -- Transportation and Infrastructure, Budget and House 
Oversight -- and made her an assistant whip. 

Granger's political stock was trading so high in mid-1997 that she earned mention as a possible 
contender for the junior leadership post of Republican Conference vice chairman after the incumbent, 
Susan Molinari of New York, announced plans to leave Congress. Granger decided to help an ally, 

http://oncongress.cq.com/k2/printDocurnent.js11f}~,Rc~f&(fJJ?a~~~~A&historyPtr=l 2/27/01 
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Jennifer Dunn of Washington, win the position, but Granger made it clear she has aspirations for a broader 
role in the party. 

Granger was out of the country late in 1998 and unable to mount a quick campaign for a low-rung 
leadership post when Republicans suddenly found themselves in a leadership shakeup after their poor 
showing in the mid-term elections. She adjusted her focus slightly and won a nice consolation prize -- a 
seat on the Appropriations Committee for the 106th Congress. 

Granger was a teacher for 10 years, and her interest in education was evident as budget legislation was 
being crafted in 1997. She persuaded House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Bill Archer, R-Texas, 
to include her proposal for tax-free educational savings accounts in the tax cut portion of the legislation to 
implement the balanced-budget deal. 

The GOP also was happy to give Granger a prominent role in arguing for legislation that would allow 
companies to offer employees comp time in lieu of pay for overtime work. Democrats slammed the 
measure as a sop to business that would lead to workers being coerced to forgo overtime pay. But Granger· 
said the bill would give people flexibility to take time off to deal with family concerns. 

A reliable conservative, Granger in the 105th supported a balanced-budget constitutional amendment. 
And after passage in August 1997 of the bipartisan legislation cutting spending and taxes, she called for 
another round of spending and tax cuts. "The 1997 tax package did too little, not too much," Granger said. 
"We can raise hope by lowering taxes again." She was one of the organizers of a group of about 20 
freshman Republicans who, as the second session of the 105th Congress began, proposed a tax cut package 
that included reductions in the so-called maniage penalty, exclusion from taxation of some interest and 
dividend income, and deductibility of all health insurance premiums paid by self-employed workers. 

Granger is involved with a group that calls itself the Project for American Renewal, a coalition of about 
20 House and Senate Republicans who promote public-private partnerships to address societal ills. The 
group got started partly to counter Democratic rhetoric about the GOP being hard-hearted toward the less
fortunate. "When I heard there was a group in Washington talking about how we can encourage 
community renewal and taking our community into our own hands, 1 thought, well that's me," Granger 
said. 

Although she is an avowed supporter of abortion rights, changing the Republican Party's official line 
against abortion is not a top priority. "To some, I think it's the most important issue, but that's not really 
where l'm coming from;' she has said. In fact, Granger in 1997 voted with the anti-abortion side on two 
contentious issues: She suported a ban on a procedure opponents call "partial birth" abortion, and she 
opposed the early release of $385 million for international family planning programs that critics say 
promote abortion. 

She also does what she can to keep federal dollars flowing to her district's defense manufacturers, 
whose pursuits include work on the F-16, the F-22 and the V-22 Osprey aircraft. 
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TO: 

FROM; 

DATE: 

Dov Zakheim 

Donald Rumsfeld 

March2 2001 
' 

SUBJECT: Edits 

Don't send back these comments like that. Go ahead and put in edits1 and give me 
a clean paper, please. · 

Thanks. 

DHR/azn 
030201.02 

Attach, 

0 ......... 

11-L-0559/0SD/2540 U0428l. 101 
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February 22, 2001 10:02 AM 
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tp ... {Y'' 1,,~r' 
- Warsaw Pact and former Soviet republics-to develop better ~ V ~ t .-,i, ·t, 
t\. relationships ~ l a\lr' · r,b 

<;l>:1 ~.ro .. ,-).£.. A~:.0.- ) loft 
- Asian and South Asian countries (India & Pakistan~to gain insights 111 b, , r;1,,_> 

and develop relationships both ways f,tfld' "3 1iil"J 

- Middle Eastern countries f ~'(I..,.-, 

SUBJECT: Deployments 

Priorities might be on: 

Areas we could be less involved: te 1((1 ~ 
G B ~ rJl\ ,~, v.>. r1; ~ . 

D.. ~ ~~ s. ( ...... - African ooun1ries-except possibly for two or three with strategic ·~J.lft, 
~ ~' ? resources 

~--·A~~~2_ ·. ~ 'A,.,... Western Europo-where we have intimate relationships already , 

- Latin America, except for a few selected countries • a, l[ A 'i e,:.; 7 Oki--1 , 

Activities to emphasize: 
c_.,t,,.~~,.? (.Ji {1 ~1 .. ~ ~"~ ~ 

J - Training activities that benefit us 

J 
- Activities that give us knowledge of or relationships in countries of 

interest 

Activities to de-emphasize': 

J - Drug activities 

Note: Anny deployments tend to be good for morale; Air Force deployments tend 

not to be o,.}""(:) ~\ \.,'\ "''~s ( °t} .,.,1 / J~c-b-t ~ ~St (k,··t) J 

DHR;dh I. _u 

022101-6 ~\J, \Ir"" , 

~--~\~~ 
FE3 23 200117!01 

11-L-055 PAGE.02 



rEB.23.2001 5:02PM NO. 659 .... 1/11::J 

• 
t' ._.,. t 

., 
" 

. 
FEB 2 3 2001 

February 22, 200 I 
8:16 PM· 

TO: 

FROM: 

Dr. W olfowitz 
Dr. Schneider 
Dr.Zakheim 
Chris Williams 
Honorable Rudy de Leon 

Donald Rumsfeld 

Attached is a paper I have drafted up on deployments. Take a look at it and give 
me your edits. And sign it so I know who is making what recommendations. I 
think what we've got to do is begin to fashion what will eventually result in a 
policy, first to be washed through the NSC and possibly the President and then to 
be communicated in the Building. Thanks. 

-- . ., . -· -------------
OPTIONAL FORM &9 (7~80) 

tor page&~ /tJ 
: To 

i Oe .......1:,1---------+=-=---------
F•d 1 d3 -,JS'f -&S 1 Fill f 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Rudy De Leon 

Donald Rumsfeld 

March 2 2001 , 

SUBJECT: GAO 

Here are a couple of GAO reports that may refer to the Defense Department. Why 
don't you have someone take a look at them, and brief Paul on what is relevant. 

Thanks. 

DHR/azn 
030201.06 

w 
---
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GAO 

January 2001 

United States General Accounting Office 
Performance and Accountability Series 

Major Management 
Challenges and 
Program Risks 
A Governmentwide 
Perspective 

GAO 

U031 J4 /01 
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TO: 

Cc: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Steve Cambone 

• Dov Zakheim 
" Bill Schneider 

1iL Donald Rumsfeld 11
1 

March 2, 2001 

In that meeting on the nuclear weapons, why wouldn't we put dollars in to sustain 
the force and dollars in to retire some, if that's the case? 

At what point, Steve, will I get a recommendation from that group? 

Also, how do I get myself educated on de-alerting? I didn't find that he shed 
much light on the subject. Don't you think you ought to have a separate session 
on that, maybe? 

Someone asked the question about Iran, North Korea, Iraq, Libya, as a target base. 
I suppose that ought to be addressed as well. 
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•.... . 

TO: Steve Friedman 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Donald Rumsfeld '1fL
March 5, 2001 

We might want to think about Don Haider as a member of your group. He is a 
professor at Northwestern School of Business, He was I think a White House 
fellow and worked in 0MB. He is not particularly knowledgeable about the 
Pentagon, but he is knowledgeable about financial matters. 

DHR/azn 
030601.01 
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The TNT office tells me that Steve Friedman is not one of ours. He is 
evidently the retired Chairman of Gold, Sachs, etc. 

By checking our database I found previous correspondence (attached). If 
this is the same person, should we mail the latest SD note to him? 

"?J: 
j ~( ~ (),~J 

4,,~ - ,,,,,/ 

~ f~ 1/1~ 

~,,...- ?bf3) 
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600 Thirteenth Street. NW 202. 756· B500 voice 

Suite 640 202.7568510 fax 

Washington DC 

20005-3096 
GROUP 

February 26,200 I 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
I 000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Don, 

www.cohengroup.ne1 

0,-:;:JCE lrir ":Lcr· r, Jr j ,-;:· 

SECRCTARV oc D,...,.:;..",~.-
. IL IJ I '1 CJ-Cl~~t 

20DI MAR - 1 

In response to your question about base closing success stories, I recall three 
particular examples: 

Fort Devins, Massachusett~: 3,000 jobs were created, replacing the 2,100 civilian 
jobs that were lost. Current tenants include Gillette Manufacturing, Boston/Maine 
Railroad, a federal prison medical facility, and the Oxbow National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Charleston Naval Air Base, South Carolina: In 1998, 2,700 jobs had been 
created and at the time, they expected the creation of an additional 8,700 jobs over 
five years to replace the original 6,200 jobs lost. Some of the tenants are Charleston 
Marine Manufacturing, Charleston Shipbuilding, NOAA, U.S. Postal Service, and 
the National Community Conservation Corps. 

Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire: 1,300 jobs were created, replacing 400 
lost jobs. 

These are just a few examples. I encourage you to contact Randall Yim, the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations, for more examples. Randall is a true 
asset for the Department and I am confident that he will serve you as adeptly as he served 
me. 

With best wishes, I am 

U04621··/01 
11-L-0559/0SD/2549 



~ THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON \ !t\E 

Honorable William S. Cohen 
The Cohen Group 
600 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Suite 640 
Washington, DC 20005 

Dear Bill: 

MAR 8 2001 

.,------. 
Thanks so much for your resp~,_e.- fapprecrte it. 

,,· I 

Regards! //. / 
/.~/,r I 

/ __ ./Sincerely, / 
/ ,l 

.,/' 
/ 

,' 
( 

/ 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON 

The Honorable William S. Cohen 
Chairman and CEO 
The Cohen Group 
600 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Suite 640 
Washington, DC 200053096 

Dear Bill: 

MMl 9 2001 

Thanks for your quick response to my inquiry 
about base closing success stories. It is very helpful. 
I will also follow up on your suggestion to talk to 
Randall Yim. 

U04936 /01 
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~ THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON \ !t\E 

Honorable William S. Cohen 
The Cohen Group 
600 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Suite 640 
Washington, DC 20005 

Dear Bill: 

MAR 8 2001 

.,-......___, 
Thanks so much for yourresp~,_e.- fapprecrte it. 

,,· I 

Regards! //. / 
/.~/,r I 

,/_./Sincerely, / 
/ ,l 

.,/' 
/ 

,' 
( 

/ 

11-L-0559/0SD/2552 

! 

U04713 /01 



600 Thirteenth Street. NW 202. 756· B500 voice 

Suite 640 202.7568510 fax 

Washington DC 

20005-3096 
GROUP 

February 26,200 I 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
I 000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Don, 

www.cohengroup.ne1 
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. IL IJ I '1 CJ-Cl~~t 

20DI MAR - 1 

In response to your question about base closing success stories, I recall three 
particular examples: 

Fort Devins, Massachusett~: 3,000 jobs were created, replacing the 2,100 civilian 
jobs that were lost. Current tenants include Gillette Manufacturing, Boston/Maine 
Railroad, a federal prison medical facility, and the Oxbow National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Charleston Naval Air Base, South Carolina: In 1998, 2,700 jobs had been 
created and at the time, they expected the creation of an additional 8,700 jobs over 
five years to replace the original 6,200 jobs lost. Some of the tenants are Charleston 
Marine Manufacturing, Charleston Shipbuilding, NOAA, U.S. Postal Service, and 
the National Community Conservation Corps. 

Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire: 1,300 jobs were created, replacing 400 
lost jobs. 

These are just a few examples. I encourage you to contact Randall Yim, the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations, for more examples. Randall is a true 
asset for the Department and I am confident that he will serve you as adeptly as he served 
me. 

With best wishes, I am 

U04621··/01 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON 

The Honorable William S. Cohen 
Chairman and CEO 
The Cohen Group 
600 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Suite 640 
Washington, DC 200053096 

Dear Bill: 

MMl 9 2001 

Thanks for your quick response to my inquiry 
about base closing success stories. It is very helpful. 
I will also follow up on your suggestion to talk to 
Randall Yim. 

U04936 /01 
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600 Thirteenth Street. NW 202. 756· B500 voice 

Suite 640 202.7568510 fax 

Washington DC 

200053096 
GROUP 

February 26,200 I 

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
I 000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Don, 

www.cohengroup.ne1 
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In response to your question about base closing success stories, I recall three 
particular examples: 

Fort Devins, Massachusett~: 3,000 jobs were created, replacing the 2,100 civilian 
jobs that were lost. Current tenants include Gillette Manufacturing, Boston/Maine 
Railroad, a federal prison medical facility, and the Oxbow National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Charleston Naval Air Base, South Carolina: In 1998, 2,700 jobs had been 
created and at the time, they expected the creation of an additional 8,700 jobs over 
five years to replace the original 6,200 jobs lost. Some of the tenants are Charleston 
Marine Manufacturing, Charleston Shipbuilding, NOAA, U.S. Postal Service, and 
the National Community Conservation Corps. 

Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire: 1,300 jobs were created, replacing 400 
lost jobs. 

These are just a few examples. I encourage you to contact Randall Yim, the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations, for more examples. Randall is a true 
asset for the Department and I am confident that he will serve you as adeptly as he served 
me. 

With best wishes, I am 

U04621··/01 
11-L-0559/0SD/2555 



March 9, 2001 3:08 PM 

TO: Paul W olfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Paper on Cuba by Ernesto Betancourt 

Paul, you might want to take a look at this paper on Cuba and then return it to me. 

1 have not had a chance to read it yet, but I skimnied it and it looked interesting. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
030901-19 

11-L-0559/0SD/2556 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: President Bush Transition Team 

SUBJECT: Cuba's potential threat and policy suggesti 

FROM: Ernesto F. Betancourt, first Director of Ra 

Executive Summary ., 

There is no disagreement that the Castro regime must come to an end sometime. This is 
highly likely Lo happen during the forthcoming Bush Administration. However, various scenarios 
have been suggested on how this may happen. The Council on Foreign Relations and the Inter
American Dialogue advanced proposals that ignore the realityrof Castro's position and were 
brutally rejected on December 27, 2000 by Castro's regime iff a Granma front page article as 
reflecting a "fantastic illusion." Nevertheless, following the usual response of the proponents of 
this approach, that rejection is not going to deter them from persevering in their effort to sacrifice 
the well-being of the Cuban people and the security of the United States by trying to sell their 
rejected proposals to the new Administration. 

In theAppend~ a completely different scenario on the potential threat Castro represents 
to US security and how it is being ignored is discussed in detail and with thorough 
documentation. The Appendix opens with a brief discussion of why the scenario of a Castro 
potential aggression should not be ruled out a priori. Then, four recent developments pointing to 
Castro's preparations for eventual actions against the continental US are described briefly. One, 
the training of Cuban commandos in VietNam for preemptive attacks against US bases, revealed 
in 1996 by Jane 's Defense Weekly. Second, the FBI charge in September, 1998 that :urested 
Cuban spies were ordered to obtain addresses of military stationed at South Florida bases, 
intelligence use:ful for commando attacks, as well as the recent revelations during the spy uiial on 
Cuban instructions to these spies to identify Florida keys locations for infiltration of weapons and 
explosives into the US. Third, the 1999 revelation by a former Deputy Chief of the Soviet genn 
warfare program that Cuba has been building up a capability to produce such weapons. And, 
finally, the FCC report on Cuba's interference with ARJNC, the US air traffic control radio 
system. Why is Cuba investing resources in these activities unless they plan Lo use them? 

The Appendix discusses briefly Castro· s increasing economic and political troubles, as 
well as the backfiring of the effort to cover-up the regime's drug traffic entanglement. It also 
discusses Castro's bizarre behavior against the Europeans at the Rio meeting in July, 1999 and the 
Canadians, whom he labeled the "second enemy to the North," after the Winnipeg Pan Am Games 
that year. It mentions the July, l q99 trial of the US, with a demand for US$18 l billion dollars in 
reparations, which the Catholic Church magazine Vitral criticized as a deliberate effort to 
encourage hatred of the US. Finally, il mentions the campaign whipping up Cuban nationalism 
over drugs in Olympic sports. On September 4, 1999, even the staid Financial Times fell 
impressed enough to describe Castro's behavior as distinctly obsessive. At a time when a stream 
of US political and business visitors offered hope of lifting the US embargo. why all this rage? 

By the end of 1999, Castro suffered a serious setback during the Iberoamerican summit in 
Havana which was a cle::u- diplomatic victory for Cuban dissidents. The Elian crisis was correctly 

11-L-0559/0SD/2557 



perceived by Castro as an opportunity to regain the initiative and motivate Cubans again around 
lhe revolulion. However, he overestimated his ability to transfer popular feelings on a legitimate 
issue, the rights of a father to his child, into support for broader issues advocated by his regime. 

As the year 2,000 comes to an end, Castro has been forced to turn more repressive again. 
International1y, the Panama Iheroamerican Summit turned out to be another setback when Castro 
opposed a resolution condemning his allies, the Basque ETA terrorist group, and supporting; the 
people and government of Spain. This Jed to a bitter exchange with the President of El Salvador 
and a souring of relations with Spain. Sugar output for 200 I is already projected to be down 
around l O per cent, the growth of tourist traffic is flattening out and the most important untapped 
tourist market has been effectively frozen out by the legislation vesting in the US Congress the 
power to modify travel restrictions. The Elian case had a definitive impact on the Cuban
American vote in Miami-Dade, costing Gore tens of thousands of votes To Castro's dismay, the 
political clout of what Castro rejoices in calling the Cuban maffia seems to have increased under a 
Republican Administration that, for the first time, includes a Cftoan-American as a member of the 
Cabinet. _. 

The Appendix documents, with quotations from Castro statements and/or actions, his 
forty year w:u against the US, as well as the overt and covert strategies through which it has been 
implemented. Finally. policy changes to avoid this potential threat are suggested, mostly by 
disabusing Castro followers in Cuba's military and intelligence network. of the notion--US 
passivity and avoidance have conveyed so far--that they will forever enjoy impunity for their 
hostile actions. 

Perhaps it is advisable to look first at the policy suggestions. They are oriented to 
preventive actions the Bush Administration can take to avoid reaching the situation in which US 
retaliation against Cuba is demanded by an irate American people should any of Castro· s plans be 
implemented. To prevent is better than to have to regret, If this analysis is proven to be wrong in 
the end, and Castro departs peacefully from the scene, this author will be most happy. 

On the other hand, if the analysis is correct and Castro carries out the aggressive actions 
he has been planning for four decades, then the American people will hold responsible those at 
State, the Pentagon, CIA, DIA and the Justice·Department who failed to take this threat seriously. 
The transition teams for these areas would be well advised to·m least give consideration to the 
facts here presented. The Bush Administration should not take lightly the potential threat Castro 
represents in his waning days because, if unfortunately any of its components is implemented, it is 
quite likely to take place under its watch. 

What policy changes may he advisable to cope with this potential threat'? 

Throughout the years, moderate responses to Castro, such as the initial embargo and later 
the Helms-Burton Law. were chosen in lieu of force-based responses. For example, Helms
Burton was brought out of a paralyzed Senate-House conference by the downing of American 
civilian planes over intemational waters. An action Castro took perfectly aware that it was 
unlikely President Clinton would respond to his use of force against American civilian planes over 
international waters hy the logical military response of pin-point bombing the MiG-29 bases. The 
sense of impunity this US behavior transmits to Cuba's military should not he underestimated. 
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A Bush Administration must send a different message to those around Castro. After all, 
any overt action against the US to fulfill his true destiny will require the participation of these 
individuals. The Powell/R.ice/Rumsfeld team is going to be tested by Castro. The US response 
must make Castro and his followers aware that actions against the US will no longer be met with 
indirect responses or avoidance behavior. These are some US options that come to mind: 

• Make it clear to Castro and his followers, particularly in the armed forces, that any 
aggressive Cuban actions will be met with commensurate retaliation. In other, 
words, another use of force against Americans will lead to retaliation in kind. ,. 
(POWELL/RICE/RUMSFELD) 

• Refocus the ongoing trial of the Cuban spies arrested in 1998 on the issues related 
to the conspiracy "to sabotage planes and hangars" mentioned in the initial 
indictment and downplayed in the revised indicti'rient, as well as relate them to 
Castro's overall plans for an eventual attack·orrthe US. (ASHCROFT) 

• Include Cuba as one of the most likely sources of potential terrorist germ warfare 
attacks and take whatever precautions are warranted. Reopen the West Nile virus 
epidemiological mystery investigation by following the Cuban hypothesis line ,of 
inquiry. At least contact the two defectors who had worked on such a program in 
Cuba, as well as any other scientists who had defected from the Biotechnology and 
Genetic program. Find out what cooperation, if any, was given by CDC and the 
Smithonian w the Cuban effort. (ASHCROFT/THOMPSON/WHOEVER IS AT 
CIA) 

• Complement the present wording of the Helms-Burton Law in terms that only 
Castro and his brother are unacceptable for the transition government, by warning 
that anybody involved in aggression against the US, whether overt or covert. will 
be equally unacceptable. State clearly that US reconstruction assistance will be 
predicated on a sharing by all legitimate stakelmlders--including present regime 
officials not involved in human rights violations, members of the dissidence, former 
property owners, workers and victims of repression--in the future Cuba. 
(POWELL/RICE) 

• Change the present counter-intelligence policy from one of passive observation of' 
the network of contacts to an activist one of dismantling the networks that have 
been identified so far. Castro lacks at present the resources to rebuild his 
intelligence network if we crack down on his present assets. Particularly, if they 
are faced with an aggressive counter-intelligence effon. To this effect, the FBI 
capability against Cuban intelligence should be beefed-up to the resource levels 
assigned to the DGI when it became a KGB surrogate (ASCHCROFf) 
Crack down on apparently dormant groups and fronts, such as members of the 
Vencerernos and Maceitos brigades. At present, there are many still acting on 
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behalf of Castro with absolute impunity. For example, many demonstrations in 
Miami that enrage people against the exile community are undertaken by these 
groups. At least, make them register under the Foreign Agents Registration Act. 
(ASHCROFT) 

• To encourage defections among people who had been blackmailed by Castro's 
intelligence to cooperate with them, offer immunity to those who come forward 
reporting such experiences to our counter-intelligence. After all, five of the ten 
spies arrested in Florida last September were willing to plea bargain their ~ 

situations. By the same token, it is likely that many of those who went to Cuba 
many years ago and were recruited by the Cubans are not willing to accompany 
Castro in his Gotterdammerung. (ASHCROFT) 

• Brief civic leaders and media in communities w.tiere Cuban agents could provoke 
racial incidents. Make them aware of such p~ibilities, so they are better prepared 
to cope with provocations when and if they happen. 
(ASHCROFT/RUMSFELD/POWELL/RJCE) 

• Form a Team B, with Cuban defectors with direct exposure to Castro's responses 
under threat, to offer suggestions on the meaning of strange Cuban behaviors not 
subject lO logical explanations. Throughout his career, Castro has always been 
underestimated by US planners. We just cannot afford to do that anymore. 
(RICE/POWELL/RUMSFELD/WHOEVER FROM THE CIA) 

• Reinforce the Helms/Burton USAID program to plan assistance for the post+ 
Castro transition. Focus it on plans to assist those within Cuba, when the time 
comes, whether in the dissidence or even within the Castro regime. The US i 

should make clear that those around Castro not responsible for crimes against 
humanity will be acceptable in a post-Castro era. (POWEL L/RJCE) 

• Form a task force to address the issue of how to restore the reach of US Radio and 
TV signals to Cuba. At the time when a transition starts taking place in Cuba, it is 
of the utmost urgency for the US to have a clear means of communicating with the 
Cuban people with a firmly established credibility in the audience. This was one of 
the basic reasons for creating a Radio Marti and it was accomplished, but it has 
lost a substantial share of the audience in recent years due to the neglect of the 
Clinton Administration. (POWELL/RICE/WHOEVER FROM IBB) 

• Open the case of the Cubans who tortured our VictNam prisoners. Try to identify 
who they are so at least Harvard will not invite them again to come to the tIS as 
they did with General Vecino Alegret. (ASHCROFT/RUMSFELD) 
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APPENDIX 
Is Castro Preparing for a Gotterdammerung? 

There is no question on anybody's mind that the Castro regime will end. But there are 
diverse opinions on how. Some believe Castro is willing to live in exile--Manuel Fraga lribarne, 
the President of the Galician Government, even offered him a house in the town where his father 
was born--hut after Judge Garzon's indictment of Pinochet, Castro is highly unlikely to consider 
such an offer. Carlos Lage and Ricardo Alarcon, not to mention his brother Raul, arc betting on 
his turning power over to them under a transition regime, while retiring in the island as an elderly 
statesman, The merciful Lord may finally take pity of the Cuban people and swiftly remove him 
from power. There are those from the Council on Foreign Relations and the Inter-American 
Dialogue, not to mention American farmers and the US Chamber of Commerce, who harbor the 
naive notion--or the "fantastic illusion" as Granma labeled it--tnat they can go ahead with their 
neo-liberal and private sector efforts under Castro's nose by petending they have nothing to do 
with the Helms-Burton and Torricelli legislation. 

There are others, however, who think Castro would rather end in an apocalyptic last ditch 
struggle against the hated Americans, thus provoking a Gotterdammerung to seek a place in 
history for himself. As will be commented later in this Appendix, Castro himself has described a 
war with the US as his true destin.v. All those who over the last decades. have been close to him 
in moments of crisis, coincide in concluding that an apocalyptic finale is his most likely choice. 
However, this is unlikely to occur as long as he is convinced he can stay in power and play an 
important historical role. True, a Gotterdammcnmg would bring a disaster upon the Cuban 
people. But Castro couldn't care less. 

In his youth, Castro admired Hitler. As Georgie Anne Geyer reports in her Castro 
biography, Guerrilla Prince, at Havana University Castro carried with him a copy of Mein 
Kampf The title for his statement at the trial in 1953, "History will Absolve Me,'· was lifted from 
Hitler's speech at the Rathaus Putsch trial Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume he may 
follow Hitler in his final mood. As Hitler did when he was at the bunker in relation to the German 
people, Castro has shown little regard for what may happen tcrCuba after him. In fact, during the 
Thero-American Summit in Oporto, he frankly told a journalist "that that was not his problem ,. 
His only concern is that they continue his revolutionary struggle. And that means to perpetuate 
an anti-American stance. 

Some may argue that Cubans arc basically friendly with Americans and, therefore, unlikely 
to accompany Castro in any aggressive ath·cnture against the US. Since, for the kind of aoions 
involved, it is necessary only that a small fanatic hard core be willing to carry out their orders. 
those having such doubts arc advised tor-cad Honor Bound This book about POWs in Vie1nam. 
by two DOD historians, Stuart Rochester and Frederick Riley, was published by the US Na, al 
Jnstitute Press. The book has a full chapter dedicated to what was called by POWs the Cub;in 
Program at a prison camp labeled "The/., h' ., The vicious torturing of US POWs by these Ca~tro 
officers should disabuse those doubters,/ ,rny notion that the Gotterdammerung hypothesis 
should be discarded on the grounds of C1ha11s' traditional friendship for Americans. At a -:e":-1011 
in the House of Representatives, one oft hern was identified by some of those tortured as (icn~ral 
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Fernando Vecino AJegret, the present Minister of Higher Education. As in any society, in the 
Castro regime there are normal human beings and some pretty sick people motivated by hatred 

Plans for a preemptive attack A report in the prestigious Jane's Defence Weekly of 
March 6, 1996, revealed that Castro was training Cuban forces for a preemptive attack against the 
US. According to the June 's story, Cuban special forces had been undergoing training in Viet 
Nam since 1990, that is at the time of the Soviet collapse, to use tactics like those of US Navy 
Seals against American forces "preparing to invade Cuba." 

The central point of the article is not that the US is preparing to attack Cuba. Anybody 
familiar with contemporary Pentagon thinking knows that is one of the least likely options for the 
US to follow. That is why the key paragraph of the Jane's article is the one on Cuba's strategy: 

"Havana's strategy in pursuing such training is to attack the staging and supply areas Jo, 
US forces preparing to invade Cuba. The political objective would be to bring the t·eabty 
of warfare to the American public and so exert domef!tic pressure on Washington." 

Soldiers are trained with specific missions and strategies in mind. ls Castro's goal to be 
the one that, for the first time in this century, brings war to the US mainland? The Clinton 
Administration refused to face such a possibility. Can the Bush Administration afford to continue 
such a pretense? If it becomes true, it is much more likely to happen under Bush' s watch, 

Arrest of ten Cuban Spies. In September 1998, the FBI arrested 10 members of~ 
Cuban spy network in Florida. This is the first time in forty years that the Justice Departmeet has 
initiated prosecution proceedings against Castro agents. At their bail-setting hearing on 
September 16, 1998, both Assistant US District Attorney, Caroline Heck Miller, and FBI A;gent, 
Mark de Almeida, justified the action taken, after having the network under surveillance since 
1995, on the grounds that the accused were considering "the possibility of sabotagingplanes or 
hangars at an undisclosed location in Florida." In fact, one of the spies, Antonio Guerrero, aka 
Lorient, had managed to obtain a civilian job with the US Navy at the Boca Chica Naval Air 
Station at Key West. Others targeted bases in Tampa and the-Southern Command. 

According to items 18 and 19 of the FBI Affidavit, presented two days earlier at the 
arraignment of the spies, Lorient had been asked to provide information on: 

"depk~ynu!11l of aircraft, base dcu~v routines, descriptions of rhe interior and exterior rd 
buildings particularly one being prepared for a highly secret activity; the use of pfane., 
equipped, for electronic warfare, H·hich could be used for i111elligence and tactical 
ope rat i0/1.\ against our country; a11d. the home addresses <!I )umdreds of military) 
perso1111el \tationed at the base . .. 

This last request is the most relevant Information on addresses of base personnel is THll of 
any value for Cuban defensive purposes I !owever, it may be extremely relevant for the pl~nning 
and implementation of commando attacks as commented by Jane·., I >efense Weekly. During I he 
spy trial, which JU~t started, 8,000 pages nf communications between the spies and their 
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controllers in Cuba have been released by the FBI. One of these communications involves an 
intriguing order given in 1996 to search locations in the Florida Keys where Cuban intelligence 
could land weapons and explosives. This further reinforces the notion that Castro is planning 
commando attacks against the US at some time of his own choosing. 1 

Castro's explanation of the anest of the spies during the Ibero-American Summit in 
Opono in 1998 was that he never spied on the US mihtary, only on exiles, a statement at odds 
with the evidence gathered by the FBI. In a strange twist, without any explanation, a new 
indictment filed in May. 1999, downplays the issue of sabotaging planes and hangars and ignores 
other evidence presented in September, 1998 by the FBI that relates the spying to national r 

security issues. Instead, it focused the indictment on anti-exile actions of the spies, specifically the 
conspiracy to commit murder in the downing of the Brothers to the Rescue planes in February, 
1996. The historical record shows that Justice would have never arrested the spies if their only 
mission was against Cuban exiles. The trial was to start in September. 1999 and was postponed 
six months. It was delayed again and the trial did not start un~te in 2000. 

Even within the narrower case, Justice has made no '"'empt to prosecute those who gave 
the orders for the murders from Cuba. Instead of adding these individuals to those being 
prosecuted, the judge presiding the case, in a unique action by a US court in a spying case, 
ordered the FBI and the prosecutors to go to Cuba to take depositions from the controllers of the 
spies, thus making them witnesses for the defense!! Did she really believe that taking an oath over 
a Bible from hardened Cuban intelligence operators would result in their "telling the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth"? Castro must be laughing his ribs out. 

In truth, the case is being downplayed with accusations of spying against the Cuban 
American National Foundation and other exile groups, instead of focusing on the more serious 
and important issue for the American people that Castro's spies were targeting American military 
installations. By changing the focus of the trial to this other issue, is Janet Reno legitimizing 
Castro's claim that he never spied on the US? Is this another effort of the Clinton Administration 
to avoid a hot foreign policy issue that could cause a US/Cuba confrontation'? Such avoidance 
of confrontation in a serious national security matter does nothing but encourage Castro and his 
followers into bolder actions, Fortunately, the Bush Administration will have a say on this case 
because il is unlikely that it be finalized before lhe Inauguration. Let us hope the new team at 
Justice reassesses the trial and expands the indictment to place more emphasis on the threat·to US 
security it implies. 

Germ warfare capabilities. A 1999 released book on germ warfare, Biohazard, 
published by Random House, reveals that Cuba started its germ warfare efforts in the eighties. 
The author of the book is Ken Alibek, a former Colonel in the Soviet Army, who was Deputy 
Director of the agency involv(·d with Soviet development of germ war-fare. 

In his book, Alibek, at present a CIA and Pentagon consultant residing in Virginia, quotes 
his superior, General Yuri Kalinin, as stating, on his return from a visit to Cuba, that 1he Cubans 
hal't' developed a germ war/tire capability. These capabilities include a project under close 
Castro supervision to develop virus strains to be inoculated to migratory birds According to 
Carlos Wotzkow, a Cuban dl'fr·nor residing in Switzerland, reports in a book published in 1998-· 
that is one year before the WL':-t Nile virus outbreak in \:ew York--he was fired from his job at the 
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Zoological Institute in Havana in 1980, among other things, because he criticized a Castro 
initiative to create a Biological Front "to undertake biological warfare against the United States 
territory through introducing viruses of infectious diseases inoculated in migratory birds." 
Another researcher, Dr. Luis Roberto Hernandez, a British trained entomologist who defected in 
London in 1995, reported in an interview with El Nuevo Herald that he worked in the Biological 
Front Project until his defection and that their mission was to identify and produce virus strains 
and select migratory birds to carry them. 

Despite the obvious potential relation of the experiences of these two researchers with the 
so-called mystery of how the West Nile virus reached this Hemisphere, neither the CIA nor tpe 
CDC has been willing to even consider the possibility of using such a hypothesis in the 
epidemiological research. ls this another case, as that of Justice with the spies, of the Clinton 
Administration being unwilling to pursue potential Castro aggressive actions against the US so as 
not to jeopardize a possible normalization of relations with Cuba? Shouldn't the Bush 
Administration at least pursue this line of inquiry to satisfy itstjfthat, despite the strange 
coincidence between the Cuban project and the encephalitis autbreak, Castro is not involved? 

It has been widely commented that the CIA has found that the genetic and bio-technology 
industry, one of Castro's pet projects, is nothing but a cover for developing biological weapons. 
This industry is housed in a complex of buildings in the Miramar zone of Havana, some of which 
are reported to have the usual security measures associated with biological weapons development. 
It is this knowledge that led Defense Secretary William Cohen in 1998 to caution the earlier 
Pentagon report about Cuba not being any longer a military threat to the US. 

According to a November 28, 1998 article in Science, Cuba was estimated to have 
invested one billion dollars in the Genetic and Biotechnology industry, yet this industry doe~ not 
seem to have become a leading exporting or producing sector. Tn fact, in the latest report of the 
United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) on the 
Cuban economy there is not one single figure about its economic relevance. Could it be that, 
rather than being an economic project, it is more related to military uses such as the 
epidemiological mystery in New York associated with the West Nile virus outbreak? 

Electronic spying and air traffic control interference. Finally, we have Cuba's 
emerging alliance with Red China, our strategic partner with a propensity to steal our nuclear and 
ballistic secrets. According to a June 24, 1999 article in Fl Nuevo Herald, Cuba has allowed Red 
China to install two electronic monitoring stations similar to the Soviet installation at Lourdes. 
The cover-up for these installations is to broadcast Red China's international short-wave 
programs to the United States and Latin America. The Cuba-China military link was expanded in 
the last week of the year 2000 by General Fu Quanyou ~i!!-ning a collaboration agreement during a 
v1s111 )fa Chinese military delegation to Cuba. 

Red China has provided Castro, among other tlrn1~s still unknown, with equipment to 
enh,i ncl.' Cuba's capabilities to jam VOA Radio Marti·~ hrnadcasts to Cuba to the point that it is 
hlorkcd in most areas of Havana Under Plan Titan, tlk' -..,wiets provided broadcasting equipment 
to re~pond to VOA Radio Mani .. This Soviet equipm~nt 1:-: extremely powerful, it can reach 1,500 
KM .ind overpower any US transmitter. When Cuba ,r.i:!t'.d using it to interfere with US air 
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traffic control, Soviet officials were very concerned and warned the Cubans this could cause 
havoc in US air traffic leading to a confrontation. 

A report on Cuban radio interference for the second quarter of 1999, released by the; Cruef 
Watch Officer of the HFDF Center includes, among a long list of such radio interferences, one 
with New York's ARINC, air traffic control communications system. On May 13, 1999 at 4:48 
PM a false communication was made to that city's air control system, over a high frequency band, 
pretending to be "OPEC 21," a flight of three C-1 30 US military transports. FCC tracked the 
false broadcast to a location in Pinar del Rio province, west of Havana. Are the Cubans testing 
the capability of their equipment to cause chaos in our air traffic system or our willingness to,.put 
up with it? Well, their equipment seems to work and, again, we did nothing. Castro and his 
followers know we know. Our silence tells Castro's collaborators that for some mystical reason 
they enjoyimpunity. 

In the face of all these serious revelations that point to possible Castro plans and testing of 
the waters for aggressive action against the US, should we co)Jfmue underestimating the risk this 
man represents; or, avoiding the issue? If you were a Cubruu,ilot or jammer operator, would 
these US responses deter you from following insane orders--such as downing American civi!ian 
planes over international waters or messing up US air traffic--or would you feel reassured that 
nothing will happen? These are issues which the Bush Administration Transition teams cannot 
ignore or downplay as the Clinton Administration has done. Because the clock is ticking ~d the 
alarm is set for some time during the Bush Administration. 

Castro's increasing troubles 

Castro is facing simultaneous failures in the domestic and the international arena. Castro 's 
version of socialism has failed to effectively reactivate the Cuban economy. The meager sugar 
crop of 4.0 million tons in 2000 was broadcast as a great success. But that ignores the ecorhomic 
facts. First, this represents half the amount of sugar Cuba had produced in the late eighties and, 
second, the current price is three to five cents below the cost of production. The cost of financing 
this meager output makes it a losing proposition that, in a free market economy, would have led 
to the closing of the industry. Meanwhile the price of oil has.doubled. And, as commented' 
above, projections for 2001 predict a ten percent decline. 

A leaked 1998 report from the Cuban National Bank acknowledges a balance of trade 
deficit for that year of US$2.8 billion, This. on top of US$ I .2 billion in 1996 and US$ I. 7 billion 
in 1997. Between 1993 and 1998 Cuba accumulated a trade deficit of 10 billion dollars. And this 
deficit is growing at the rate of more than 2 S billion dollars per year Cuba is a country whose 
borrowing capacity is very limited due to its having defaulted in its foreign debt since May, 1986 

and has neither foreign exchange reserves on which to draw, nor access to the IMF and other 
international lending agencies to bail it out rhe only feasible explana1 ion is that Cuba is 
financing this gap out of drug traffic and nlllnev laundering. 

This hypothesis is reinforced by thr(iilman-Burton House report, revealing how a se,·en 
ton cocaine shipment discovered by the Colombian police on December 3, 1998 on its way to 
Cuba was actually consigned to a compan, "l percent owned by the Cuban government. Ou, 
departing Drug Cza r_ General Barry McCalfr1 \, ignoring the above report, the overwhelming 
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evidence from four grand juries revealing Cuba's involvement in drug traffic and the 19 year 
sentence of Jorge "Gordito" Cabrera in 1996 for smuggling 6,000 pounds of cocaine from Cuba, 
launched a trial balloon for providing the Cubans with equipment and intelligence to cooperate in 
the war on drugs. In the opinion of the Colombian police, Castro is likely to use these resources 
against cartels not paying him his share and to help his partners. In his speech, on July 26, 1999, 
Castro resorted to his usual raving and ranting against the US over the rejection of his "offer"' to 
cooperate in drug interdiction. 

The internal political situation is getting increasingly tense due to the inability of the 
regime to meet basic needs of the majority of the population. The progressive decline in liviqg 
conditions is made more irritating by the conspicuous consumption of those having access toi the 
dollar-fed side of the economy. Corruption is rampant. The revolution has lost its egalitarian 
appeal. Most Cubans have to fend by themselves to "resolver," that is to have access to food and 
other essentials, since the rationing system can meet only two weeks of their monthly needs. 

Cuba's frantic efforts to gain international support agalllit the US in Europe and Latin 
America are going nowhere. The Canadian government is _opjnly reconsidering its policy to~ards 
Cuba due to Castro's unwillingness to respect human rights. Canadians investors. are complaining 
about losses caused by Cuba's arbitrary actions and are withholding further investments. On July 
26, 1999, Castro strongly attacked the Canadians, pushing relations to an even lower level. Next 
to the approval of the Czech resolution at the Geneva meeting of the UN Human Rights 
Commission, the refusal of the 1999 European-Latin Summit in Rio de Janeiro to even mention 
the Helms-Burton Law specifically, is perhaps one of Castro 's biggest foreign policy setback. 

Castro is reported to have sacked Foreign Minister, Roberto Robaina--two days aftet the 
preparatory meeting for the Summit ended in Mexico--for his failure to get what Cuba wanted in 
the wording of the final document for the Summit. Castro himself was not only unable to improve 
the text agreed by Robaina, but had to accept the elimination of any specific reference to Helms
Burton. The Cuban initiative to have Javier Solana prosecuted for genocide over Kossovo did 
not endear Castro with NATO members participating in the Rio Summit. 

Castro may well be getting ready for his Gotterdammerung. This seems the most likdly 
explanation for his bizarre recent behavior. Even progress in efforts to lift the US embargo does 
not seem to placate his anger. A parade of pleading US Sena19rs and Congressmen, not to 
mention delegations of US farmers and businessmen, should have encouraged his hopes on the 
embargo. However, whatever is bothering Castro may not be solved by lifting the embargo. The 
regime's embargo on Cubans' productivity, rather than the US embargo, is the cause of Cuba's 
failed economy. Meanwhile, Castro is bolstering hatred of the US among Cubans with a trial 
rehashing American aggressions and demanding reparations for $US 18 I billion dollars. The trial 

testimony was broadcast, an hour a day, leading Vitra/, a Catholic Church publication, to 
challenge this appeal to revive old hatreds and a spirit of revenge instead of reconciliation. 

Castro is also using sports to whip up Cubans' sagging nat iunalism. First, came the 
blistering attack on the Canadians over the suspension of Cuban athll'tcs for drug use at the Pan 
American Games in Winnipeg. Canada was identified as "the second enemy to the North." 
Afterwards, Cuba walked out from the Houston World Amateur 8()\111g Championship, despite 
the lntemational..\mateur Boxing Association authoritiessuspendi n'.:! the judges who made the. 
decision that trig~cred the incident and restl)ring the gold medal w 1'11..' Cuban boxer involved 
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Finally, he summoned foreign reporters to two evenings on national television, to rehash the 
conspiracy against Cubans athletes for drug use. But there is no doubt that he is using Cubans' 
sports pride to whip up a nationalistic frenzy. Only Castro knows the real cause of his rage. 

As commented before, the Elian case in early 2000 offered Castro a window of 
opportunity which he exploited very effectively. However, as the year progressed, it became 
evident he could not translate the Elian episode into any tangible long term advantage 
economically or internationally, thus leaving Cubans in the same stagnant situation they face~ 
before. Therefore, before writing off the Gotterdammerung hypothesis, ask yourself: what if this 
interpretation is right? Ts our avoidance of these unpleasant facts actually encouraging more: of ,. 
the same? To answer such questions it is better to place these events in their historical context. 

Castro's War against the US 

The roots of Castro's hostility against the US go back toJlis father who was a soldier in 
the Spanish army defeated by American forces during the ~P'!.llish-American War; and, to his 
resentment of Americans living at the United Fruit enclave in Oriente Province, where he was 
born and spent his childhood. The most explicit manifestation of how that hostility was converted 
into an aggressive stance against the US is reflected in the letter Castro sent to his secretary and 
confidant, Celia Sanchez, in the summer of 1958. That is, a few months before coming to power. 
In that letter, exhibited at the Museum of the Revolution in Havana and published by Lionel 
Martin in his book lhe Early fldel, Castro states: " ... / have sworn to rn..vse(f that Americans are 
going to pay dearly.for what they are doing. When this war is over, a much wider and bigger 
war will begin for me, the war I am going to waxe again.'if them. I realize that is going to be my 
true destiny. " 

In January 1959, shortly after taking power, Castro met with Colonel Ramon Barquin and 
his fellow professional army officers who had conspired to overthrow Batista and had been 
imprisoned as a consequence. During the conversation, he told them that he wanted an anny 
capable of fighting a war. When one of the officers commented that the war had just finished, 
Castro's answer was: "No, the war is just beginning, because this is going to end in a war 
again.~! the United States. " ,._ 

That is why the Cold War is not over in Cuba. Once in power, Castro started preparing 
for his war against the US based on two strategies: one overt and the other covert 

The overt strategy to wage war on the US 

It is in that context and not in the context of a commitment to communist ideology that we 
have to see Castro's entanglement with the Soviet Union l k needed the Soviets as an strategic 
umbrella to counterweight American power while he wa:,; pursuing "his true destiny·• 

Tn pursuit of that overt strategy, Castro expected I .cit in American support Once he 
realized that Latin America was reluctant to support his\\ :ir against the US, Castro targeted Latin 
governments through his policy of exporting revolution ,;,;\ Hne (d° these governments are now 
asking the US to accept Castro unconditionally, but am 'L'riPus review of the historical record of 
the si ,ties will reveal that Lat in ,\ rnerican governments ~ :11~1 ~ to see Castro as a menace to their 
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internal security and stability. Contrary to the prevailing perception that we twisted the Latims' 
aims when the OAS acted in 1962, US prodding fell in most receptive ears. 

The Bay of Pigs disaster in 1961 sealed Castro' s hostility against the US. And also 
reassured him that even without a linkage to the Soviets, in the end, the US was likely to hesitate 
in the use of its military might against him. A perception that is as valid today as then. Just in 
case, however, Castro proclaimed himself a lifelong Marxist-Leninist at that time to force the 
Soviets to provide his regime with strategic support. 

Emboldened by American hesitation at the Bay of Pigs, the Soviets decided to make a 
daring move aimed at upsetting the strategic balance with the US by locating 42 Intermediate 
Range Missiles in Cuba, within striking distance of the American heartland. As is very well r 

documented in the Naftali-Fursenko book, One Hell of a Gamble, during the resulting October 
1962 crisis, Castro was the only national leader involved who did not hesitate to engage in a 
nuclear war, regardless of the fact that it meant the eventual destruction of Cuba. Even 
Khrushchev was shocked by Castro's irresponsibility in pressi~-for a Soviet first nuclear strike, 
Eventually, Castro realized he had been provided a bastion to-pursue his true destiny . . .... 

In the late sixties, Castro pursued his overt strategy by promoting revolution in Latin 
America until Che's failure in Bolivia, and Soviet pressure, forced him to stop. By 1975, there 
was a shift in theater to projecting Cuban military forces to support expanding Soviet influence in 
Africa. In the late seventies, Nicaragua and Grenada were targets of successful Cuban supported 
violent takeovers. Cuba was chosen to preside the Non-Aligned Movement. Convinced the 
Carter Administration was a pushover, Jamaica was selected as the next target. 

However, in July, 1980, Castro was forced to back off from supporting a Grenada-like 
takeover by his friend and follower Michael Manley, who had openly announced he planned ito 
abolish Parliamentary rule. The takeover was coordinated by Cuban Ambassador Ulises Estrada, a 
member of the Americas Department of the Central Committee, whose task was to promote 
revolution. A Cuban construction brigade, similar to the one that fought later in Grenada, was 
already in Jamaica, supposedly building a high school. A thousand Manley followers, known as 
the "Brigadistas," had been given military training in Cuba, They were to be supported by Cuban 
forces airlifted from Oriente Province to a strip habilitated for night landings in Mandelville, ten 
miles west of Kingston. CIA renegade Phillip Agee appeared in Kingston to denounce a CIA 
plot against Manley. The home of the CIA resident was shot ·at. President Carter issued stnong 
warnings to Prime Minister Manley against such a move and beefed up our naval presence in 
Guantanamo. The Jamaica Defense Force destroyed the landing strip. Grafitti in Kingston called 
for "Cubans, go home." Manley abandoned his plans. He lost the parliamentary elections held 
shortly afterward. Facing a firm US stand, Castro backed off, leaving Manley on a lurch. 

B:,, 1983, Castro was even bolder. When President Reagan sent American troops to 
Grenada. Castro was convinced that, in the next stage, American troops were to invade Cuba. He 
feared Reagan had decided to ignore the Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement that allowed him a 
secure hide-out from which to wage his war against the US With doubts on Soviet support, he 
felt agamst the wall. According to .General Rafael del Pino. at that time Deputy Chief of Cuba's 
Air Force. in his forthcoming book Inside Castro's Bunkn. Castro initially ordered preparation of 
plans l\ l destroy Homestead Air Force Base, but then shified the target to Turkey Point Nuclear 
Plant S\1u1 h of Miami. His comment was: "I want to do ,·um<'thing that they will remembeir for 
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the rest of their lives and then, when we are gone, history will remind them that we were the only 
ones whn made them pay dearly for their imperialistic arrogance around the world. " 

From that point on, Castro's overt strategy against the US led to one frustration after 
another. When Gorbachev took power and decided to abandon Soviet expansionism in Africa, 
Castro's efforts in Angola came to a negotiated solution. In Nicaragua, the Sandinistas lost the 
election in 1990. With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 , the strategic umbrella for waging 
an overt war against the US disintegrated. Castro had to settle for negotiated solutions to the 
revolutionary conflicts he was promoting in Central America, particularly in El Salvador and 
Guatemala. ,. 

Terrorism, the covert strategy to wage war on the US 

At the same time Castro approached the Soviets in 1959, he started preparations for his 
covert war against the US in its own territory by promotin_g um.est among minorities. In the 
summer of 1959, we had one of our regular weekly luncheonlof the economic team with Castro . ~ 
at Cuba's Central Bank and one of the American guests he·had invited asked to go to the rest 
room. Out of the rest room came a man dressed as a full fledged American Indian Chief, with 
feathers and all. Castro was already trying to promote unrest among native Americans. As I was 
getting ready to leave Cuba, ~n February 1960, a friend of mine in Cuba's Foreign Office infdnned 
me that they were sending money through Cuba's consulates in the U.S. to finance civil rights 
movement sit-ins. Similar relations were developed with Puerto Rico's "independentistas." 

American officials, confronted with such information at the time, reacted by saying: "He 
wouldn't dare." In 1996, the reaction of a retired American General, confronted with the above 
quoted Jane's Defense Weekly article, was: "if he does that, we will crush Cuba, so what ~ll he 
gain?' It is hard for reasonable human beings to understand individuals motivated to such 
destructive and suicidal behavior. That is why Castro has been daring all these years. As I told 
the General, "I rather see the US act more firmly now than crushing Cuba later." 

In not taking these actions seriously, and responding accordingly, we may be encouraging 
more boldly action: In,~-; end, our bland responses may cause us and the Cuban people more 
grief than if we take a firm stand. Castro is justified in thinkil}S he enjoys impunity to wage ~his 
covert war strategy against the US. All along we have resorted to indirect responses, such as the 
embargo. This perception may not only embolden him, but also his followers, particularly in the 
military. One Administration after another has avoided taking a firm stand on Castro's 
provocations. In forty years, there has not been a single prosecution by the Justice Department of 
Castro's agents. No wonder then that, when the first ten spies were arrested in September,-1998, 
they had all their infbrmation in the computers and diskettes occupied by the FBI. It was not 
incompetence, it was overconfidence. They felt there was an unwritten rule to leave them alone 

During the sixties and seventies, besides exporting the revolution to Latin America and 
Africa and supporting terrorism in Europe through ETA, IRA and the PLO, among others, Castro 
continued building a subversive network in the l JS. Members of this network are recruited from 
a pool of young Cuban exiles in the so-called ~v1aceitos brigades, who go to Cuba to cut sugar 
cane, and young Americans brought to Cuba under the Venceremos brigade which, according t<) 

13 

11-L-0559/0SD/2569 



Granma 's July 27, 1999 edition, reached 7,000 visitors this year. Castro also started building links 
with violent groups such as the Weathermen and the Macheteros from Puerto Rico. 

Claire Sterling reports in her book, The Terror Network, 

"the same meticulous selection went info recruiting 2,500 young Americans in the 
Venceremos Brigades . .. the Brigades visited Cuba in ten contingents between 1969 and 
1977. There, under Colonel Simenov'sfatherly eyes, they learned how to mount truly 
effective campaigns to destabilize the United States. " 

With the victory of the Sandinistas in Nicaragua and the Maurice Bishop coup in Grenada, 
and with full Soviet support, Castro was feeling euphoric about his prospects for waging his 
covert war against the US, parallel to those successful overt actions That is why on July, 1980, 
during his visit to Nicaragua to celebrate the Sandinista victory, he was indiscreet in bragging: 

"We have agents of absolute confidence all over the ffniied States who are ready to 
undertake whatever actions are necessary at the tiineof our choosing, The Yankees 
cannot even begin to image the capabilities we have in their coumry. You all read about 
the riots in Miami .. . We can accomplish things that would make the riots in Florida /ook 
like a sunshower. " 

This statement provided the inspiration for Monimb6, a novel by Robert Moss and Arnaud 
de Borchgrave, which depicts how vulnerable the United States could be to acts of terrorism that 
lead to racial conflict But the actions supported by Cuba went beyond inspiration for fictiort. 
According to Tex A Hudson, in his CANF report Castro's America Department: 

"on December 3rd 1979, " 'the Macheteros machine-gunned a ( IS Navy bus in Sabdna 
Seca, Puerto Rico, killing two sailors and seriously wounding ten others with AK-47 
fire. " And. later on, in January, 198 /, "Mache tero commandos destroyed nine U.S. 
military jet fighters, worth $45 million, at the Muniz Air Force National Guard Base in 
San Juan. /11 an operation that the DA reported& supported wirh training and weaP,ons. 
the Mache1eros robbed a Wells Fargo depot in Hartford Connecricut, of $7.2 million 
September J :l. /983 . . . and Machetero member Victor Manuel ( ;ae11a, employed us one of 
the Wells Fmxo f(uards, was given sanctuary in Cuba." 

A significant revelation appears in the recently published autobiography of Jorge Masetti. 
entitled El Furor y <'I J)ehrio, the story of a life dedicated to promoting revolution until Castro 
executed his father-ill-law, Colonel Tony la Guardia, during the Ochoa affair In his book, 
Masetti confirms that the Macheteros' Wells Fargo action was financed and equipped by Cuba 
He was involved in ,rn operation in Mexico to provide US$50,000 to a \ 1achetero courier. The 
money was brought Io Mexico in person by Jose Arbesu Fraga, a depu1, of Manuel Pineiro at the 
Americas Departmrnt of the Central Committee. Three months later. .\ rhesu Fraga again traveled 
to Mexico to bring lilt' false passport used by Gerena to fly from Mexi ..: () 1 () Cuba. Four million 
dollars, out of the -;l' \ en. were shipped from hlexico to Cuba via dipln rna1ic pouch. 
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The FBI included Gerena among the 1999 Ten Most Wanted criminals. After the robbery, 
Arbesu Fraga, this time disguised as a diplomat, served as head of the Cuban Interest Section in 
Washington, without the US raising any objections. 

In the face of such meek behavior on the part of the US, what message have we been 
sending to Castro and his followers? It is to be hoped that something more firm will come from 
the strong national security team assembled by President-elect Bush for his administration. 

Contrary to end of the year comments by US pundits, who totally ignore the region, Latin 
America is likely to generate the first crisis to be faced by the Bush Administration. It will be in 
Colombia where the so-called peace process is crumbling and is likely to come to a heading as 
early as February, 200 1. The Colombian Government has given the PARC a deadline to come to 
terms in the two year peace process or the 42,000 square kilometer zone graciously granted: to 
them by President Pastrana is bound to be recovered by the Colombian army. The US is involved 
in this crisis on the government's side as a result of Plan Colombia, which is strenuously objected 
to by the F ARC, a narco-terrorist organization that initially had overt Castro support and recently 
has maintained a more discrete relationship with Cuba. r 

The other guerrilla group, the ELN, is openly supported by Castro who, ironically, now 
hosts the peace conversations between this group and the Colombian government. Undeterred by 
the failure of the first abdication of territorial sovereignty to guerrilla groups, President Pastrana 
has now offered to withdraw the army from another chunk of territory, despite violent protests 
from residents of the region. The state is collapsing in Colombia. This could generate a 
Hemispheric wide crisis. 

This is likely to be Castro's test for President Bush's national security team. 

January 151
, 2001 

The Author Ernesto F. Betancourt worked directly with Castro 111 1959, after representing him in Washington during 
the msurrection against Batista and was a r,,ember of the C.: ~'O delegation during his first visit to the US in April that year. 
I k was present at a meeting of the Economic Cabinet at the Banco Nacional de Cuba in July that year. when Castro stated that 
·· (( rl,eUS send the Marines, I don tcare. They will have to kill30010 ..JOO hu,f'ifred thousandC11ba11s and !will get a bigger 
momm1e11t rhan Jose Marti. " The author opposed the Bay of Pigs 111va$10ll and predicted its failure. A month before Qie 
Mi$$tk Crisis, provided Bobby Kennedy information, obtained by fonne, Rebel Army officers infi ltrated in Cuba, on missile 
deplm111enl. He also, organized lhe research department of Radio Ma!11. before it went on the air, _and directed the station for 
ll~ lir:-1 tive years. Does not have anv property to recover in the island and opposes a US invasion of Cuba. Finally, although 
Cuha hom, is an American citizen by biJth and does not seek any off1Ce Ill a post-Castro government 
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March 9, 2001 6:25 PM 

TO: Steve Cambone 
Paul Wolfowitz 
Dov Zakheim 
William Schneider 
Pete Aldridge 
Chris Williams 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Missile Defense 

Attached is a memo from a friend of mine on the subject of missile defense. 
Please take a look at it. 

Thank you. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
030901-25 

U04996: 
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Mr. Secretary, 

I had the pleasure of parricipati.ng on the Welch Panel to review the twenty plus 
NMD options under consideration. After the luncheon Friday, I promised you and Steve 
Cambone that I would send you my thoughts. I've been deeply involved in N.MD for 
several years so here are my brief thoughts. 

We can achieve (and should) a land, sea and airborne capability during this 
decade. We can achieve a reasonable capability (around . 7pk) before the next 
election. Each system brings a unique capability to the NCA. 

~ Land Based: An accelerated land-based system can be fielded by 2003/4. It 
will provide a decent capability (.6-.8) but more importantly it provides the 
technological foundation upon which a mature national missile defense is 
created, as well as providing the anchor for an expanded global missile 
defense for our allies. The land-based sensors and kill vehicles are critical for 
other BMD systems. The X-band radar technology can be adapted to sea 
platforms; the EKV technology applies to a variety of boosters to include sh~p 
launched, barge launched, etc. The land-based battle management provides , 
the foundation to be expanded into a global configuration. The land-based 
system is by far the most mature: over eight years of component maturation,, 
over three years of integration, and five completed flight tests, T would field 
an accelerated system NLT 2003/4 and continue its improvements to an 
objective system by 2006. This comes under the heading of "Don't throw out 
the baby with the bath water" and it is also a capability we can achieve before 
the next Presidential electjon. 

> Sea-Based: Not nearly as mature as land-based, but is a must for the nation. 
Ir substantially increases the US capability to defend the fifty states against a 
vanety of attacks by providing protection in depth and multiple shot 
opportunjties against a given threat. Likewise. forward deployed, sea-based 
sensor sujtes will also extend the global N}.1]) system capabilities. Finally, 
the flexibility in sea-based systems becomes a national asset for defending our 
allies in both a TMD and NNID context. The sea-based system is highly · 
dependent upon the location of the interceptor, interceptor velocity burnout 
(Vbo ), location of threat launch sites, as well as rimelines associated with 
detecting and identifying. I would recommend accelerating the Navy Theater 
Wide System, \\'hich can probably be operational by 2007/8.Together with a 
land-based system we would achieve Pk's in the high nines and be very robust 
as the threat evolves in sophistication. In the short run, I'd get whatever I 
could out of the current Aegis system. With an improved sensor suite it could 

possibly get off some boosr phase shots against the Korean threat.the Pk's 
won't be high (probably .10, at best .20) but it provides some defense in depth 
for an accelerated land-based system. If thought of as an initiaJ approach to a 
family of systems, the overall Pk for rhe family will be a little higher than tha.t 
of only the land-based system. Therefore, I believe both land-based and sea-
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hascd arc a must, we can achieve an initial capability from each hcforc the 
election in 2004, and they both evolve m full robust capabilities shortly after 
the middle of the decade. Also, on these timelines they should be slightly 
ahead or at least even with the growth of the evolving threat. 

;,"> Airborne Syste:n {Airborne Laser): I believe that a full-up capability here will 
be nearer to the end of the decade. However, it should be a superb TMD 
system; an NrvfD capability is a little more difficult but certainly achievable, 
To function as an NMD aqjunct, the airborne system must be capable of 
structurally destroying boosters of different design and sire than those posing 
a theater missile defense threat. For example, an !{MD threat booster wj)] 
have at least two and more likely three stages in order to achieve the required 
throw weight and velocity. This may require enhanced pointing precision or 
higher laser power on target to ensure that one of the stages is destroyed in 
boost phase. There are also other factors such as standoff distances, track 
angles and track rates to he considered. The coverage achieved and the 
viability of the system arc dependent upon the lasers lethality range against 
threat boosters. Consequently, the ABL system becomes very scenario 
dependent. However, having sounded like I am damning it with faint praise, I 
believe that because of the tremendous flexibility we get from ABL, that it is 
also a "must" system, The combination of arriving on station rapidly, 
displaying a very visihle weapon capable of destroying threat missiles during 
boost phase, thereby introducing the specter of collateral Wrv.ID warheads 
falling back into the threat country, should create a substantial deterrent in 
crisis situations. I would not accelerate ABL, bur I would provide a hea)thly 
resource level to ensure that we have it before the decade ends. 

> System Summary: What I have recommended is a family of systems starting 
with a rapid land-based system that serves as the baseline or anchor that is 
enhanced by sea-based and airborne "adjuncts" which provide us with a much 
more robust defense for the homeland. It also provides us with a deterrence 
and if necessary, a very credible defense for our aJJies. The family of systems 
also allows us to face technical or evolving threat challenges through use of a 
combination of responding weapon systems, 

The Problem: If we don't achieve an early initial capability that rapidly evolves 
into a robust capability, it won't he because of technology ... it will be because of 
our DOD Acquisition System. 1\:1\.ID expanding to Global Missile needs to he a 
Manhattan Project type approach. This necessitates radical changes to our current 
acquisition process. I suggest the following: 

» The overriding criteria must be system quality and reliability: 
• Dual source high risk components 
• Nationally recognized Red Team to oversee threats and 

countermeasures 
• Do not rely upon Allies for critical path items. 
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• Get the best people, selectively man government positions ... demand 
the best f.rom industry. 

• Make it competitive with industry ... first to finish gets the prize. 
• Kill the current acqujsi.tion process .. develop a very streamlined 

program, get all the bean counters out to the process. 
• Do the same with the user community ... kill the current CRD. ORD, 

world wide staffing, JROC process. Create a responsive requirements 
process that responds directly to your guidance. 

• Establish a sele.ctive]y manned, small direct program office. The 
NMD JPO is already lead by the best Program Manager the Army has 
produced in the last 15-20 years .. , MG Bill Nance. Get to know him. 

• Establish a quick channel reporting link directly to SECDEF or your 
designated representative in order to cut through the B.S. and make 
timely decisions. 

> \Ve can do this ... we have the technology and we have the leadership: Pete 
Aldridge will be the best DAE ever, Ron Kadish is the most experienced 
Acquisition Flag we've had in BMDO, and I've already given you my assessmei,t 
of Bill Nance's quality. Thanks for allowing me to write. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

St,c a billiilAo CT r Qt>-~ ,iJ ~ 
Donald Rumsfel(y 

March 2, 2001 

You also might want to circulate this Schneider memo to certain people in our 

~oup. - u oll~.n 7 7)..., 2) l-e-1-r f}) ~ HI J 
DHR/azn 
030201.37 
Attach. 
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December 29, 2000 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Hon. Don Rumsfeld 
Secretary-designate, DoD 

William Schneider, Jr. 

Getting started 

This memorandum offers a few macro-observations/suggestions concerning your 
impending takeover of the Department of Defense. Your appointment comes at a crucial 
time. The incumbent Commander-in-Chief has plumbed the depths of moral debasement 
with a devastating effect on the morale of the armed forces. The transatlantic alliance -
carefully nurtured for a half century - is coming unstuck as the lack of US leadership 
impels Europe to seek its own security arrangements. The credibility of the US ability to 
deter the threat or use of WMD and their means of delivery is at risk as the engine of 
proliferation moves ahead unchecked. 

Expectations of the ability of the late-starting Bush administration to swiftly take the 
policy and resource initiative are low. The absences of a "normal" transition process, and 
the vague national security policy aspirations articulated during the presidential election 
campaign have contributed to these low expectations. A clearly expressed set of 
objectives that describe what the administration intends to achieve (('outputs") coupled, to 
a decisive resource strategy will reverse these expectations and enable you to get both the 
Department and US national security policy embarked in a new, credible, and widely 
supported direction. 

National defense policy objectives 

A compact summary of major national defense themes that will be the object of 
administration policy is essential. This is necessary in the first instance to provide some 
coherence to the administration's vague national security aspirations, and to couple these 
to concrete Congressional support. Second, US allies and adversaries need a decisive 
expression of how the US defense posture will evolve under the Bush administration to 
begin the process of adjusting their expectations and behavior. Third, public and 
congressional support for a significant increase in resources allocated to national defense 
can be obtained only in an environment where there is a grasp of what is to be achieved. 
A list of a few clear and concrete objectives will help create a viable resource allocation 
strategy and permit subordinate elements in DoD to grasp the direction the administration 
is taking. Below is a candidate list of what the new administration might intend to 
achieve. 
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};- Sustain deterrence in the post-Cold War global security environment 

. The-11atY.tecQf the post-Cold .W.1JI.. _W..QPQ)]l.ik~s WMD/.miss.ile_ proJif~ration a fact of life, 
The manner in which proliferation is taking place poses a threat to the ability of! the 
President to deter WMD/missile threats to US citizens at home, and US forces and allies 
abroad. A decisive change in policy should be aimed at devaluing investment in 
WMD/missile by potential adversaries. While this will not diminish their hostility, it will 
divert their investment into other areas that are more tractable from the military 
perspective. Achieving this policy objective will include: 

I. Missile (cruise/ballistic) defenses that provide indivisible and effective protection to 
US citizens, US forces deployed abroad, and its allies. 

2. Upgraded intelligence collection and processing to monitor, disrupt, and thwart 
evolving WMD/missile threats to the US and its allies. 

3. Strengthening the ability of the US armed forces to hold prolfierators at risk - before 
they are able to launch missiles with WMD payloads. 

4. Maintaining a modem, reliable, safe, and effective offensive nuclear weapons posture 
to sustain deterrence in the vastly changed post-Cold War strategic landscape. 

5. Reforming the failed US dependence on legal/arms control approach to countering 
proliferation to one that makes achieving diplomatic or military gains by an adversary 
highly unlikely. 

>- Insure the readiness and sustainabilitv of deploved forces 

This objective encompasses numerous elements of our military posture. The meltdown 
in military morale requires urgent attention. The failure to procure sufficient modem 
munitions compromised the performance of US armed forces in the recent Kosovo air 
campaign - a problem illustrative of the residual effects of the Clinton administration's 
diversion of funds from acquisition and sustainability to operating accounts to supportits 
four dozen international peacekeeping campaigns. The high operating tempo required' of 
US forces has compromised training, while the failure to fund military pay and quality
of-life needs have left a huge unfunded backlog for the Bush administration to address. 
Post-Cold War security crises will involve the use of force on a "come as you are" basis 
able to deal with situations as diverse as humanitarian relief to a pre-emptive assault to 
prevent the launching of a nuclear-armed missile. 

> Modernize the infi·asJrucJure of command-comrol-commzmications-computa(i~n-
intelligence-surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR) 

Nowhere else in the US national defense effort is the gap between national needs and 
resources so apparent as in the C4ISR infrastructure. This infrastructure is indispensable 
to the transformation of conventional military forces (dominance of the "infosphere"' -
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the hallmark of success - cannot be achieved with the existing infrastructure), monitoring 
proliferation, and dealing with international terrorism. The cost and effectiveness of US 
space-basedJ.1.w~mgen~~--§Y-§t.~ms is influem;ed.._b)'. the limitations on the-capacity of space:-: 
based communications (i.e. more information must be processed in the satellite at high 
cost, rather than cheaply on the ground due to the inadequate communications 
infrastructure). The C4ISR infrastructure is the core of the US edge in dominating 
information-based warfare. Its early modernization is central to placing the DoD on a 
path that will permit it to shed legacy systems and replace them with systems that will 
"transform" US military power in a manner that will insure that US security needs will be 
met in the decades ahead. 

};;- Transform US military power for 2F' century conditions 

The swift advance of technology in the civil sector is leaving the defense establishment 
behind. Saddled by a vast and costly legacy of obsolescent "analog" military equipment 
and technology, the DoD has been unable to procure advanced weapon systems based' on 
modern technology that could lower the cost and increase the effectiveness of national 
defense. The US civil sector is without peer in developing and integrating advanced 
technology from the global market. Antiquated acquisition practices have limited the 
ability of the DoD to benefit from US scientific.: and industrial pre-eminence in advanced 
technology. The need to swiftly introduce new weapon systems will enable the DoD to 
eliminate obsolescent systems from its Cold War equipment legacy and avoid the cost of 
upgrading them. Although defense procurement has declined sharply since the mid-
1980s, R&D expenditure has declined far less. Many appropriate technologies are 
available for application now, but are unaffordable due to the cost of legacy systems and 
lack of new funding. The transformation of US military power from its current 
industrially based character to information dominance requires skipping a generation of 
upgrades of existing systems in favor of near-term investment in acquiring whally 
modern capabilities derived from US scientific and industrial pre-eminence. 

};;- Assure the abiUtv of US forces to conduct mi/itarv operations anywhere in the world 
where US interests are threatened 

The Cold War theaters of military operations were well defined by the location of Soviet 
military power, and were addressed by a series of bilateral and multinational alliances. 
This compact set of c.:irc.:umstanc.:es put in place a basing infrastructure that provided the 
infrastructure from which US military power was projected. The post-Cold War world 
differs in important ways. Threats can emerge from any quarter, and modem technology 
permits even the poorest nations on earth to mount a sophisticated local or regional 
challenge to the security of US forces or allies. A Navy with sufficient combatant ships, 
submarines, and tactical aircraft with an appropriate logistics infrastructure' to support 
US objectives throughout the world is needed, as are deployable Army and Air Force 

1 Reductions in the number of underway replenishment ships as part of the Clinton force structure 
reductions made it necessary for the USN to rely on such high risk ports as Aden for refueling - with tragic 
results. 
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units. Modern airlift and sealift exploiting advanced civil sector technology will 
contribute to this end as well. 

Resource strate101 

Policy cannot be separated from resources. An early opportunity to decisively impart the 
new administration's defense policy persona arises from the FY O I supplemental 
appropriation and the FY 02 budget (the last Clinton administration submission next 
month) amendment processes. The nominal Bush $90 billion increase (variously 
described as being available over the FYDP and over the entire decade) is inadequate to 
meet US needs and the President-elect' s policy aspirations. Moreover, its has unwelcome 
parallels to Clinton-era practice of attempting to derive a defense policy from a resource 
limit rather than providing funding to meet US security needs. It contains no explicit 
allowance for funding intelligence needs, nor the fixes to the nuclear weapons 
establishment (now in a precarious state). The Chairman of the JCS has testified to a S60 
billion O&M shortfall. The tweaks to the military medical system will cost $45 billion, 
and the proposed $1 billion military pay raise is marginal - to say nothing of funding new 
initiatives. 

Achieving the President-elect's national security aspirations requires an articulate defense 
of those aspirations and the programmatic.: elements needed to achieve them. National 
defense is the most widely supported element of Federal expenditure. The Congress and 
the public will support the allocation of resources closely linked to an appropriate policy. 
Thus, obtaining the President's early concurrence with the policy aspirations and its 
resource implications is essential. 

History suggests the most effective structure for a resource strategy. DoD programs are 
slow-spenders. Because its programs usually take several years to acquire, the rate at 
which Budget Authority (BA) is converted into Budget Outlays is much slower than most 
civil programs. Only 15% of BA appropriated for procurement become a budget outlay 
in the first year the BA is appropriated. Moreover, the slender majority the Republicans 
now enjoy in the Congress is at risk in the mid-term elections (especially in the Senate), 
As a result, the most appropriate budget strategy is to seek a "spike" in BA through the 
FY O I supplemental and FY 02-budget amendment. The aim of a budget "spike" is 
twofold: 

• to put the resources in place for key elements of the administration's program; 
and 

• to politically and diplomatically couple the administration's declaratory policy 
on national defense to their implementation. 

The budget "spike" can be composed of three element to facilitate its implementation 
within the fiscal policy of the new administration and consistent with the budget process 
needs of the Congress. First, the backlog of urgent O&M fixes (plus the acquisition of 
spare parts and combat consumables) and financing the military medical care system 
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might qualify as "emergency" needs under the Budget Act, and hence are not scored 
against budget caps on aggregate expenditure. Some similar expenditure for the 
intelligence and_nuclear .. we~P-~m~.R[Qg[__ams \V<?UlQ al§~qu_alify. __ .$e@.nd,.J.be .. F.Y. OL_~·-... ·
supplemental appropriation bill can be an omnibus package that combines new program 
starts, "normal" supplemental budget requirements such as military pay increases, and 
redirection of existing programs. Additional authorizations would probably be required, 
and could be rolled into a single appropriation bill with the concurrence of tlle 
HASC/SASC. 

The FY 02-budget amendment should be offered concurrently with the FY 01 
supplemental appropriation bill. This package should contain full flowering of the 
programmatic initiatives that define the administration's defense persona. These can 
build on the "down payments" included in the FY O I supplemental, as well as the logical 
programmatic extension of other policy initiatives the administration will undertake. 

Time is of the essence due to the budget process schedule. An early spring, 2001 
submission of the supplemental and budget amendment should be undertaken. This will 
need to include other programs outside of the DoD, but included in the 050-budget 
function - intelligence and nuclear weapons-related programs - as well. 

DoD's role in national security policy formulation 

During the Clinton administration, there was an alarming drift toward a practice of 
limiting the DoD's role to its defense function and leaving national security policy to the 
National Security Advisor and the Secretary of State. The DoD must be a central player 
in national security policy formulation as well as its implementation. Moreover, the 
concept of "national security" in the 21st century cannot be readily separated from such 
issues as technology transfer, security assistance, space policy, etc. 

Miscellaneous issues 

The advent of a new administration provides a number of opportunities for the DoD ,to 
clarify policy, and reset the direction of national security policy. A few illustrations 
include: 

• Establishing clear(er) policy guidelines concerning US military intervention 
abroad, 

• Creation of "super-BRAC" (base realignment and closure) legislation that will 
enable the DoD to shed redundant facilities and laboratories in a single piece 
of legislation. This is a political minefield that must be adroitly managed. 
Experience with earlier BRAC legislation demonstrates that Congressional 
support can be won when the decisions are not politicized (in contrast to the 
failed Clinton BRAC). 
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• Once-and-for-all acquIS1t10n reform through an omnibus acquIS1t10n reform 
bill that will deregulate DoD procurement, and permit it to more fully exploit 
the-global-mar-ke.tin~ d¥anced, technology. ·- - - -

• Refining DoD support for quasi-defense functions including counter narcotics 
and counter terrorism, security assistance, technology transfer, export controls 
and arms transfer policy. 

These observations are highly aggregated, and as a result, skip over numerous important, 
and in many cases, critical details. The aim is to try and bring the "forest" into clear 
relief, even if it obscures many of the "trees." 
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.. March 10, 2001 5:45 PM 

TO: Chris Williams 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld • 

SUBJECT: Clark's Paper 

Judge Clark sent me this paper on how the Reagan administration handled ROC 
requests. You might want to take a look at it. I found it interesting. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031001-15 

U04999 /01 
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CLARK RANCH 

FAX T~SMISSION 

TO: The Bonorab~ DonaJd Rums(eJd 
Attn: Kathy 

FAX N().: ..... !(b-)(6_) _ ___, 

FROM: 

DATE: 

William P. Clark 

8 March 2001 

NO. OF PAGES (INCLUDING COVER PAGE): 9 

DearDon: 

~001 

Confinning our conversation in your office on Mor:day, I attach President Reagan's 
four paragraph clarification of the 1982 Joint Communique for the benefit of' your people 
handling the current ROC requests for security assistana:. We also attach for those same 
people a significant memorandum revealing the difficttlty Boeing is experiencing in 
maintainfag its historic position with China Airlines. Many of us feel the United States 
should exercise strong linkage ("security and commercial issues are inextricably linked'* -
President Reagan),. particularly in light of the substantial at11d rising trade deficit between our 
two countries. Unless we assert some linkage, it is anticipated Airbus will continue to 
prevail in the current RFPs~ violating earlier ROC commitments for the Boeing 777 made to 
Dan Tellep., Cap and to me. 

Secondly, as discussed, I have been approached (as have others) by emissaries of the 
Iraqi and Libyan governments to discuss ''nonnalization"'. Unless you or Colin direct 
otherwise, I intend not to speak with them. On the other hand, you may wish me to listen 
to their entreaties and report back 

Best personal regards, 

Sincerely, 

William I?. Clark 
WPC:dlv 
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.The Honorable James R.LiJJey 
Director 
Institute for. Global Chinese Affairs 
l 122Holzapfel Hall 
University of Maryland 

5 January 2000 

If.I U02 

College Park, MaryWld 20742 vrA TELEF IV(. 

De a r Jim: 

Thank you for your letter concerning anns sales to Taiwan while I served as National Security 
Advisor and you as Director of the American Institute in Taiwan (ATT) to President Reagan. 

Yes, President Reagan gave me specific instructions concerning his intent regarding thj l 7 
August 1982 Joint Communique on U.S. Arms Sales to Taiwan. At his request, I prepared and he 
signed a four paragraph memorandum dated 17 August 1982, addressed to Secretaries Weinberger 
and Schultz The memorandum was transmitted to them, initialed and returned to the National 
Security files. As the President requested, his memorandum should be available to you and to others 
similarly interested from the NSC files and from the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library. However, 

should it save you time and inconvenience, I quote ftom my personal record the text of President 
Reagan's memorandum: 

As you know, I have agreed to the issuance of a joint communique with the 
People's Republic of China in which we express United States policy towards 
the matter of continuing anns sales to Taiwan. 

The talks leading up to the signing of the communique were premised on the 
clear understanding that any reduction of suchannssales depends upon peace 
in the Taiwan Straits and the continuity of China's declared '"fundamental 
policy" of seeking a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue. 
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The Honorable James R. LiUey 
5 January 2000 
Page Two of Two 

In short, the U.S. willingness to reduce its a.mis sales to Taiwan is conditioned 
absolutely upon the continued commitment of China to the peaceful solution 
of the Taiwan~PRC differences. It should be dearly understood that the 
linkage between these two matters is a permanent imperative of U.S. foreign 
policy. 

In addition, it is essential that the quantity and quality of the arms provided 
Taiwan be conditioned entirely on the threat posed by the PRC. Both in 
quantitative and qualitative terms, Taiwan's defense capability relative to that 
of the PRC will be maintained. 

run. I hope this information assists your work. 

Sincerely, 

WtlliamP. Clark 

WPC:dlv 
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1. TAIWAN/ CHINA ~IIJNES /BOEING 
,. 

• Taiwan and China Airlines have yet to fulfill its 1995 commitment to place a f.a.rr.n m 1airplane • 
order for China Airlines' aircmt fleet.· 

• China Airlines' firm order for Airbus A340-300s with options for A330s instead of the 777 model 
ju August 1999 was curious and in~xplicahle, Some suggest it was a political move by the-Taiwan 

····'government fo carry ont its diplomatic initiative of strengtJ1ening its ties with the EU to build a 
broader inremational support base with the purchase of Emopcan produc~. Evidence also exists 
for another explanation. Many of China Airlin~· Division o;rectors/Managers were cmbmasscd 
by the Airbus order, .knowing that their recommendation bad been to buy the Boeing 717. 

• The Airbus o.rder also appeared to be a backlash towards tbe U.S. Executive Branch for its .. one
China" policy while attempting to win broader intcroatlooal support for WTO entry ahead of 
m~inland China and to possibly leverage against the U.S. to win sales of .strategic U.S. military. 
equipment. 

• Between lune and August 1999, T1iwan officia1s ignored !etten and pleas by U.S. government 
offices. commfttees. senior U.S. Sen:ttors and Congressman to support Boeing as they pusbe.d 
forward with the Airbus aircraft order. 

- • To bwld a broader alliance of international support, Tniwan is establishing diplomatic offices 
throUghOU[ tlle EU while the EU establishes an office in rarpei beginning March 2001. At t.be 
same time, China AirJincs .md EV A Airways are reduch1g the Bocing share of their fleet by 20-
2.S~ with airplane orders .from Airbus. 

• Despite Boeing activities; aviation business dcvelop~nts, and executive visits jn Taiwan, the 
Taiwan goverllment and 01tna Airlines• continue to echo daims of the past about Boeing's .. non
presence" in Taiwau. These claims simply appear to be based on Taiwan• s desire to publicize 
visits by top-level corporate ex.e.cutives like Boeing Chairman Phil Condit and/or BCAG 
President Alan Mn1al1y in Taiwan with the intention of gm,bing international headlines to win 
bath political and economic recognition while taunting mai11l3!1d China. Taiwan and China 
Airlines have not given due credit for visits in Taiwan by other Boeing .senio.r exeaitives. 

• The election of Taiwan's DCW administration under the DPP party io March 2000 cawed China 
AirHnes to post-pone the.ir decision to exercise.options for .A330 aircraft until mid-2001. 

2. CHINA AIRLINES AIRCRAFT FLEET 

(54) AillCRAFJ: JN SERVICE 
(16) 747-400/-400F Freighters 
(10) 741-200 rrcigh~ 
(1) 747-200 
(4)MD-Ib 
(11) 737-800s 
(12} A300-600R5 

ONORDER 
(10) 747-400Fs 

(4) 737-iOOs 

(7) A4340-300s 

COMMENTS 
Replaces aging 74 7-200Fs 
To be repJaced by 747-400Fs 
To be replaced by A340-300 
To he repla.coo by A340-300s 
(1) Aircrnft to be replaced by A.340 
To be replnccd by either J\330 or 777a 
Replaces (2) 747SPi (1) 74_7·'100, 
(4) MD-11. (1) 737-800 . 

• CAL's A340-300 order will replace (2) 747SPstbat were sold in J/00, {1) 747·200, (4) MO,l ls, 
and (1) 737-800 aircraft, thus reducing the Boeing &hare in CAL's fleet from 78~ to 68%. Should 
China Airlines ex.erci1e an order for A330s in June 2001 instead of 7Tis, thf! Boeing share of 
CAL's fleet will be further reduced to as low as 60%, an 18% reduction. 

P:igc2 of7 
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3. CIDNA AIRLINES SITUATION 
• CAL's A.330 decision was further postponed wbcn the new Taiwan government replaced. the \ 

board members of the China Aviation Development Foundation (CADF), th~ board m~bers of 
China Airlines, Ltd.. and China Airline's' Clwrman and President in July 2000. 

• MARKETS: China Airlines passenger and cargo markets are very strong in the Asia region and 
to/from Nonh America with high load factors (80+% ). CAL' s European ttaffic bctwtell Taipei 
and Amsterdam. Rome., and Frankfurt is extremely weak and unprofitiblc. 

• NEW AlRCRAFT: China Airline& is committed to accepting (5) A34~300s deliveries iin 2001 to 
replace their Boeing 747SP, 747-200, MD-11 models to simplify their fleet, but they ar~ eagerly 
loo.king for solutions from Boeing to take out the A340 ajn:raft while recognizing that~ 
A340s will never adequately serve thcir_long•range markets as promised by Airbus. 

• China Airlines has slid delivery of thtir remaining two (2) A340-300s on order from 2002 to 
2003 and/or could possibly substitute these models for two~nginc A330s. 

• USED AIRCRAFI': In Sept. 2000, China Airlines accepted a Boeing proposal and a SO.SM 
deposit to buy back their (2) MD-11 aircraft. China Airlin,:s disregarded the commitment and 
used the Boeing offer to solicit a bettu deal with another buyer. 

• PROFITABlLITY: CAL's A340s have 40+ fewer seats than the MD· Us itis rcplacing.:In 
addition, their A340-300 cannot fly between Taipei and Sa!l Francisco fully loaded thus tcducing 
their need for this model airplane. Nonetheless, China Airlines realizes tbat the smaller A340-300 
will never be profiiablc with fewer passengers and lower yields on the longer-range route&. 

• RELIABil.,ITY: China Airlines ha.s scheduled their new A340-300s to be utilized at lea.<t 14 
hours per day wlu1e recognizing that the A340 bas a rcputI!.ti.on for having a poor Ieliability 
record, which will soon cause China Airlines numeJOUS flight delays and cancellations. 

• COMMONALn'Y: With CAL's A.340-300 order on the books to serve its long C3Jlgc miu-Icets, 
Cbhia Airlines• "nud-sb;c,. regional fleet decision in mid-2001 naturally favors the Airbus .A330 
to rcplilce up to (16) A300 regional jets bcghming 2003. c,,mmonality of the tw<HDginc A.330 
and four-engine A340 is limited to its flight deck layout and the fuselage (passenger ca.bin). The 
wings, engines, and flight crew rating are djffcrent between rhese two aircraft due to the two- vs. 
four--engine configuration.. Regardless, China Airlines would very much like to see the A340-3005 
go away, thus weakening any benefit of a common A330/A340 fleet solution. 

• PLIGIIT CREW: Given the shortage of flight crews around ·tbe wori<L China Airlines will heavily 
rely on ex-pat flight crews to fly their A34().300s since their own flight crews are not familiar 
with the non-standard. side-stick controllers and procedures in the A340 flight deck. China 
Airlines can.not 3fford another aviatioo accident. This situation will only worsen for Chij; 
Airlines if they order up to (18) A330s inste.ad of the 777, whkhhas tbc standard flight control
wheel column. 

ti/, ETOPS: While China Airlines' FligbtOper.:uions are quite c:.omfortable with the m's EfOPS 
reliability ru:ord and procedures, certain senio1 airline management continue to echo old 
arguments that the 777 would be limited across the Pacific while ignoring that fact that ETOPS 
has been successful for over 15 years by near) y 90 airline operators wo r l ct- wide on both Airbus 
and Boeing aircraft. 

Page3oC7 
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• On January 18, 2001. China Airlines snbmitted a iequest for proposal {RFP) from Boeing for (14) 

firm+ (4) opdon 777 .. 200s to compete against the smaller. lower-priced AirbusA.33~200 and 
A330-300 model that makes Airbus a ~ure winner. 

• CAL~$_''1nict'.".'si%e" ahcr~ fleet ~valuation does not include an "apples-apples" comparison and 
favors Airbus. 

• The request far proposal is .. short-fused" allowing the B acing only two weeks to submit its best 
offer by February 6. 2001 following the Chinr.se New Ye:1r. 

• China Airlines is pressed to m3kt their ".mid-sizen aircraft fleet dt.cis1on intcmally befoie they 
sign a financing deal with the EU's ECA (EX-IM equival~.at) that supports their first .AJ4()..300 
delivery in April 2001, which could include afrcraft finan,;iog for their A.330 aiiaaft purchases~ 
well. pending the outcome of their "mid-size'' fleet evaluation. 

• Announcement af China Airlines? "mid-size" fleet selection (A:330 or 777) is expected ;by mid~ 
year2001. 

• Delivery of CAI.: s new "mid~si%e11 aircraft fleet selection to commence betweeo 2003-2007. 

. • Again, should Cuna Airlines exercise an order for A330s iostead ,of 777s, the Boeing share of 
CAL's fleet will be further reduced to as 10w as 60%. 

S. KEY DECISION MAKERS 
• Ta iwa nGovcmmenrMini~ters/Prcnuer 
• CADF/CAL Boan! members, Dr. Chris Cbu-cheng Huang 
• CALPres.idcnt/CEO ~ •-- Christine Tsung 

6. BOEING RELATIONSIDPS 
• Boeing activities/efforts jn Taiwan are seldom puhlic.ized with the sincere intention of serving the 

their aViarion industry. Boeing is actively involved in T3iwan despite claims by the Taiwan 
government and China Airlines that Boeing is "missing in action" or bas a ccnon-pJCScnccu in 
Tajwan. 

• Boeing made a significant contribution to the Taiwan Red Cross in Sept.1999to assist in me 
recovery of the deva.muing "9-21 .. eattbquake without cx1iecting media/public recognition. 

• Boejng Senior Executives have met with China Aulines e:t.ecutivcs in Taipei, Seattle, and other 
locations on nearly 12 occasions between July 1999 and December 2000. 

• Most notably,BCAG President AlanMulally: 

met with then CAL Chamnan Chiang and President Sandy Liu in July 1999 iu Taipei, 
• introduced CAL Sr. EVP Brian Chou to Boeing Cbairman Phil Condit and Harcy 

Stonecipher ai the Working Together Conference in Tampa, Florida in Nov .199~. 
• met with then CAL President Sandy Liu ag:t.in February 2000 in Seattle where he 

mttOdueed him to his l3CAG Leadership team, and 
.. invited then CAL President Sandy Liu as his peJSonal guest to Quebec, Qm.ada in May 

2000 wbe:re they both attended "Conquistadores del Cielo" foT aviation leaders/executives. 

• Jn August 2000., BCAG Sr. Executive Larry Dickenson and EVP Ray Conner hosted ·a dinner for 
CAL1 s new Chairman Capt Lee cUJd new President/CEO M:s. Ouistine Tsung in Taipei. 

• Several other anempts were made by Boeing m late-2000 to meet with OtinaAirlines' new 
President/CEO. but were postponed due to conflicting schedules between CAL and Boding. 

P~Jc4 Of7 
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7 .. BOEING INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENT I PAJ:lUCPATJQN IN X4ffiAN 
•· Boeing does not have an office in Taipei. hue has several Field Servlce offices 3lld. staff located at \ 

China Airlines, EV A Airways, and Far Eastern Air Transport offices. 

• Boeing has created a number of bu~iness opportunities to help support the development of the 
aviation··indusuy iifTaiwail: 
1. Taiwan's AlDC is a Boeing suppJierfor the 717 tail section. 

Note: Taiwan and AlDCbave yet to fulfill its part of the 717business agreement by. helping 
Boeing place 717 afrplanesi11 Taiwan to cootribur.e to the 717 program lannchMd success. 

2. February 2000, :Boeing Ai1plane Services (BAS) made Taiwan's ICAS aviation consonium a 
BAS partner/supplier in aircraft modification, conversion projects. and other servioes. 

3. October 2000, Boeing, BF Goodrich, and Taiwan's JCAS aviation consorti urn also signed a 
business partnership to converr/rooclify 737 "Classic" airplalles from passenger m~ls co · 
freighters (p-f conversions). 

4. Boeing is a1so considering AIDC as a new supplier for the 737 '~ext Generation" tail section 
pending CAL •s or EV A•s commitment for 15nn Boeing aicpl.anc orders. . 
Note: On Jan. 4. 2001, Taiwan• s Minisier of Economic Affairs (MOBA), Mr. Lin Hsin-I, and 
Minister of Transponation/Cormnumc,.tion (MOfC), J>,Is. Yeh Chu-Jan, submitted a leue:r to 
BCAG President Alan Mulally requeswig Boeing to award Taiwan's AlDC with a supplier 
contract to build 737NG tail sections while EVA and C.,AL continues to reduce and replace the 
Boeing sba,e of airplaraes in their Oeets with Airbus airplanes. 

• Boeing has made significant financial contributions (six figares) to China Airlines to help fupd its 
promotional campajgns and to help recogniu CAL for its JS0-9001 certification in March 2000. 

• Boeing. with c:ompllments_ dispatched its Chief Training Pilots and its Avi.alion Safety cJtpetts ro 
Taiwan.in March, June, October, and December of 2000 to evaluate and assist China Airlines, 
EV A Airways, the Taiwan CAA_ and the Taiwan Aviation Safety Council (ASC) to improve 
flight ope;rations, flighl safety, ;md flight tm.ining in Triiwan. 

• Boeing; funded an industry symposium in June 2000 for lhc Taiwan CAA and for the airlines in 
Taiwan to understand ETOPS and ~lated air transport regulations. 

• Boein~ with compliments, will dispatch Clief Training Pilots again to Cru11a Airlines aud Far 
Ea.~t.em Air Tnnsport in Februal)' 2001 tQ evaluate and 3.Ssist these airlines and the Taiwan CAA 
to improve its flight oper.itions, flight salety, and flight tr3.ining in Taiwan. 

• At the request of the Taiwan CAA, Boeing wiJl provide a key-note speaker and host a lunch to 
support an AP:SC .. sponsorcd conference on Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS) in 
Taipei between February 12-16, 2001 and will provide media support/featured stories to ~elp give 
Taiwan reco~ition for hosting tbis internationally reeogniu-.d forum. 

• Airbus, Ulce Boeing, also doe1 not have an office in Tiupei. but has several Field ~emce offices 
and staff loc~d at China Airlines. Air Asia. and Tr:msasia ajrllne offices. 

• Airbus cmrently does not h;ive any active industry part.aerships or business developments :m 
Taiw~ but signed an MOU with Taiwan•s AIDC in March 2000 to supply compooenrs for the 
A3XX (M80) pending a fum order from China Airlines or 'EV A Airways. 

Pa~ S of7 
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• Boeing has made great stlid~ in improving the relationship with Ch.ina Airlines and Taiwan over \ 
the past 18 month with numerous executives visits, industrial coopenuion., and business 
partnenhips with Taiwan•, avfation industry unmatched by the EU and Airbus. . ----- --- __ .. ···- ·-····- --- ·--· 

• Taiwan ~nd its airlines have yet to fulfill their commitment on the 717 program as outlined in the 
Boeing/Taiwan AlDC business agreement. yet the Taiwan's MOTC and MOEA continue to ask 
Boeing for additional opportunities in aviation dcve]opm,~nt. At the same time, CAL and EVA 
Ns:ways have steadily reduced the Boeing share of airplanes in their fleets while Taiwan 
increasing}y favon the EU md Airbus for their own political gain. 

• Despite the sincere efforts by Boeing, visits between Boeiiilg and Taiwan's airline execurivc:a,and 
Boeing Industrial Cooperation agre.emcnu with Taiwan's AIDC and ICAS aviation consortium. 
Boeing cannot overcome Taiwan's political agenda with the EU without the help of tht U.S. 
Govcmmenc. 

• Recommendation- To restore the •o•"}, -~ valued relationship between Taiwan and its aviation 
industry and Boeing. it is ,+,o•"},•12SJ recommended that the Taiw-.m government, the CADP, and 
Chiu a Airlines replenish the Boeing share of auplanes replaced by Airbus aiTcraft iu China 
Airlines• fleet and fll)fill iLc; 199S cotnminnent to Boeing with 777 airplane purchases that 
supports over 400.000 U.S. workers who h3vc in mm suppo:rtc.d Taiwan over the years. 
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~ . ...__ __ ____.,ey Messages for Taiw~ 
I ... GENERAL ! 

• Boeing is very present and active in Taiwan and in Taiwan,s comm~cial aviation industry. 
\ 

• Boeing top executives Chairman Phil Condit, President Harry Stonccipl;ler, BCAG President Alan 
Mulally. and senior executive VPs Larry Dickenson, Ray Conner, /oe Gullion~ Wade; Coirielfiis. 
Capt. Chet Ekstr3.Ild, Randy :Baseler, and others have mad.e more than 15 tips in the year 2000 to 
meet with Taiwao'sairfuieand industry executives-

1 

• Boeing Chief Training Pilots and Aviation Safety Expcru have alsq made numerous 
"complimentary' visits to Taipei (January~ March, June, Octob~. J;)ecember 2000) to assist the 
Taiwan CAA, the Taiwan Aviation Safety Council, Chlna AirHnes,iEV A, FAT, and Mandarin 
Airlines in improving flight safety, flight trainmg, flight profi.cienc;. and aviation re~ation. 

I 

• Boeing is supporting rhe Taiwan and the Taiwan CAA in hosting t~e APEC-sponsored air 
navigation conference at CKS airport in Feb. 2001 with industty gu'.est speakers and promotions. 

• Boeing made a generous contribution to the Taiwan Red Cross to a,£sist in the recovery; of the 
devastating "9-21" eartbguu:c in Sept 1999. : 

AJRLINEACTMTY j 
• EV A announced plans in Jan. 2001 to reduce the Boeing share of its fleet by 25% wlth the order 

for (8) Airbus A330s. 

• China Airlines (CAL) order for [T) Airbus .A.340.9 will replace (2) Boeing 747SPs, (1) 747-200, 
(4) MD-1 ls, and (l) 737-800 in 2001 to reduce the Boeing share of CAI)s fleet from 78% lo 
68%. 

• In Jan. 2001, China Airlines rcq\lestcd proposals for the J 4 finn + 4 option Boeing m and the 
smaller, lower priced Airbus A330 to decide its regional 'i:nid-sizc" fleet requirement by mid-
2001. An Airbus order by CAL would further reduce the Boeing share of CAL's fieet fiom 68% 
to·60%. 

• CAL's request for proposal for Bmsand A330smakes Airbus a sure winner with the tmaller, 
lower priced A330 model. · 

• Taiwan TECR.O is requested to encourage the CA'DF/CAL Board to share the "mid-s~" airplane 
order with a "split" 777/A330 decision that would better surve CAL·, "mid-size,. fleet 
requirement more profitably rather than selecting an all-Airbus order. 

• China Airlines bas an opportunity to fulfill its 1995 commitment with a 777 order in 2001. 

INDUS.'.l'lUAL DEVELOPMENT 
• Taiwan' s AIIX.: is a suppllerfor the Boeing 717 airplane program. 

• In February 2000, Taiwan's ICAS aviadon consordum and Boeing Airplane Services became 
paitners in providing ai1plane modification services. 

• fn 1lll1}+0&2111.o 2000, Taiwan's ICAS aviation consortium, Boeing Airplnne Services, and BF. 
Goodrich became po.rtners in pnuengex-to-frcigb~ conversions fot the 737 "Cl~sic .. ~lanes. 

• Airbus has no i.o.dustrial cooperation agreements in Taiwan, except for an MOU with TaJwan 'i 
AlDC to provide components for the fin:incially risky A3:XX (A380) program. · · . 

• As regu~d by Taiwan·s MOEA and MOTC., Boeing is prep:ircd to make Taiwan' s All)C a 
supplier for the Boeing 731 aiq,lane program in considetar::ion of new Boeing airplane sales in 
TaiwQJl. Boeing has successfully established industrial cooper.uion between China and Taiwan 
under contract to !rupply production parts and sub-assemblies for Boei.Dg airplanes. 
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March 10, 2001 5:57 PM 

TO: Lisa Bronson 
Chris Williams 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld '; 

SUBJECT: European Defense Initiative Article 

Please read this article and see if you agree it is worth sending to the President. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
03 1001-17 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEMO ) 

S~ l,ff)f' V . 

1)~ March 10, 2001 5:54 PM 

FAX TRANSMISSION 

TO: President George W. Bush 

cc : Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable Condoleeza Rice 
Honorable Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: European Defense Initiative 

Attached is an article from The London Times on the European Defense Initiative. 
It expresses the kinds of concerns about the risks that the ED l could pose to 
NATO. The underlined portions highlight problems. 

This suggests we will need to be vigilant in the weeks and months ahead to 
continue to emphasize the importance of seeing that the EU process is imbedded 
in NATO. We know for sure that there will be continued tugs in the opposite 
direction by the French. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031001-10 
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.. 

STOP THE Ro. T· ... :.'. .. :·.-·.·.· ··.,.· .·· . 
.. ·t.".·. ·::;_. • 

. .. ::_'·::·\ ..'-,· .. )~~~:_,:~./·.'p ~;t.t;: .',' ~ .... :·,~· ... 
Bush and Blair must rejectthe'nons~se

1ofNice· .. :·::······ 
' 4' .• I•·:.- ·~ •', ' ... ::·., .. ·.,~:/·_, \:,. -

F
rom the moment that George W. and .:sp~t 'tftat- .amona \78·' overlapping 
Bush is sworn in this Saturday, he,,; research labs. : .. There is 'littl( common 
will face troubling domestic ero-·.·L: procureme1.1t: and: oorrup~on; or rank 
nomic indicators and a smoulder··: inoompetenc.e in most'of whaHhere is. 

ing Middle East. The new .Jeam in: TheEU:defence.blueprintisnoremedy. 
Washington is known to be keen to, It is not a "European pill@ of Nato but an 
restructure strategy towards Russia. China embryo ''Eur~)pean armY".'· outside it ·-~ 
and Japan and pay more attention to _Latin , Romano Prodi blurted out l?st year,~ 1t 
America. It may be tempted, meantime. to,. Mary-Ann or what you' hke, that 1s the 
set transatlantic relations to one side, The ' destination.: And the misnamed_ rapid · 
Nice plan for a European Union military ·.: .reaction force will D9t improve EV defen~ .. s· : 

force, complete witfi command strnctures capabilities; it adds' not·a si."lgle ship~:gwt' ; 
"to exercise political control and strategic, .·_-. or fighter and not one naval. grourul or ai(· ; 
management of EU·led operations". has unit. Instead it ~!es · lOOf>· perJOD•: : · 
ensured that it can safely do no such thing. _net. 4011 combat~ and I vessels~.· 1 

Without a clear American voice. the.·< ~ ~~~ m _.. l 
decisions to equip the EU with an . Ari~~ j:o russe s.. ! l 
"autonom~us". miJitary capability on "an This will mean· ~;_a.·gre.ater E~aropea~\\'. 
equal footmg' w1th Nato. taken: at ·last ·defence effort ~i.C,.ispl~.c:ement't>fcfron:;~,~ 
month's Nice summit, will wantonly ltwilhreakea'ngt~atQ. Every~.; 
undermine collective security withinNato. European member 7 aio one set of · • 
1:,eft un~hal!enged. these ~eceiving ambi- forces ~d one ~fence budget;. there will ; 
t10ns will d1sa6lc the Alhance. The Bush now be nval claims upon them : , 
White House can and must stop the rot The ESDP creates·two separate military 1. 

before permanent damage is done; Tony organisations with similar membershiJ)S, ·• 
Blair. even if he finds the task embarrass- using the same money, manpower and 
ing and difficult. must help it to do so. weapons and each claiming responsibilit1 • 

This emergency has arisen in part out of for Europe· s defence; So much is clear froJh 
Amerimn myths about European integra- the seven annexes and three appendices to 
tion that go back to Kissinger's "single the Nice Communiqut running to 80 
telephone number" and beyond. Few pages of detail in the governing French·lan
Americans have ever understood the guage text. At beat, ·,this. will be chaotic: 
reality of "ever closer union". Viewing the imagine a B1itish general leaving an EU 
EU through the simple prism of "ending military- committee, _then hopping,·down 
Europe's wars". they have failed to see that theroadto SHAPE to decide whether, with 
harmonisation superimposed on Europe's his 'Nato hat on, he agrees with himself. 
diverse traditions oouJd upset far more Imagine Natocalling on troops which have 
than it settled. They hav'? too glibl)'. already bee~J sent off on~ Eµ.missio~.,.-
assumed that because the Unned States of. :,, ·; 1i .. ,;, .fi ,, .. ~- • 
America is a good thing. a United States of I f British ministers believe that Nato 
Europe must be, too. They have equally will always have fiQt call. they have 
been inattentive to the talk. to cite Tony been inan~tive ·to the small print 
Blair's Warsaw speech, of an EU "super- General Jean-Pierre Kelche, the 
power". They have been too little concerned French Chief of Staff, has testiJi~ to the 
that the EU'S drive to ever closer union has " Assembteie N ationalc that AnneJt. l WJlS 
blunted its alcrt!less to th~ global ch~nge~-'-Jdj~.V-\~-l"d. t,). f "~ ·~~~~ 
that set the rest of the worlds debates. , ,. ·.,; mtuiw:'1t_:!1 tnat @@a-~- -aL.'.._ 

fbr eight years, the EU's self-absorption decision-makin~ r.rionty in e rumpn 10 
has appeared to matter less than it should. ~ ... Annex! • wn1Ch sets out the EU's 
have done. Thanks to a remarkably ideas on '.'co-operation" with Nato. speaks 
durable·economic boom, the US has been· of "a strategic ~ership" an 
able to act as the world's solestabiliser and · that Naro show 04total 
growth en~ine. taking almost all the.strain.-.: aut · y 
of crises m· emerging -economies. and·' ... · · ca and Security 
Japan's long slump.,.Jnits naive enthusJ-' ·· Comminee (PSC), under the Council _of 
asm for ••J!u integration", the Clinton Ministers~ a Military Committee and a 
White House has put the ·EU· under.,~;.' general staff. Annex VII lays down t~t. 
signallv little pressure to stop examining its:: even when the EU draw, on the basis1 or' 
instituiional navel and confront the!'seismic · .··~ranteed permanent acx.css without 
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siuns wrougm .oy m1a:11u v1 me \AJ.lU n aar; This shortsightedness· has not been 
benign. Not only' has'ifJallowed the EU'S 
closet opponents of enlargement to shirk 
their dear strategic political and moral 
responsibility for consolidating democracy 
on the Continent; it has allowed a gradual 
erosion of the transatlantic structures-and 
common·purposes that have been crucial lo 
keeping most of Europe at peace since 1945. 
The Clinton Administration failed to keep 
track of progress towards the dangerously 
divisive EU blueprint. drawn up with the 
active support of a British Prime Minister. 
Tony Blair thought that he was setting the 
pace alongside the French. Instead, he was 
being led by the nose towards a European 
Security and Defence Policy(ESDP) whose 
military dimensions are almost a unilater
al decII,ration ofindependence from Nalo. 

; ·~uy~ l'lliUO iiUUHlfl$1UIUU -. un ., .. .., 
assets. it is the PSC that will give "strategic 

'directives to the operations 'commanJer: 
"appointed by the Count:il'', ~alo will then 
draw up operational plans but these .must 
be "submitted lo the PSC for approvar·_ 
Once deployment is under way, the EU is 
lo decide what use lo make of Nato assets; 
''the Alliance will be kept infom1ed". The 
EU, not Nato, will decide when ii no longer 
needs them, 'The entire chain of command 
must remain under the political control 
an<O!!!_teg1c direction ol the EU through
out t'ffl!""operanon .. . me 6perabon ,11(
mander will report on the conduct of the 
operation lo EU bodies only. Nato will be 
infom1ed.'' The assumption here. that the 
US will meekly lend out its strategic lift 
aircraft and ask the EU lo send them back 
with a full tank, is breathtaking .. 

But these absurdities are nol yet set ht 

P 
resident Clinton believed he had stone. Nato has to agree to the EU·s 
curbed any such ambitions when, proposed .. consultation .. mechanism; and 
at the height.of the Kosovo crisis in ~alo has not yet done so_ Turkey. albeit for 
April 1999. he secured unanimous its own reasons. has withheld its assent. 

agreement at Nato's Washington summit The ball is in the Bush camp. How. al this 
that the new ''European Defence Identity" late stage, should Washington respond'! 
was lo be folded "within Nato", as an First, it should embrace what it can 
urgently needed European addition lo the embrace - the implied ''division oflabour" 
Alliance's manifestly lopsided defence whereby the EU takes charge of minor 
capabilities. The US thought that was the crisis-management operations. ~fore ambi-
end of the mailer_ It was wrong. Al Nice. tious EU defence goals could yet be made 
EU heads of government endorsed a the key to a real improvement in defence 
60-page document drawn up by the French capabilities. It need not confine action to 
J:Jresidencv which, as Robin Cook said at the European continent, nor would that 
the time. 1'bullons down exactly what we suit the Bush Administration. which wants 
have decided here'·. In minute detail, it to know what. beyond Europe's frontiers. 
provides for permanent political and Nato's European members are prepared to 
military committees, a general staff to be contribute lo global security. 
"operational" this year, EU command and The US should also readily acknowledge 
control stru<.:lures and intelligence and why the EU is worried: the US, it is feared, 
strategic transport cao.abilities. The docu- might not be there when needed in regional 
menl further deroacds "guarNJ~ crises. The new President has his father. as 
cess':.tnat will entitle the EU to call upon, well as Mr Clinton, to blame for the 
and' dictate the uses of, Nato - mamly perception that the US will tolerate no 
~ncan ;_ eqwpment and personnel for casualties unless its vital interests are 
"autonomoiil" EU rruhtb({.Crations fh@t directly al stake. Colin Powell, the incom-
in ~ will mwtet a :msrro fora: ing Secretary of State, is famous as an 
WU!:tin ;>? days, deployable for uq to.a )!far: exponent of the post-Vietnam consensus 
~ng Sul:€{ spokesmen insist that that the US should move only in over-

the EU should be praised, not blamed, for whelming force. In office, all such tight 
meetimr at long last the enlirelv justified rules have lo face the lug of looserealit)'. 
American demand that Europe slioulder a Most *importantly, Mr Bush should 
bigger, fairer share of collective defence. If make it equally clear that the ~ 
this were in fact the ''European pillar" of blueprint is militarily unYiable and will do 
Nato that Washington has been wanting hu~ ltlca amage. nm least on Capitol 
since the days of John F. Kennedy - if EU Hill.e should sav that this feeble bird is 
governments were about to ratchet defence noigoing lo Hy: and offer·a way out. The 
spending back up and use the money belier best might be to draw up a new compact. in 
loo- that would indeed be good news. the form of a protocol on EU defence. that 

The news is far from good. Since 1989. assured the EU that it could use Nalo 
the military heart of the Alliance has been assets, provided ii abandoned rival slruc-
reduced lo the point where it is just as well tures in favour of EU task forces that use 
that Nalo faces no major security threat. Nato machinery. The compact could be 
Such a threat could not be met. Europeans appended - as Sir John Weston, a former 
have overdrawn the peace dividend; and British Ambassador to ~alo, has proposed 
what they do spend on defence secures for - both lo the Treaty on European Union 
them only a fraction of US capability. Some and to the NonhAtlanticTreaty, lo provide 
armies are Jillie more than youth employ- legal confirmation that the EU and Nato 
menl schemes; yet politics delays the are acting as one. Bui any way out will now 
necessary switch from conscript lo career require a degree of trust: it is vital lo find 
forces. Compatibility between Allied equip one soon. before the EU digs in and tru~t 
ment is imperilled; and the technology gap dissipates. Mr Blair should give damage 
with the US is still widening because control his best shot. He can hope to act as 
Europeans spe!1d only El og ~stars:J1,J1p\l./.,41,4t;i.Qy~l;iej.,~en the {!S .and lite EU only if 
development tor every £611,eit:JS~aia~ ~WilQl::Uas Amencirs staunchest ally. 



March 12, 2001 8:30 AM 

TO: Chris Williams 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Haig Remarks 

Take a look at these remarks by Haig and mark some sections you think are things 
we ought to be thinking about that we are not, 

Thank you. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031201-6 
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The Question of Humanitarian Intervention 

Keynote Address as Prepared for Delivery 

BY 

Hon. Alexander M. Haig, Jr. 

Foreign Policy Research Institute Conference 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

12 February 2001 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

It is my pleasure to welcome you here to the Foreign Policy Research Institute 's 
conference on the ques tion of humanitarian intervention . Let me take this 
opportunity to thank you for turning out and also to thank a l l of those involved 
in putting the conference together . I was especially impressed by the unu$ual 
sight of my co-chairman Harvey Sicherman, actually working -- that 's right 
working hard since early this morning dur ing our panel discussions . It was worth 
the trip up here just to see that and, a lthough Harvey did not know it , we 
photographed him in the act! He assures me, however, that this will not become a 
habit. And based on past experience, I be l ieve him ! 

As you know, FPRI has long distinguished itself through its pioneering work in 
bringing the best of schol arship to bear on current policy problems. Today 's 
conference is no except ion. We have brought together a great cast of analyst s , 
many of whom have experience not only i n thinking about humanitarian 
inter vent i ons but in actually carrying out such mis sions . And what a j ob that 
is . 

The most serious decision a President can make· is to commit American troops to 
possibl e combat . Over the past eight years, Bill Clinton sent American forces 
into harm's way, more than any President before him, all on behalf of what; has 
come to be labelled humani tarian interventi on . The roll-call of the most 
significant is familiar : Somalia, Haiti , Bosnia, Kosovo. Today, even as we meet, 
the United States and our NATO allies have committed some 100 ,000 troops, 
including reserves , to Bosnia and Kosovo . And NATO went to war over Kosovq for 
the very first time in the hi story of the Alliance . 

As the new Bush Administration assesses the appropriateness of these 
intervent i ons , the President and his team shoul d avoid the old argument over 
burden-sharing . Washington should know, and every American should know, thiat 
some 80% of the forces in the Balkans are European . Our allies a lso bear 81 % of 
the cost . So it is truly a p rofound commitment by the Western Alliance , not only 
by the United St ates. And this reminds us that NATO only works when the 
principle of shared risks and shared burdens is observed . 

What does humanitar i an intervention mean? When I was Secretary of State i t meant 
that someone was coming to help me in my struggle with the White House statf. In 
those difficult t imes , let me assure you that such help was very , very rare! 

Happily, I can say that the new Administration appears to have the kind of 
Cabinet that would not tolerate such staff meddling . These individuals are the 
President's own choices and so I am opt imistic . 
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Tooay, ht:manitariar. ~r.terver.tior. has come to mean the use of military force ~o 
resct:e pecp:e at risk f:-om political causes, such, as the actions of dictators, 
ever. ~f the American .:1ational interes~ rioes not appear to be meaningf~lly :at 
stake. :t thus appears to fall in that sens~t~ve area where our juma.:1e values 
ar.d our ser.se of qeopo:itics -- what we believe to be right and what we judge to 
be prude:-1t -- rub t.:.:1easily toqetjer. A1~ri, as st.:ch, it ofte1~ leaves ·-1s riivirieri 
about ~~e course o= actior. a~d wary of the preceder.ts t~at may be set. 

Let me make the following observatiot~s: 

First, the American people will ~ot s~pport a pol~cy that tends ~o 
~r.terver.e everywhere. ~or will they support ~ts opposite, a pol~cy that 
abstair.s altoget:1er. A balance mus~ be found that comports with both ot:r 
ideals ano our ser.se of rea:ity. 

• Secor.ti, jt.:ma.:1itariar. intervention as we have known ~t over the oast decade 
jas beer. neither just nor pract~cal. We rrust break with a pol~cy that does 
r.ot act t:~til after a ~uma~ ca~astrophe and then assigns to our troops 
objectives they cannot ach~eve. Both are the products of a dar.gerous 
popuLsm ampl~Led by the media and ~he rela~ed explosio1~ in information 
scier.ces. 

• Thirci, ar.d finally, the~e is an alte~nati ve. We can work ~o prevent the 
prob:ems that give rise to such intervent~ons, a~d, if ~hat fails, we can 
gt:~de ot:r ~r.terver.tior.s with corrmon sense cr~ter~a and reasonable 
objectives. 

Let me begi.:1 wi~j ~je very basic issue o! whether ht.:manitariar. ~r.terver.tior. fits 
ir.to Aner~ca.::-1 foreign policy. 

Ot.:r debate today tends toward ~wo extrerr.es. 0.:1e school pu~s America.:1 val·-1es at 
the top and argues that we should use military force i.:1 defense of jt.:ma.:1 riqjts 
arot.:r.d tje wo~lri. Some wo~lri eve.:1 arq~e that we shot.:ld go ft.:rtjer, ar.ri t.:se st.:ch 
occasior.s to impose our democratic values o~ societies tha~ have r.o historic 
experier.ce witj democracy. The record suggests that this cannot be acjieved, 
Haiti bei~g a case in poir.t, as we shal: see in a moment. 

Konetheless, we shot.::d recognize tha~ bo~h types of interventio.:1 are sustained 
by powerful ct:rrer.ts of America~ ideal~sm. T~ey are the li~eal descendents of 
Woodrow Wilson's ring~r.g declaration, and I quote: "All shall know ~~at Amer~ca 
pt:ts h~man rights above all other rights, a~d that her flag is the f:ag not only 
of America b~~ of humanity." End of quote. Sorre are even willing to subscribe to 
a varia~ion of Wilson's mystical bel~e! that, as he put ~t, Amer~ca was created, 
q-1ote, "to show the way to the nations of ~he world how they shall walk i.:1 the 
paths of liberty." :E:-1d q· .. 10te) 

It. is amusing, of cot:rse, for tjis old Ge.:1eral to see so ma.:1y of the doves frorr. 
the Cold War era suddenly reborn as hawks ir. advocati~g the use o= American 
mi:itary power wi~~o~~ applyi~g the test of whether it is i~ our nat~ona: 
interes~. ?erhaps we shou:d follow the great Colri War historiar. Rober~ Cor.qt.:est 
who s·.igges~ed tha~ one mt:st co~sider ~ot only hawks and coves b·.i~ also cuckoo 
birds and ostriches. St:rely those w~o wo~lo use the bayonet to rerrake t~e worlo 
in America's image qua:i =y as the cuckoos. I wot.:ld agree wi ~:1 George Kennan who 
w:-ote back ~~ 1993 t.~at., q~ote "to see ourselves as the cer.ter of poli~ical 
enl~ghter.ment ar.o as ~eachers ~o a great part of the rest of the world ... is 
~r.thot.:ght through, vair.glorio~s, and u.:1desirable." 
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The Ame rican peopl e are much t oo sensible t o support for long eit her ve rsion of 
human i t arian inter vent i on because they r i ght l y suspect the crusading arrogance 
of it , the moral ove rreach of it , and t he i nevi t able rebe l l i on agai nst i t . I t 
wi l l mult i ply adve r saries and sour our friends . John Quincy Adams put it bes t as 
l ong ago as July 4, 1821, when he sai d : "America does not go abroad i n search of 
monsters t o des t roy ." He added that do i ng so wou l d involve the U. S ., and I 
quote , "beyond the power of e xt r ication ... she mi ght become the dictatress ' of t he 
wor l d . She wou l d no longer be t he ru l er of he r own spirit . " 

The excesses of the Clinton e ra , in di a l ectical fashion , have cal l ed for t h an 
oppos i te school , now gaining strength from the ev i dent f ai l ure of perfect ioni s t 
i nterventioni s t s to produce perfect i on . These are the absta i ners . They would 
have the Un i ted States stay a l oof f r om humani tarian d isasters i n the name of the 
nat i onal i nterest . But the i r i dea of the nat i onal inter est i s an i mported ' one, 
drawn from the r ealpolitik of a van i shed p r e -1 914 Europe . They ignore t he ' fact 
that for Ameri cans , t he nat i ona l inter est is not simpl y a calcul ation of 
mate rial interests but a l so a mora l one . Afte r all , we do stand for ce rtain 
va l ues : democracy , r espect for individual rights , t he set t ling of dispute s 
through diplomacy rat her than force , and the ru l e of law not the j ungle . Who o f 
us could stand idly by if we saw our ne ighbors , or even a s t range r , assau l t ed by 
t hugs? We r e s e nt such assau l ts upon our values and our innate decency as a 
nation demands act ion t o prevent massacres . A policy of abstent i on is thus the 
policy o f the ostrich . The American people wi ll simpl y not suppor t for long a 
policy so at odds wit h our fundament al va l ue s . 

I know, of course , tha t I have set up a pair of s t raw men, or a t leas t , a ipair 
of straw bi rds . Bu t we all know t hat each of us bears a li t tle sympathy for 
these pos i t i ons . Yes , we would l i ke t o right t he wrongs of t his world, 
e spec i ally on t he cheap . Yes , we also r e s e nt the idea that we should stra~ghten 
out t he messes made by ot he r s . That is why the American nat i ona l i nterest , 
proper l y conceived, e ncompasses not only ide a l s but a l so r ea l ity, not only t he 
world as we would l i ke it to be but t he world as it is . On balance , humani t a rian 
inter vent i on can be j ust but it must be l eavened by prudence . We should seek to 
prevent massacre s and genocide t h r ough diplomacy, and othe r act i ons , including 
t he use of the bayonet i f necessary . But this should never be a crusade and 
shoul d never be undertaken i n the absence of careful calcul ations that i nc l ude 
costs and benefits . 

In 1981, concerned about th i s ve r y debate fol l owing my e xperie nces in NATO 
during Pres i dent Cartes ' s te rm, I observed that a fore i gn policy that pursued 
ideals while ignoring power would offend America ' s s e nse of reali t y and probab l y 
will fa i l . Equally, a foreign policy that pursued powe r wh i le ignori ng ideals 
wou l d offend Amer i ca ' s s e nse of right and in the long r un wi l l also fa i l . On l y a 
ba l ance between the t wo wou l d mer i t consistent publ i c support . Every generation 
of Ame rican s t a tesman has to decide the balance t o be st r uc k . Ours i s no 
exception . 

With th i s in mind , let me turn now t o my s econd obser vation , about the practice 
of humanitarian inter vent i on as we have conducted i t over the past decade . Have 
we struck that balance bet ween ideals and reali t y to which I j ust referred? My 
answer is no . Our inte rven t ions have bee n neither j ust nor pract ical . A brief 
r eview of t he facts wil l make the case . 

In Somal i a , t he Bush Administ ration inte r vened i n late De cembe r 1992 wit h 30 , 000 
troops to prevent a widening o f a fami ne well underway . That mi ssion was 
expanded in the Spring of 1993 by the Clinton Administration to r ebui l d t he 
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country as a nat i on under a mandate from the UN Securi ty Council , against a 
backdrop of media c l amor for a cont i nued U. S . mili t ary pre s e nce . The mission 
ended, however , afte r a disas t rous ambush cost eighteen Ame rican l i ves and the 
U. S . wi t hd rew in fa i lure . A not able part of this advent ure was the role played 
by CNN . There can be no doubt t hat t he television image of starving Somalis 
played a large part i n get t i ng us in . The r e can also be no doubt that the image 
of a Somali mob abus i ng the corpse of an American soldier played a large pa r t in 
getting us out. 

In t r ue dialectical fashion , one mis t a ke begat anot her . We recoi led from Somalia 
and therefore hesitated about Rwanda . There was no CNN effect to get us in . And 
a genocide took place wh i le UN troops watched . 

In Haiti t he U.S . inte rvened wi t h some 20 , 000 t roops and two aircraft carrier 
groups to res tore democracy in the unique form of Pr esident Arist i de . The 
invas i on had bee n p roduced by a wave of desperate refugee s seeki ng asylum, many 
dy i ng from e i ther e xposure or unseaworthy boats before they could reach Flor i da . 
The results of th i s effort were disheartening, t o say the least . Just this l ast 
week , after six years of e ffor t and several billions in aid, t he UN and t he U. S . 
gave up . Secretary General Kofi Annan wrote to the Se cur i t y Council t hat , and I 
quote , "a combination of rampant c rime , viole nt street protes t s , and incidents 
of vi ol ence targeted at the i nternat i ona l communi t y could severely limi t t he 
abi l ity of the mi ssion to fulfill i t s mandate," end of quote . It has now been 
shut down . All international obse rvers agre e t hat the May 2000 elect ions giving 
Aristide ' s part y a huge majority and indeed, Ar i stide ' s own election in November 
we r e blatant frauds . 

The resu l t of al l this effort has been not to rescue the country but rather to 
enthrone a l eader who i s certainly no democrat . I must note t hat Ha i t i i s :bY now 
a familiar object of American human i tari an i nte rvention . We stayed 19 years the 
fi r st time from 1915 to 1934, and six year s the s e cond t ime. The results truly 
speak for themse l ves in th i s prolonged e xperiment to impose democracy t hraugh 
the bayonet . Enough said . 

Final ly , we have the cases of Bosnia and Kosovo . In 1990-91 t he Bush 
Administration thought Bosnia was European bus i ness , not ours , and so d i d the 
Europeans . Both seemed more ame nable to pr opping up Gorbachev ' s Soviet Union , 
already a political corpse, rather than dealing wit h the real trouble brewing in 
Yugos l avia . Wi thout U. S . leadership, clashing European int erests produced a 
predict able paralysis . Massacre followed upon massacre which we condemned, but 
did not inte rvene to prevent . Finally in the summer of 1995 , a combinat ion of 
i nternat i onal and domestic pressures , combi ned with the scenes of the awful 
Srbrenica s laught er , forced President · Clinton t o act. 

A simi l ar episode fo l lowed i n Kosovo . Over a million Kosovars were set to flight 
by t he Serbs before NATO went to war . This mili t ary act ion, de spi te all of t he 
enthusiastic reviews of our air power , succeeded only when we th reatened a 
ground invasion . I t ended on a part i cularly sour note of strain wi thin NATO ' s 
command structure . 

Many ve ry dangerous precedent s wer e set. NATO had attacked a soverei gn state to 
rearrange the pol itics o f one of i ts provinces even t hough the situat i on did not 
pose a threat to the Al l iance itself . Clearly such actions alarmed other 
countries who feared that the promot i on of our values wou l d become an excuse to 
inte rvene in their internal affairs . 

11-L-0559/0SD/2601 



• 

T~1ere was a:1other ugly m.:..shap w.:..thin t~1e KATO command .:..tse.:..f. l-. 3ritis~1 
su:Corci.i:1ate to General Clark, the Supreme J. • .:..l.:..ed Corrma:1der, refused h.:..s order to 
ir:tercept the :L.1ssians .:...:-1 their ciash tc tte Pristina airport. Oddly enough,, tie 
Per:tago~ sided w.:..th the British s~borci.i~ate. c.:..ear.:..y, these are not exceriences 
the Alliance would wish -:o repeat. 

The res·Jlt is that -:oday -:he U. s. ar:ci. :JATO are commit:ed to keep troops .:..n 
Bosnia a:1d Kosovo i.;:1til those cour:tr.:..es become mu.:..t.:..ethnic derr.ocracies or the 
enci of t.:..De, wjichever occurs ~irst. o.:..d Balkan hands, inc.:..i.;ding FPRI's founder 
Robert Strausz-Hupe, w:10 kr.ows that area intimately, tell rr.e that the end of 
tirre is a better bet. 

This patterr. o= in-:erven-:ions illustra-:es -:~e dar.gers of what I call "electronic 
pop~lism." 3y waitir.g u~-:il a humani-:arian disaster has occurred, replete wi-:~ 
go~y cove~age by the meciia, a Pres.:..der.t rray ~ind .:..t easier :orally public 
scpport for military action. 3ct by doing so, we pu: oi.;r whole foreigr. policy at 
the ris~ of events tha-: are shaped primarily by others. 

We lose twice i:1 t~1is approach. First, we forfeit strategic directior., whereby 
we shape eve~ts. Second, we a.:..so d.:..sarm our diplomacy. As Henry Kissinger has 
cfter: observed, tt:e ear.:..y stages of a pro:Olem, wher. positior.s are s:ill ~luid 
ar.d a:nbig·Jo·Js, prese:1t the best opportur..:..ty for creat.:..ve d.:..p.:..omacy. 0:1ce 
positior.s are hardened anci. the massacres comm.:..tted, there is l.:..ttle .:..e=t to do 
except to scrrrror. tt:e troops. 

So we er.ci. i.;p ma~1ng m~c~ more effort for much less resul-:. Even worse, we expose 
the very people we hope to save to ever. greater risk. In both strateg.:..c ar.d 
humanita:::-ian terDs, these have bee~ mili-:ary .:..nterventions to resci.;e a~ ut-:erly 
failed. foreign policy. 

This br.:..ngs me -:o rry f.:..r.al observat.:..on. Tjere is an alterna:ive :o humanitarian 
inte.::::vention as we have seer: it. 

Tje begin~i~g of wise.om is, f.:..rst, to restore the primacy of s:rategic planning 
ir. o~r foreign po.:..icy a~d i~ doing so, to put humani:arian i~:erve~:io~ i~ its 
place -- a lesser :Out t:or.orable role. Ir. recent years because of confus.:..on about 
the real causes of the collapse of :he Sov.:..et Unior., tje inchoate analysis o~ 
the so-cal.:..ed "New World O.:::cie.:::" ~1as .:..e~t us v·.1l:1erable to passing crises and 
ci.eprived us of any se~si:Cle judgrr.er.t about -:heir importa~ce to our overall 
goals. 

Above all, we mus-: discard the idea t~at we need the d.:..saster :Cefore we can do 
ar.ytt:ir.g e::ect.:..ve. Laciies anci gentlemen, there is no room ir. a sound American 
foreig~ pol.:..cy for today's e.:..ectronic popul.:..sm! 

Or.ce this is done we w.:..l.:.. :Ce able -:o revive ocr diplomacy of prevention. : 
realize of cocrse, that prevent.:..r.g a crisis sometimes requires a~ earlier threat 
to use force. 3ct does anyone no-: believe -::1at a ur..:..ted U.S. -Ecropear. approach 
to the Bosnia crisis ir. 199.:.. or 1992 would have soared everyone grea: agony ar.d 
saved thousands of l.:..ves? 

Second, if diplomacy fails and we cor.temp.:..ate in:erven:ion, we shou.:..d recall 
t~at ocr mi.:..itary forces operate i~ scpport of r.at.:..ona.:.. object.:..ves tha-: include 
a:Cove all the de-:errence o= major wars, whic~1 is really the mos: importa:1: 
ti.;rrar.itariar. role we car. play. We anci. our allies must keep this in rrir.ci. as we 
cor.terrplate minor interventions. 
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The Marines , in their very p l a i n- spoken way -- only an Army General could say 
that -- described it accurat ely when they cal led their manual on t he subject 
"The Small Wars Manual." It was published in 1940 and if you can get beyond the 
fascinating chapters on the care and feeding of mules , you wi l l find a fatr 
descript ion of what humani t arian missions are today . Mark tha t title . "Small 
wars ," not "b i g wars ." Small wars are compounded by ambigui t y , different rules 
of engagement and many other snares and traps . I t was Well ington who said t hat 
"a great country can have no such thing as a l itt l e war ." So in t he i nterest o f 
our larger role in de t e r rence we must be wa r y of fri t tering away our strength . 

Thi rd, if no other alternative i s avai l abl e , when we do intervene mi l itari l y we 
ought to do so with milita ry prudence . These are not exercises that break new 
ground in mi l i t ary science . The key point is to determine whether and how the 
use of mili t ary force wi ll make a difference fox the bet ter . The defi ni t i on of 
that difference will automatically allow us t o -measure whethe r our object i ves 
are being achieved once we hit the ground . That , in turn , wil l make it mudh 
easier to det ermine the point of exit . 

I would like to s t ress this l ast issue . Forget about the fetish for doing 
checklist s and art ificial exit deadlines . The key is t o set reasonab l e goals and 
then to measure our progress t oward t hem . It cannot be something vague l i ke 
bui l di ng a na t ion or somet hing superficial like just holding an election . These 
are troops trained to fight , kill , and overcome . They are not police and not 
social workers . And I do not accept t he argument by some t hat peacekeeping : 
actually sharpens combat skills . Just the opposit e is t rue . 

Fourth and finally , we ought to use the coali t ion principle as often as we can . 
Others share our values . Some are better p l aced to intervene and have a more 
acut e understanding of the situat ion . 

I want t o add a caveat here . NATO itself , as an alliance should not necessarily 
be pressed into this task . Those few in NATO who have the capacity to proj~ct 
mili t ary power should act if it is in thei r interest to doso. The r est of t he 
Al l iance shoul d be suppor tive . Thi s was the fo r mu l a I used successfully wh~le 
Supreme Allied Commander of NATO to deal with so- called out of area crises . I am 
convinced that i t remains both workable and f ar preferabl e t o the cumbersome and 
r est rictive procedu res we sawintheKosovowar. 

The U.S.,has an essential ro l e t o play in f ormi ng such coal itions . We need not -
- we should not -- provide the l ion ' s share of f orces . In fac t , as I pointed 
out , we are not doing so today in the Bal kans . But t he essence of any coalition, 
shared burdens and shared risks , may require import ant U. S . participation ., We 
shoul d never forget that there is a price for l eadershi p . 

Let me concl ude now by reviewing the main point s . Humanitarian intervention has 
a minor but honorabl e role to play in American foreign pol i cy . It must be gauged 
on the bal ance of values and interests , ideal s and rea l ity, what is right and 
what is prudent . The Amer i can people will not support human i tar i an intervention 
as a formu la to i mpose American values on t he res t of the world but the y will 
a l so not support a rea l pol itik that does nothi ng about genocide . 

Thus far , we have fai l ed t o strike the proper balance . Humanit arian intervention 
as we have known it over the past decade has been neither just nor practical . 
"Elect ronic populism" s t ays ou r hand unt il disaster s t rikes , depriving our 
foreign policy of strategic sense, and our dip l omats of their most effect ive 
opportunities , before positions congeal in blood . 
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T~ere is a bet:::er way. F~rst, restore s:rategic balance to our foreig~ policy 
a~d foci..:s o~ preve~tio~ at tje earliest stage wje~ creative diplomacy ca~ work 
bes:. Second, car.sider engagemen: ~r. :hese "sma:l wars" with a~ eye :o the 
:arger more importa:i::: rr.issior. o= de:::erre:ice -- :::he prever.tior. of b~g wars -- so 
that we do not fritter away our strer.gth. We shoi..:ld know beforeja~d tha: any new 
comrr.~tment '•"'~1: no::: t::iderct:t th~s greater o:Ojective. Third, if we rr.ust commit, 
tje~ do so to ma~e a decisive difference with a:tainable objectives and a way to 
rreast:re :::hem so tha::: we can :eave. ?o~rth, use :he coali:io~ pri~ciple that 
shares burdens ar.d responsibilities ir. :he ~se of military force. Above al:, 
lead. 

I •.vant to close w~th :::his comrr.er.t. Hurr.ar.~tar~an in:::erven:::ion, li:<e the reS!t o= 
fo~eign policy, is ultimately ates: of a ~atior.'s charac:er. Are we willi~g to 
de.:end :~1e righ:, and fight for it, if r.eed be? Americans have answered this 
call throughout their ~ist~ry. But there is a~cther part to ~taracter and 'ttat 
~s :T,rnility. Robert Strausz-Hupe, wrote that "moral per.:ection, especially when 
it uses serv~ce to human~ty as i:::s vessel, puts me on my gi..:ard." We o~g~t to be 
er. gi..:ard too, t~at t~e promise of America's values does r.ot become the excuse 
fo.::: an Aner~ca:1 ~ri..:sade, o:ie that repeats t:-ie folly of ::::-ie ::::.uropean empires who 
imagined t~at a lastir.g civiliza:::io:i could be imposed by bayonets. Yes, let us 
do ot:r d~ty w~e:i o~r forces mus::: be used to rescue human~ty from rrar.-rrade 
disasters. Bu: we should. co so u:-idersta:-idi:-ig that foreig:-i policy, and mili:ary 
forces, are very ~mperfect ins:rumen:s i~ a very ~mperfect world. 
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March 12, 2001 12:06 PM 

TO: Rich Haver 

FROM: Donald Rumsfe]d 

SUBJECT: Memo on Defense Security Service 

Please read this memo on the Defense Security Service and see me with a proposal 
on what we ought to do about it. I kind of like the ideas George Tenet had. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031201-12 
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The Department has made significant progress in reducing the Defense Security 
Service's (DSS) investigative backlog. 

• Since the DSS management actions began to take effect late last year, the 
number of pending (work in progress) investigations has been reduced from 
almost 500,000 to 436,000. To ensure best use of DSS investigative resource& 
the goal is to achieve a, monthly "steady state" of 150,000 pending 
investigations (60 workdays). 

• As of October 2000, the number of overdue periodic reinvestigations from 
Components (i.e., those that had yet to be submitted to DSS) was reduced from 
505,000 to 317,000. Due to "scrubs" of requirements by the Components, the 
current number probably is significantly less than 300,000. We will undertake 
another data call soon to confirm the exact number. Given the fielding of a 
Department-wide database later this year, the Department will gain real-time 
insight into this area for the first time. 

The Department's plan to eliminate the investigative backlog includes a number of 
steps, including: 
• Establishing submission targets for all Defense Components, 
• leveraging investigative capability outside DoD by partnering with the Office 

of Personnel Management (OPM) and the private sector, and 
• improving our ability to provide accurate projections of periodic 

reinvestigation requirements. 

To this end, we are closely monitoring eight current conditions and trends relative 
to these issues. (Colors represent cutTent status-green/good; red/bad) 
• DoD Components submit their backlogged periodic reinvestigation 

requirements (established as yellow tending to green). 
• DSS must meet performance expectations both in their information system 

development (yellow tending to green) and in their investigative process (red 
tending to yellow). 

• OPM must meet performance expectations (now green but requiring close 
monitoring). 

• Adjudications must keep pace (borderline green-yellow tending to yellow). 
• Backlog will not exceed 505,000 (Green- it is currently at 436,000) 
• Stable policy environment (Green) 
• Service/agencies continue to fund their clearance needs 
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FY01/02 Workload Plan 

Total Customer 2-yr Workload: 
PR 

Backlog 
316,995 

plus 
Steady State 

(New PRs and Initials) 
1,165,127 

(reduced from 505,786) 

submitted to pss 
Plan: 783,642 

(1,561/day) 
Actual {Oct 00-Jan 01): 166,800 

(1,986/d 

DSS Output 
284-,a&-(2,-432/day)· 

{Oct OO-Jan01) 

DSS 
Pending 
436,101 

{Optimal Pending= 150,000) 

OPM 
Pending 
48,040 

(FY01/02 Workload Plan only) 

Adjudicator 

• Customer 

Plan: 698,480 
{1,391 /day) 

Actual (Oct 00-Jan 01): 90,604 
(1,079/day 

OPM Output 
34 ,454-(374/day} 

{Oct 00-Jan 01) 

. ·• 

As of: 2 Mar 01 



March 12, 2001 8:27 AM 

TO: Chris Williams 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Paper on Cuba 

Have somebody take a look at this paper on Cuba and then you tell me if you think 
there is anything in there we ought to be thinking about, 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031201-5 
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TO: 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM 

President Bush Transition Team 

Cuba's potential threat and policy suggesti 

Ernesto F. Betancourt, first Director of Ra 

Executive Summary 

There is no disagreement that the Castro regime must come to an end sometime. This is 
highly likely to happen during the forthcoming Bush Administration. However, various scenarios 
have been suggested on how this may happen. The Council on Foreign Relations and the Inter
American Dialogue advanced proposals that ignore the realityt'Ot Castro's position and were 
brutally rejected on December 27, 2000 by Castro's regime irt a Granma front page article as 
reflecting a "fantastic illusion." Nevertheless, following, the usual response, of the proponents of 
this approach, that rejection is not going to deter them from persevering in their effort to sacrifice 
the well-being of the Cuban people and the security of the United States by trying to sell their 
rejected proposals to the new Administration. 

In theAppendix, a completely different scenario on the potential threat Castro represents 
to US security and how it is being ignored is discussed in detail and with thorough 
documentation. The Appendix opens with a brief discussion of why the scenario of a Castro 
potential aggression should not be ruled ouf a priori. Then, four recent developments pointing to 
Castro's preparations for eventual actions against the continental US are described briefly. One, 
the training of Cuban commandos in VietNam for preemptive attacks against US bases, revealed 
in 1996 by Jane's Defense Weekly. Second, the FBI charge in September, 1998 that arrested 
Cuban spies were ordered to obtain addresses of military stationed at South Florida bases, 
intelligence useful for commando attacks, as well as the recent revelations during the spy trial on 
Cuban instructions to these spies to identify Florida keys locations for infi)tration of weapons and 
explosives into the US. Third, the 1999 revelation by a former Deputy Chief of the Soviet germ 
warfare program that Cuba has been building up a capability to produce such weapons. And, 
finally, the FCC report on Cuba's interference with ARINC, the US air traffic control radio 
system. Why is Cuba investing resources in these activities unless they plan to use them? 

The Appendix discusses briefly Castro's increasm£ economic and political troubles, as 
well as the backfiring of the effort to cover-up the regime's drug traffic entanglement. It also 
discusses Castro's bizarre behavior against the Europeans at the Rio meeting in July. 1999, and the 
Canadians, whom he labeled the "second enemy to the North," after the Winnipeg Pan Am Games 
that year. lt mentions the July. 1999 trial of the US, with a demand for US$18 l billion dollars in 
reparations, which the Catholic Church magazine Virral criticized as a deliberate effon to 
encourage hatred of the US. Finally, it mentions the campaign whipping up Cuban nationalism 
over drugs in Olympic sports. On September 4, 1999, even the staid Financial 'limt•s felt 
impressed enough to describe Castro's behavior as dis1inc1Jy obsessive. At a time v, hen a stream 
of US political and business visirnrs offered hope of lifting the US embargo, why all this rage? 

By the end of 1999, Castro suffered a serious setback during the Theroamerican summit in 
Havana which was a clear diplomatic victory for Cuban dissidents. The E1ian crisis v.:as correctly 
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perceived by Castro as an opponunity to regain the initiative and motivate Cubans again around 
the revolution. However, he overestimated his ability to transfer popular feelings on a legitimate 
issue, the rights of a father to his child, into support for broader issues advocated by his regime. 

As the year 2,000 comes to an end, Castro has been forced to turn more repressive again. 
Internationally, the Panama lberoamerican Summit turned out to be another setback when Castro 
opposed a resolution condemning his allies, the Basque ET A tenorist group, and supporting the 
people and government of Spain. This led to a bitter exchange with the President of El Salvador 
and a souring of relations with Spain. Sugar output for 200 I is already projected to be down 
around 10 per cent, the growth of tourist traffic is flattening out and the most important untapped 
tourist market has been effectively frozen out by the legislation vesting in the US Congress the 
power to modify travel restrictions. The Elian case had a definitive impact _on the Cuban~ 
American vote in Miami-Dade, costing Gore tens of thousands of votes. To Castro's dismay, the 
political clout of what Castro rejoices in calling the Cuban mafia seems·to have increased under a 
Republican Administration that, for the first time, includes a Cooan-American as a member of the 
Cabinet. · ... 

The Appendix documents, with quotations from Castro statements and/or actions, his 
forty year war against the US, as well as the overt and covert strategies through which it has been 
implemented. Finally, policy changes to avoid this potential threat are suggested, mostly by 
disabusing Castro followers in Cuba's military and intelligence network, of the notion--US 
passivity and avoidance have conveyed so far--that they will forever enjoy impunity for their 
hostile actions, 

Perhaps it is advisable to look first at the policy suggestions. They are oriented to 
preventive actionsthe Bush Administration can take to avoid reaching the situation in which US 
retaliat~on against Cuba is demanded by an irate American people should any of Castro's plans be 
implemented. To prevent is better than to have to regret. lf this analysis is proven to be wrong in 
the end, and Castro departs peacefully from the scene, this author will be most happy. 

On the other hand, if the analysis is correct and Castro carries out the aggressive actions 
he has been planning for four decades, then the American people will hold responsible those at 
State, the Pentagon, CIA, DJA and the Justice-Department who failed to take this threat seriously. 
The transition teams for these areas would be well advised to-at least give consideration to the 
facts here presented. The Bush Administration should not take lightly the potential threat Castro 
represents in his waning days because, if unfonunately any of its components is implement&d, it is 
quite likely to take place under its watch. 

What policy changes may be advisable to cope with this potential threat'! 

Throughout the years, moderate responses to Castro, such as the initial embargo and later 
the Helms-Burton Law, were chosen in lieu of force-based responses. For example. Helms
Burton was brought out of a paralyzed Senate-House conference by the downing of American 
civilian planes over international waters. An action Castro took perfectly aware that it was 
unlikely President Clinton would respond to his use of force against American civilian planes over 
international waters by the logical military response of pin-point bombing the MiG-29 bases. The 
sense of impunity this US behavior transmits to Cuba's military should not be underestimated. 

2 
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A Bush Administration must send a different message to those around Castro. After all, 
any overt action against the US IO fulfill his 1rue des1i11y will require the participation of these 
individuals. The Powell/R.ice/Rumsfcld team is going to be tested by Castro. The US response 
must make Castro and his followers aware that actions against the US will no longer be met with 
indirect responses or avoidance behavior. These are some US options that come to mind: 

• Make it clear to Castro and his followers, particularly in the ::umed forces, that any 
aggressive Cuban actions will be met with commensurate retaliation. In other 
words, another use of force against Americans will lead to retaliation in kind. • 
(POWELL/RJCE/RUMSFELD) 

Refocus the ongoing trial of the Cuban spies arrested in 1998 on the issues related 
to the conspiracy "to sabotage planes and hangars" mentioned in the initial 
indictment and downplayed in the revised indictf.nent, as well as relate them to 
Castro's overall plans for an eventual attacko.tfthe US. (ASHCROFT) 

• Include Cuba as one of the most' likely sources of potential terrorist germ warfare 
attacks and take whatever precautions ::u-e warranted. Reopen the West Nile viru~ 
epidemiological mystery investigation by following the Cuban hypothesis line of 
inquiry. At least contact the two defectors who had worked on such a program in 
Cuba, as well as any other scientists who had defected from the Biotechnology and 
Genetic program. Find out what cooperation, if any, was given by CDC and *he 
Smithonian to the Cuban effort, (ASHCROFT/THOMPSON/WHOEVER 1S AT 
CIA) 

• Complement the present wording of the Helms-Burton Law in terms that only 
Castro and his brother are unacceptable for the transition govemment, by warning 
that anybody involved in aggression against the US, whether overt or covert.: will 
be equally unacceptable. State clearly that US reconstruction assistance will :be 
predicated on a sharing by all legitimate stakehnlders--including present regime 
officials not involved in human rights violations, members of the dissidence, forme1 
proper&y owners, workers and victims of repression--in the future Cuba. 
(POWELL/RICE) 

• Change the present counter-intelligence policy from one of passive observation of 
the network of contacts to an activist one of dismantling the networks that have 
been identified so far. Castro lacks at present the resources to rebuild his 
intelligence net work if we crack down on his present assets, Particularly. if the~ 
are faced with an aggressive counter-intelligence effon. To this effect, the FBI 
capability against Cuban intelligence should be beefed-up to the resource leveb 
assigned to the DGI when it became a KGB surrogate. (ASCHCROFT) 

, Crack down on app::u-ently dormant groups and fronts, such as members of the 
Venceremos and Maceitos brigades. At present, there are many still acting on 
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behalf of Castro with absolute impunity. For example; many demonstrations in 
Miami that enrage people against the exile community are undertaken by these 
groups. At least, make them register under the Foreign Agents Registration Act. 
(ASHCROFT) 

• To encourage defections among people who had been blackmailed by Castro's 
intelligence to cooperate with them, off er immunity to those who come forward 
reponing such experiences to our counter-intelligence. After all, five of the ten 
spies anested in Florida last September were willing to plea bargain their r 

situations. By the same token, it is likely that many of those who went to Cuba 
many years ago and were recruited by the Cuba& are not willing to accompany 
Castro in his Gotterdammerung. (ASHCROFT) 

• Brief civic leaders and media in communities w.fiere Cuban agents could provoke 
racial incidents. Make them aware of such possibilities, so they are better prepared 
to cope with provocations when and if they happen. 
(ASHCROFT/RUMSFELD/POWELL/RJCE) 

Form a Team B, with Cuban defectors with direct exposure to Castro's responses 
under threat, to off er suggestions on the meaning of strange Cuban behaviors not 
subject to logical explanations. Throughout his career, Castro has always been 
underestimated by US planners. We just cannot afford to do that anymore. 
(R]CE/POWELL/RUMSFELD/WHOEVER FROM THE CIA) 

Reinforce the Helms/Burton USA.ID program to plan assistance for the post
Castro transition. Focus it on plans to assist those within Cuba, when the time 
comes, whether in the dissidence or even within the Castro regime. The (!S 
should make clear that those around Castro not responsible for crimes against 
humanity will be acceptable in a post-Castro era. (POWELL/RICE) 

Fonn a task force to address the issue of how to restore the reach of US Radio and 
TV signals to Cuba. At the tin~e when a transition starts taking place in Cuba, it is 
of the utmost urgency for the US to have a clear means of communicating with the 
Cuban people with a firmly established credibility in the audience. This was one of 
the basic reasons for creating a Radio Marti and it was accomplished, but it has 
lost a substantial share of the audience in recent years due to the neglect of the 
Clinton Administration. (POWELL/RICE/WHOEVER FROM IBB) 

• Open rhe case of the Cubans who tortured our VietNam prisoners. Try to identify 
who they :ue so at least Harvard will not invite them again to come to the US as 
they did with General Vecino Alegret. (ASHCROFT/RUMSFELD) 
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APPENDIX 
ls Castro Preparing for a Gotterdammerung? 

There is no question on anybody's mind that the Castro regime will end. But there are 
diverse opinions on how. Some believe Castro is willing to live in exile--Manuel Fraga Iribarne, 
the President of the Galician Government. even offered him a house in the town where his father 
was born--but after Judge Garzon 's indictment of Pinochet, Castro is highly unlikely to consider 
such an offer. Carlos Lage and Ricardo AJarcon, not to mention his brother Raul, are betting on 
his turning power over to them under a transition regime, while retiring in the island as an elderly 
statesman. The merciful Lord may finally take pity of the Cuban people and swiftly remove him 
from power. There are those from the Council on Foreign Relations and the Inter-American 
Dialogue, not to mention American farmers and the US Chamber of Commerce, who harbor the 
naive notion--or the "fantastic illusion" as Granma labeled it--tfiat they can go ahead with their 
neo-liberal and private sector efforts under Castro's nose by p'letending they have nothing to do 
with the Helms-Burton and Tonicelli legislation. 

There are others. however, who think Castro would rather end in an apocalyptic last ditch 
struggle against the hated Americans, thus provoking a Gotterdammerung to seek a place in 
history for himself. As will be commented later in this Appendix; Castro himself has described a 
war with the US as his true destiny. All those who over the last decades have been close to him 
in moments of crisis, coincide in concluding that an apocalyptic finale is his most likely choice. 
However, this is unlikely to occur as long as he is convinced he can stay in power and play an 
important historical role. True, a Gotterdammerung would bring a disaster upon the Cuban 
people. But Castro couldn't care less. 

In his youth, Castro admired Hitler. As Georgie Anne Geyer reports in her Castro 
biography, Guerrilla Prince, at Havana University Castro can-ied with him a copy of Mein 
Kampf The title for his statement at the trial in 1953, "History will Absolve Me," was lifted from 
Hitler's speech at the Rathaus Putsch trial. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume he may 
follow Hitler in his final mood. As Hitler did when he was at the bunker in relation to the German 
people, Castro has shown little regard for what may happen tcrCuba after him. In fact, during the 
Ibero-American Summit in Oporto, he frankly told a journalist "that that was not his problem ·· 
His only concem is that they continue his revolutionary struggle. And that means to perpetuate 
an anti-American stance. 

Some may argue that Cubans are basically friendly with Americans and, therefore. unlikely 
to accompany Castro in any aggressive alhenture against the US. Since, for the kind of actions 
involved, it is necessary only that a small fanatic hard core be willing to c::u-ry out their order:-. 
those having such doubts are advised to read Honor Bound. This book about POWs in Vietnam. 
by two DOD historians. Stuart Rochester and Frederick Riley, was published by the US Na, a! 
Institute Press. The book has a full chapter dedicated to what was called by POWs the Cul"la1; 
Program at a prison camp labeled ·'The /.1)\) ., The vicious torturing of US POWs by theSl' ( ·a~tro 
officers should disabuse those doubters ot" ~n~, notion that the Gotterdammenmg hypothe:-1:
should be discar-ded on the grounds of C 11h,rns' traditional friendship for Americans. At a :-l',~llH1 

in the House of Representatives, one oft hem was identified by some of those tortured as ( il·nc:ral 
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Fernando Vecino AJegret, the present Minister of Higher Education. As in any society, in the 
Castro regime there are normal human beings and some pretty sick people motivated by hatred 

Plans for a precmp1ive attack A report in the prestigious Jane's Defence Weekly of 
March 6, 1996, revealed that Castro was training Cuban forces for a preemptive attack against the 
US. According to the Jane's story, Cuban special forces had been undergoing training in Viet 
Nam since 1990, that is at the time of the Soviet collapse, t·o use tactics like those of US NaV) 
Seals against American forces "preparing to invade Cuba.'' 

The central point of the article is not that the US is preparing to attack Cuba. Anybody 
familiar with contemporary Pentagon thinking knows that is one of the least likely options for the 
US to follow. That is why the key paragraph of the Jane's anicle is the one on Cuba's strategy: 

"Havana's s1ra1egJ1 in pursuing suchrrain;ng is JOauack thes,aging and supply areas.fw 
US forces preparing to invade Cuba. The poli1ica/ objec1ive ,vould be to brin,: rhe reality 
of wmiare 10 the American public and so exert dome~ic pressure on Washington." 

Soldiers are trained with specific missions and strategies in mind. Is Castro's goal to be 
the one that, for the first time in this century, brings war to the US mainland? The Clinton 
Administration refused to face such a possibility. Can the Bush Administration afford to continue 
such a pretense? If it becomes true, it is much more likely to happen under Bush's watch. 

Arrest of ten Cuban Spies. In September 1998, the FBI arrested IO members of a 
Cuban spy network in Florida. This is the first time in forty years that the Justice Depanment has 
initiated prosecution proceedings against Castro agents. At their bail-setting hearing on 
September 16, 1998, both Assistant US District Attorney, Caroline Heck Miller, and FBI Agent, 
Mark de Almeida, justified the action taken, afier having the network under surveillance since 
1995, on the grounds that the accused were considering "the possibility of sabotaging planes 01 

hangars at an undisclosed location in Florida." ln fact, one of the spies, Antonio Guerrero, aka 
Loriem, had managed to obtain a civilian job with the US Navy a~ the. Boca Chica Naval Air 
Station at Key West. Others targeted bases in Tampa and the-Southern Command. 

According to items 18 and 19 of the FBI Affidavit, presented two days earlier at the 
arraignment of the spies, Lorient had been asked to provide information on: 

"deploymc:111 qf aircraft, base doi~r ro111ines. descriprions ,!f ,he interior and exterior ,f 
buildin?,s. particularly one being prepared }or a highly s~crer nc1ivily; the use of pJm,,•s 
equippeJjor elec1ronic wa,jare. whi"h could be used/or i111t!lligence and tactical 
operations o~ainst our coumry; 1111J. 1he home addresses ul hundreds of mililary 
personnt'I slationed at the base. ·· 

This last request is the most relevant Information on addresses of base personnel is nnt ~r 
any value for Cuhan defensive purposes l 111wever, it may be extremely relevant for the planmng. 
and implementation of commando attacks as commented by Jane "s I >«!,/ense Weekly. During I !ll' 

spy trial, which ju:-t started, 8,000 pages nl° communications betv.;c?en the spies and their · 
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.. ........... . . ........ _._ ........... ,~ .... ·,·-~ ......... #' .... 

controllers in Cuba have been released by the FBI. One of these communications involves an 
intriguing order given in 1996 to search locations in the Florida Keys where Cuban intelligence 
could land weapons and explosives. This further reinforces the notion that Castro is planning 
commando attacks against the US at some time of his own choosing. 

Castro's explanation of the arrest of the spies during the Jbero-American Summit in 
Opono in 1998 was that he never spied on the US military, only on exiles, a statement at odds 
with the evidence gathered by the FBI. In a strange twist, without any explanation, a new 
indictment filed in May, 1999, downplays the issue of sabotaging planes and hangars and ignores 
other evidence presented in September, 1998 by the FBI that relates the spying to national , 
security issues. Instead, it focused the indictment on anti-exile actions of the spies, specifically the 
conspiracy to commit murder in the downing of the Brothers to the Rescue planes in February, 
1996. The historical record shows that Justice would have never arrested the spies if their only 
mission was against Cuban exiles. The trial was to start in September, 1999 and was postponed 
six months. It was delayed again and the trial did not start un~te in 2000. 

Even within the narrower case, Justice has made no a44empt to prosecute those who gave 
the orders for the murders from Cuba. Instead of adding these individuals to those being 
prosecuted, the judge presiding the case, in a unique action by a US court in a spying case, 
ordered the FBI and the prosecutors to go to Cuba to take depositions from the controllers of the 
spies, thus making them witnesses for the defense!! Did she really believe that taking an oath over 
a Bible from hardened Cuban intelligence operators would result in their "telling the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth"? Castro must be laughing his ribs out. 

In truth; the case is being downplayed with accusations of spying against the Cuban 
American National Foundation and other exile groups, instead of focusing on the more serious 
and important issue for the American people that Castro's spies were targeting American military 
installations. By changing the focus of the trial to this other issue, is Janet Reno legitimizing 
Castro's claim that he never spied on the US? ls this another effort of the Clinton Administration 
to avoid a hot foreign policy issue that could cause a US/Cuba confrontation'? Such avoidance 
of confrontation in a serious national security matter docs nothing but encourage Castro and his 
followers into bolder actions. Fortunately, the Bush Administration will have a say on this case 
because it is unlikely that it be finalized before the Inauguration. Let us hope the new team: at 
Justice reassesses the trial and expands the indictment to place more emphasis on the threat: to US 
security it implies. 

Germ warfare capahilities. A 1999 released book on germ warfare, Biohazard. 
published by Random House. reveals that Cuba started its germ warfare efforts in the eighties. 
The author of the book is Ken :\libek, a former Colonel in the Soviet Army, who was Deputy 
Director of the agency involved with Soviet development of germ warfare. 

In his book, AJibek, at present a CIA and Pentagon consultant residing in \·irg.inia, quotes 
his superior, General Yuri Kil linin, as stating, on his return from a visit to Cuba. that 1he Ci1ba11s 
have developed a germ warjure capability. These capabilities include a project under close 
Castro supervision to develop virus strains to be inoculated to migratory birds. According to 
Carlos Wotzkow,' a Cuban dt'l<.>ctor residing in Switzerland, reports in a book published in 1998-
that is one year before the West Nile virus outbreak in \iew York--he was fired from his job at the 
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Zoological Institute in Havana in 1980. among other things. because he criticized a Castro 
initiative to create a Biological Front ''to undertake biological warfare against the United States 
territory through introducing viruses of infectious diseases inoculated in migratory hirds." 
Another researcher, Dr. Luis Roberto Hernandez, a British trained entomologist who defected in 
London in 1995, reported in an interview with£/ Nuevo Herald that he worked in the Biological 
Front Project until his defection and that their mission was to identify and produce virus strains 
and select migratory birds to cany them. 

Despite the obvious potential relation of the experiences of these two researchers with the 
so-called mystery of how the West Nile virus reached this Hemisphere, neither the CIA nor tpe 
CDC has been willing to e!IE'n consider the possibility of using such a hypothesis in the 
epidemiological research. ls this another case, as that of Justice with the spies, of the Clinton 
Administration being unwilling to pursue potential Castro aggressive actions against the US so as 
not to jeopardize a possible normalization of relations with Cuba? Shouldn't the Bush 
Administration at least pursue this line of inquiry to satisfy itst'Jfihat, despite the strange 
coincidence between the Cuban project and the encephalitis ootbreak, Castro is not involved? 

It has been widely commented that the CIA has found that the genetic and bio-tcchnology 
industry, one of Castro's pct projects, is nothing hut a cover for developing biological weapons. 
This industry is housed in a complex of buildings in the Miramar zone of Havana, soine of which 
arc reported to have the usual security measures associated with biological weapons development. 
It is this knowledge that led Defense Secretary William ·Cohen in 1998 to caution the earlier 
Pentagon report ahout Cuha not-being any longer a military threat to the US. 

According to a November 28, 1998 article in Sc,ence, Cuba was estimated to have 
invested one billion dollars jn the Genetic and Biotechnology industry, yet th.is industry does not 
seem to have hecomc a leading exporting or producing sector. In fact, in the latest report of the 
United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) on the 
Cuban economy there is not one single figure about its economic relevance. Could it he that, 
rather than being an economic project, it is more related to military uses such as the 
epidemiological mystery in New York associated with the West Nile vims outbreak? 

Electronic spying and air traffic control interference. Finally, we have Cuba's 
emerging alliance with Red China, our strategic partner with a propensity to steal our nuclear and 
ballistic secrets. According to a June 24, 1999 article in El Nuevo Herald. Cuba has allowed Red 
China to install two electronic monitoring stations similar to the Soviet installation at Lourdes. 
The cover-up for these installations is to broadcast Red China's international short-wave 
programs to the United States and Latin America. The Cuha-China military link was expanded in 
the lasr week of the year 2000 by General Fu Quanyou :-signing a collaboration agreement during a 
visit nf a Chinese military delegation to Cuha. 

Red China has provided Castro, among other thill!,!S still unknown, with equipment: to 
enhance Cuba's capabilities to jam VOA Radio Mani·.-- hrnadcasts to Cuba to the point than it is 
blocked in most areas of Havana. Under Plan Titan, the ',nviets provided broadcasting equipment 
to re:-pnnd to VOA Radio Mani .. This Soviet equipment 1~ extremely powerful. it can reach 1,500 
K \\ anJ overpower any US transmitter. When Cuha '-! :rn~d using it to interfere ,vith US air 
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traffic control, Soviet officials were very concerned and warned the Cubans this could cause 
havoc in US air traffic leading to a confrontation 

A report on Cuban radio interference for the second quarter of 1999, released by the :Chief 
Watch Officer of the HFDF Center includes, among a long list of such radio interferences, one 
with New York's ARJNC, air traffic control communications system. On May 13, 1999 a·~4:48 
PM a false communication was made to that city's air control system, over a high frequency band, 
pretending to be "OPEC 23," a flight of three C- 130 US military transports, FCC tracked the 
false broadcast to a location in Pinar del Rio province, west of Havana. Are the Cubans testing 
the capability of their equipment to cause chaos in our air traffic system or our willingness tq,put 
up with it? Well, their equipment seems to work and, again, we did nothing, Castro and his 
followers know we know. Our silence tells Castro's collaborators that for some mystical reason 
they enjoy impunity 

In the face of all these serious revelations that point to possible Castro plans and testing of 
the waters for aggressive action against the US, should we co~ue underestimating the risk this 
man represents; or, avoiding the issue? If you were a Cuban.j)ilot or jammer operator, would 
these US responses deter you from following insane orders--such as downing.American civili an 
planes over international waters or messing up US air traffic--or would you feel reassured that 
nothing will happen? These are issues which the Bush Administration Transition teams cannot 
ignore or downplay as the Clinton Administration has done. Because the clock is ticking and the 
alarm is set for some time during the Bush Administration. 

Castro's increasing troubles 

Castro is facing simultaneous fai lures in the domestic and the international arena. Castro 's 
version of socialism has fai led to effectively reactivate the Cuban economy. The meager sugar 
crop of 4.0 million tons in 2000 was broadcast as a great success. But that ignores the economic 
facts. First, this represents half the amount of sugar Cuba had produced in the late eighties ·and, 
second, the current price is three to five cents below the cost of production. The cost of financing 
this meager output makes it a losing proposition that, in a free market economy, would have led 
to the closing of the industry. Meanwhile the price of oil has doubled. And, as commented 
above, projections for 2001 predict a ten percent decline. 

A leaked 1998 report from the Cuban National Bank acknowledges a balance of traide 
deficit for that year of US$2.8 billion. This. on top of US$1.2 billion in 1996 and US$1.7 billion 
in 1997. Between 1993 and 1998 Cuba accumulated a trade deficit of IO billion dollars. And this 
deficit is growing at the rate of more than 2.5 billion dollars per year Cuba is a country whose 
borrowing capacity is very limited due to its having defaulted in its foreign debt since May, 1986 
and has neither foreign exchange reserves on which to draw, nor access to the Th1F and other 
international lending agencies to bail it out rhe only feasible explana1 ion is that Cuba is 
financing this gap out of drug traffic and mt me\ laundering. 

This hypothesis is reinforced by the Ciilman-Burton House report, revealing how a se,·en 
ton cocaine shipment discovered by the Cnlnrnhian police on December 3, 1998 on its way to 
Cuba was actually consigned to a compam· ~ I percent owned by the Cuban government. Ou1 

departing Drug Czar. General Barry Mc( a lfrrY. ignoring the above report. the overwhelmin~ 
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evidence from four grand juries revealing Cuba's involvement in drug traffic and the 19 year 
sentence of Jorge "Gordito" Cabrera in 1996 for smuggling 6,000 pounds of cocaine from Cuba. 
launched a trial balloon for providing the Cubans with equipment and intelligence to cooperate in 
the war on drugs. In the opinion of the Colombian police, Castro is likely to use these resources 
against cartels not paying him his share and to help his partners. lnhis speech, on July 26, 1999, 
Castro resorted to his usual raving and ranting against the US over the rejection of his "offer" to 
cooperate in drug interdiction. 

The internal political situation is getting increasingly tense due to the inability of the 
regime to meet basic needs of the majority of the population. The progressive decline in livin~ .... 
conditions is made more irritating by the conspicuous consumption of those having access to the 
dollar-fed side of the economy. Corruption is rampant. The revolution has lost its egalitarian 
appeal. Most Cubans have to fend by themselves to "resolver," that is to have access to food and 
other essentials, since the rationing system can meet only two weeks of their monthly needs. 

Cuba's frantic efforts to gain international support aga~~ the US in Europe and Latin 
America are going nowhere. The Canadian government is _op_inJy reconsidering its policy towards 
Cuba due to Castro's unwillingness to respect human rights. Canadians investors are complaining 
about losses caused by Cuba's arbitrary actions and are withholding further investments. Ori July 
26, 1999, Castro strongly attacked the Canadians, pushing relations to an even lower level. -Next 
to the approval of the Czech resolution at the Geneva meeting of the UN Human Rights 
Commission, the refusal of the 1999 European-Latin Summit in Rio de Janeiro to even mention 
the Helms-Burton Law specifically, is perhaps one of Castro's biggest foreign policy setback. 

Castro is reported to have sacked- Foreign Minister, Roberto Robaina--two days after the 
preparatory meeting for the Summit ended in Mexico--for his failure to get what Cuba wanted in 
the wording of the final document for the Summit. Castro himself was not only unable to improve 
the text agreed by Robaina, but had to accept the elimination of any specific reference to Helms
Burton. The Cuban initiative to have Javier Solana prosecuted for genocide over Kossovo did 
not endear Castro with NATO members participating in the Rio Summit. 

Castro may well be getting ready for his Gotterdammerung. This seems the most likely 
explanation for his bizarre recent behavior, Even progress in efforts to lift the US embargo does 
not seem to placate his anger. A parade of pleading US Senag>rs and Congressmen, not to 
mention delegations of US farmers and businessmen, should have encouraged his hopes on the 
embargo. However. whatever is bothering Castro may not be solved by lifting the embargo. The 
regime's embargo on Cubans' productivity, rather than the US embargo, is the cause of Cuba's 
failed economy. Meanwhile, Castro is bolstering hatred of the US among Cubans with a trial 
rehashing American aggressions and demanding reparations for $US 18 I billion dollars. The trial 
testimony was broadcast, an hour a day, leading Vitral, a Catholic Church publication, to 
challenge this appeal to revive old hatreds and a spirit of revenge instead of reconciliation. 

Castro is also using sports to whip up Cubans' sagging natil)lHllism. First, came the 
blistering attack on the Canadians over the suspension of Cuban athk1cs for drug use at the Pan 
American Games in Winnipeg. Canada was identified as "the second enemy to the North." 
Afterwards, Cuba walked out from the Houston World Amateur Bti,mg Championship, des.11ih' 
the International Amateur Boxing Association authorities suspend inµ the judges who made tlw 
decision that trigµcred the incident and re~rnring the gold medal wt h1.' Cuban boxer involved 
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Finally, he summoned foreign reporters to two evenings on national television, to rehash the 
conspiracy against Cubans athletes for drug use. But there is no doubt that he is using Cubans' 
sports pride to whip up a nationalistic frenzy, Only Castro knows the real cause of his rage 

As commented before, the Elian case in early 2000 offered Castro a window of 
opportunity which he exploited very effectively. However, as the year progressed, it became 
evident he could not translate the Elian episode into any tangible long term advantage 
economically or imernationally, thus leaving Cubans in the same stagnant situation they faced, 
before. Therefore, before writing off the Gotterdamrnerung hypothesis, ask yourself: what if this 
interpretation is right? ls our avoidance of these unpleasant facts actually encouraging more of 
the same? To answer such questions it is better to place these events in their historical context. 

Castro's War against the US 

The roots of Castro's hostility against the US go back ta..his father who was a soldier in 
the Spanish army defeated by American forces during the ~p<!._r\ish-American War; and, to his 
resentment of Americans living at the United Fruit enclave in Oriente Province, where he was 
born and spent his childhood. The most explicit manifestation of how that hostility was converted 
into an agg,cssivc stance against the US is reflected in the letter Castro sent to his secretary and 
confidant, Celia Sanchez, in the summer of 1958, That is, a few months before coming to power. 
In that letter, exhibited at the Museum of the Revolution in Havana and published by Lionel 
Martin in his book The £Arly flde/, Castro states: " ... / have ~worn 10 myse(l thal Americans are 
going to pay dearly.f<Jr what rhey are doinx. When this ivar is over, a mu.ch wider and bigge, 
war will begin for me, the war 1 am going to wage apa111S1 ,hem. I realize that is going IO be my 
1rue destiny.,, 

In January 1959, shortly after taking power, Castro met with Colonel Ramon Barquin and 
his fellow professional army officers who had conspired to overthrow Batista and had been 
imprisoned as a consequence. During the conversation, he told them that he wanted an army 
capable of fighting a war. When one of the officers commented that the war had just finished, 
Castro's answer was: "No, The war is just bexinninx, bf!cause this is ;:oinx to end in a war 
against rhe United States.'' , .. 

That is why the Cold War is not over in Cuba. Once in power, Castro started preparing 
for his war against the US based on two strategies: one overt and the other coven 

The ovrr1 strategy to wage war on the US 

It is in that context and not in the context of a commitment to communist ideology that we 
have to see Castro's entanglement with the Soviet Union lie needed the Soviets as an strategic 
umbrella to counterweight American power while he ,._ a:- pursuing "his true destin\' 1' 

In pursuit of that oven s1rategy, Castro expected I .:11in American suppon Once he 
realized that Latin America was reluctant to support hi~ " ar against the US, Castro targeted Latin 
!!Ovcrnmcnts through his policy of exporting revolution S,1me of these governments are now 
asking the US to accept Castro unconditionally, but all\ :-cnous review of the historical record of 
the si-.:1ies will reveal that Latin !\merican government!: dl11C to see Castro as a menace to their 
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internal security and stability. Contrary to the prevailing perception that we twisted the Latins' 
arms when the OAS acted in 1962, US prodding fell in most receptive ears. 

The Bay of Pigs disaster in 1961 sealed Castro's hostility against the US. And also 
reassured him that even without a linkage to the Soviets, in the end, the US was likely to hesitate 
in the use of its military might against him. A perception that is as valid today as then. Just in 
case, however, Castro proclaimed himself a lifelong Marxist-Leninist at that time to force the 
Soviets to provide his regime with strategic support, 

Emboldened by American hesitation at the Bay of Pigs, the Soviets decided to make'a 
daring move aimed at upsetting the strategic balance with the US by locating 42 lntermedia~e 
Range Missiles in Cuba, within striking distance of the American heartland. As is very well r 

documented in the Naftali-Fursenko book, One Hell of a Gamble, during the resulting October 
1962 crisis, Castro was the only national leader involved who did not hesitate to engage in a 
nuclear war, regardless of the fact that it meant the eventual destruction of Cuba. Even 
Khrushchev was shocked by Castro' s irresponsibility in pressingJor a Soviet first nuclear strike. 
Eventually, Castro realized he had been provided a bastion t~i'pursue his true destiny. 

In the late sixties, Castro pursued his overt strategy by promoting revolution in Latin 
America until Che' s failure in Bolivia, and Soviet pressure, forced him to stop. By 1975, there 
was a shift in theater to projecting Cuban military forces to support expanding Soviet influence in 
Africa. In the late seventies, Nicaragua and Grenada were targets of successful Cuban suppo1ted 
violent takeovers. Cuba was chosen to preside the Non-Aligned Movement. Convinced the 
Carter Administration was a pushover, Jamaica was selected as the next target. 

However, in July, 1980, Castro was forced to back off from supporting a Grenada-like 
takeover by his friend and follower Michael Manley, who had openly announced he planned to 
abolish Parliamentary rule. The takeover was coordinated by Cuban Ambassador Ulises Estrada, a 
member of the Americas Department of the Central Committee, whose task was to promote 
revolution, A Cuban construction brigade, similar to the one that fought later in Grenada, was 
already in Jamaica, supposedly building a high school. A thousand Manley followers, known as 
the "Brigadistas," had been given military training in Cuba. They were to be supponed by Cuban 
forces a&ted from Orien~e Province to a strip habilitated for night landings in Mandelville~ ten 
miles west of Kingston. CIA renegade Phillip Agee appeared in Kingston to denounce a CIA 
plot against Manley. The home of the CIA resident was shot ~at. President Carter issued strong 
warnings to Prime Minister Manley against such a move and beefed up our naval presence in 
Guantanamo. The Jamaica Defense Force destroyed the landing strip. Grafitti in Kingsto~ called 
for "Cubans, go home." Manley abandoned his plans. He lost the parliamentary elections held 
shortly afterward. Facing a firm US stand, Castro backed off, leaving Manley on a lurch. 

By 1983, Castro was even bolder. When President Reagan sent American troops to 
Grenada. Castro was convinced that, in the next stage, American troops were to invade Cuba. He 
feared Reagan had decided to ignore the Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement that allowed him a 
secure hidl?-out from which to wage his war against the US With doubts on Soviet ~uppon, he 
felt against the wall. According to General Rafael del Pino. at that time Deputy Chief of Cuba's 
Air Force. in his forthcoming book Inside Castro's Bunker. Castro initially ordered preparation of 
plans t(, destroy Homestead Air Force Base, but then shifted the target to Turkey Point Nuclear 
Plant S<1u1h of Miami. His comment was: "J ·want JO do .wmh'Thin?, that they will n'111emher for 
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the resr of 1heir lives and 1hen, when we are ~une. history will remind them that we were the on(v 
ones who made 1hem pay dearly for 1he1r imperiali.mc arrogance around the world ·· 

From that point on, Castro's overt strategy against the US led to one frustration after 
another. When Gorbachev took power and decided to ahandon Soviet expansionism in Africa, 
Castio's efforts in Angola came to a negotiated solution. ln Nicaragua, the Sandinistas lost the 
election in )990. With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 199)~ the strategic umbrella for Waging 
an overt war against the US disintegrated. Castro had to settle for negotiated solutions to the 
revolutionary conflicts he was promoting in Central America, particularly in El Salvador and 
Guatemala. 

r 

Terrorism, the covert strategy lo wage war on the US 

At the same time Castro approached the Soviets in 1959, he started preparations for his 
coven war against the US in its own territory by promoting um.est among minorities. Jn the . .;, 
summer of 1959, we had one of our regular weekly luncheons·of the economic team with Castro 

. -
al Cuba's Central Bank and one of the American guests he had invited asked to go to the rest 
room. Out of the rest room came a man dressed as a ful) fledged American Indian Chief, with 
feathers and all. Castro was already trying to promote unrest among native Americans. As 1 was 
getting ready to leave Cuba, in February 1960, a friend of mine in Cuba's Foreign Office informed 
me that they were sending money through Cuba's consulates in the U.S. to finance civil rights 
movement sit-ins. Similar relations were developed with Puerto Rico's "indcpendcntistas." 

American officials, confronted with such information at the time, reacted by saying: "He 
wouldn't dare.'' ln 1996, the reaction of a retired American General, confronted with the abovt 
quoted Jane's Defense Weeki\ article, was: "if he docs that, we will crush Cuba, so what will he 
gain?'' Jt is hard for reasonable human beings to understand individuals motivated to such 
destructive and suicidal behavior. That is why Castro has heen daring all these years. As I told 
the General," l rather see the US act more firmly now than crushing Cuba later." 

In not taking these actions seriously, and responding accordingly, we may be encouraging 
more boldly action:. In 1t": end, our hland responses may cause us and ?he Cuhan people more 
grief than if we take a firm stand. Castro is justified in thinking he enjoys impunity to wage this 
covert war strategy against the US. All along WC have resorted to indirect responses, such as the 
cmhargo. This perception may not only embolden him, hut also his followers, particularly in the 
military. One Administration afier another has avoided taking a firm stand on Castro's 
provocations. In forty years, there has not been a single prosecution by the Justice Department of 

Castro's agents. No wonder then that, when the first ten spies were arrested in September, ]99S. 
they had all their information in the computers and diskettes occupied b~1 The FBI. It was not 
incompetence, it was overconfidence. They felt there was an unwritten rule to leave them alone 

During the si:--;ties and seventies, besides e:-:poning the revolution to Latin America and 
Africa and suppon ini terrorism in Europe thrnugh ETA, IRA and the PLO, among others, Ca!-trn 
continued building a subversive network in the U.S. Members of this network are recruited from 
a pool of young Cuban exiles in the so-called !\1aceitos brigades, who µ.o to Cuba to cut sugar 
cane, and young Americans brought to Cuba under the Venceremos bngade which, according tn 
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C ramna 's July 2 7, 1999 edition, reached 7,000 visitors this year. Castro also started building linh 
with violent groups such as the Weathermen and the Macheteros from Puerto Rico. 

Claire Sterhng reports in her hook, The Terror Network, 

"!he same me1iculous selec1ion wem imo recmiling 2,500 young Americans in the 
Venceremos Brigades ... 1he Brigades visited Cuba i111en comingems between 1969 m1d 
1977. There, under Colonel Simenov'sfatherly eyes, lhey learned how to 1110111111ru{r 

effective campaigns to destabilize the United Slates. " 

With the victory of the Sandinistas in Nicaragua and the Maurice Bishop coup in Grehada. 
and with full Soviet support, Castro was feeling euphoric ahout his prospects for waging his 
covert war against the US, para11c1 to those successful overt actions That is why on July, 1980, 
during his v1s11 to Nicaragua to celebrate the Sandinista victory, he was indiscreet in bragging: 

"We hai•e agt:/1/S <~{ absolwe confidence all ,wer rhe lfniied States who are ready lo 
undertake whatt!,•er ac,ions are necessary al 1/w 1i111eof our. choosing. The Ya11kee.,· · 
cannol even begin JO image the capabilities we have in their coumry. You all read abow 
the riots in Miami... We can accomplish things that would make the riots in Florida look 
like a sunshower. " 

This statement provided the inspiration for Monimbo, a novel hy Rohert Moss and Arnaud 
de Borchgrave, which depicts how vulnerable the United States could be to acts of terrorism that 
lead to racial conflict. But the actions supponed by Cuba went beyond inspiration for fiction. 
According to Tex A. Hudson, in his CA.NF report Castro ·s America Depar1mem: 

"on December 3rd 1979, "the Machereros machine-gunned al IS Navy bus in Sabana 
Seca, Pueno Rico, killing two sailors and seriously wounding 1e11 others with AK-47 
frre. "And. later on, in January, 198}, "Mache1ero commandos destroyed 11i11e U.S. 
military jet fi~h1ers, worth $45 million, at rhe Mui1iz Air Force Nmiona/ Guard Base m 
San Juan. in an operation that the DA reportedly .supported wilh 1rai11i11g mu/ weapons. 
the Mache1eros robhe,I a Wells Fargo depot in Hanford Co1111ecticut, of$7.2 million 
September J _". 1983 ... and Macherero member Viczor Manuel ( ;erena. employed as one <?I 
rhe Wells h ,rgo J.!Uards, was given sam:wary in Cuba, " 

A significant revelation appears in the recently published autobiography of Jorge Masetti. 
entit1cd El Furory ,•/ J)dirio, the story of a life dedicated to promoting revolution unti1 Castw 
executed his father-in-law, Colonel Tony la Guardia, during the Ochoa affair. In his book, 
Masetti confirms tha1 the Macheteros' Wells Fargo action was financed and equipped hy Cuba 
He was involved in ,111 operation in Mexico to provide US$50,000 to a \1achetero courier. The 
money was brought 10 Mexico in person by Jose Arbesu I-raga, a depu1, t,f Manuel Pineiro at th{' 
Americas Depannwnt nf the Central Committee, Three months later. ,.\rhesu Fraga again trave1cd 
to Mexico to hring 1he false passport used by Gerena to fly from Me,1,., l~l Cuba. Four million 
do11ars, out of the ~( · \ \:'11. were shipped from Mexico to Cuha via dipln1 :1,11 ic pouch. 

14 
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The FBI included Gerena among the 1999 Ten Most Wanted criminals. After the robbery, 
Arhesu Fraga, this lime disguised as a diplomat. served as head of the Cuban Interest Section in 
Washington, without the US raising any objections. 

In the face of such meek behavior on the part of the US, what message have we been 
sending to Castro and his followers? It is to be hoped that ~omething more firm will come from 
the strong national security team assembled hy President-elect Bush for his administration. 

Contrary to end of the year comments by US pundits, who totally ignore the region, Lalin 
America is likely to generate the first crisis to be faced hy the Bush Administration. It will he in 
Colombia where lhe so-called peace process is crumblin~ and is likely to come to a heading as 
early as February, 2001. The Colombian Government has given the FARC a deadline to come to 
terms in the two year peace process or the 42,000 square kilometer zone graciously granted to 
them by President Pastrana is bound to be recovered by the Colombian army. The US is involved 
in this crisis on the government's side as a result of Plan Colombia, which is strenuously o~jectcd 
to by the FARC. a narco-tenorist organization that initially had overt Castro support and recently 
has maintained a more discrete relationship with Cuba. 7-

The other guerrilla group. the ELN, is openly supporfed by Castro who. ironically, now 
hos ls lhe peace conversalions bet ween this group and lhe Colombian government U ndelerred by 
the failure of the firsl abdicalion of territorial sovereignly lo guerrilla groups, President Pastrana 
has now offered lo wilhdraw the army from another chunk of lerritory, despite vio)ent protests 
from residenls of lhe region. The state is collapsing in Colombia. This could generate a 
Hemispheric wide crisis. 

This is likely to he Castro's test for President Bush's national security team. 

January l 11
, 200 l 

The Author Emesto F. Betancourt worked directly with Castro in 1959, after n:prcsenring him in Washington d~ 
tht: Insurreclion against Batista and was a :.,ember of the C.·.::-.io dekf!.alion during his first visit to the US in April that Yl°.81. 

H~ was present at a meeting of the l:.,onomic Cabinet at the Banco Nal'ional de Cuba in July that year. when Castro stated 11-..at 
.. !I' lllf:' us set.d Ihe Marines • .I don ·, ('()/'(!. They will have JO kill .Wu w-400 )1111,ifred 1l1011sand C11ban5 n11d 1 will set{/ bigger 
nio1111me11t than Jo.w.- Marti." The :rnthor opposed the Bay of Pips 111, ;i:,.llln and predicled its failure. A month before (Jle 
M1::sil~ Crisis, provided Bobby Kennedy informa1ion, obtained by lilmr..:r Rebel Anny officers in.lihrn1c!d in Cuba. 011 missik 
J.:phl\111iCOt. Ile also. organized th.: research department of Radio Ma11r. oc:fore ii went on the air. and direcled the station for 
1\:- 1ir:1l live years. Does not have any pmpeny lo recover in the island and opposes a l/S invasion o( Cuba. Finally. although 
( 'uha horn, is an American citizen hy hirth and does not seek any orfo:~· in a post-Castro ~ovemmc:ni 

I~ 
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!snowflake 

March 14, 2001 7:56 AM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Marty Hoffmann 

Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: (b}(6) 

Here is some material I received, which you can send along. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

DHR:<lh 
03 1401-3 
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TH E S EC RE TA RY O F DEFE NSE 
WASHIN GTON 

...... 
Chicago, Illinois 606 16 

D l(b}(6) I ear 

Thanks so much for your note. I will see that i t 
is put in the process. 

U05356 /01 
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(jREENSFElD:R, lfEMKF.R&GAJ.E,P.C. 

ATIORNBYSATLAW 

February 28, 2001 

(b)(6) 

Dear l (b)(6) I 

2000 EQUITABLE BUILDING 
10 SOUTH BROADWAY 
ST. LOUIS. MISSOURI 63 102 -1 77 4 

TELEPHONE (l 14) ~ 1-9090 

TELEFAX 131 41 241-862 4 

AFFILIATE OFFICE 

GREENSFELDER.1-EMKER&GALE 

BELLEVILLE, IU INOIS 

·~~.i.:..:..~our kind offer to put in a letter of recommendation 
fiort3 !:O serve as U. ~. Ambas!)ador to lrelancl. 

l have sent you the whole package th.at l have concerningl(b)(6) lbackgrouncl aiirl 

interest in this appointment. Needless to say-, an indiviclual cannot pursue this type of 
appointment without having demonstrated substantial loyalty and commitment to the nl'W 

administration, financial and otherwise. I can assure you that !(b)(6) ~ersonal contributions 
to assist the Bush Campaign were substantial enough to get him " into the game". Yvu need not 
have any concerns on that particular issue. 

(b )(6) 

(b )(6) 

In any event, I am told that a nice letter to Mr. Rumsf elcl, passing along whatever 

information you feel is appropriate, would certainly be helpful. Of course, if you have any other 
thoughts, please feel free to pursue those as well. 
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(iREENSFELDER,HEMKER &GALE, P.C. 

EFR/cdr 
Enclosure 
448852 
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l(b)(6) 

Honorable George W. ~ush 
President-Elect 
Bush-Cheney Presidential 
Transition Foundation, Inc. 
1800 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20270 

Dear Mr. President-Elect: 

(b )(6) 

December 15, 2000 

Congratulations on your election as our Nation's 43rd President. Your philosOWlY 
of bi-partisan cooperation and of healing is just what our country needs at this critical 
time and you will succeed because you will bring talented and dedicated people of similar 
commitment to the task of governing, 

I am writing to express my interest in being considered for appointment as 
Ambassador to Ireland. 

Enclosed is a copy of my resume and letters of support from my past efforts to 
represent our Nation in this critical post. 

(b )(6) 
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(b )(6) 
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(b )(6) 

Objective It is my desire to be considered for appointment as Ambassador 
to Ireland. 

(b )(6) 

1 
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(b )(6) 

2 
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'*" 
Republican 
National 

Committee 
Ann Wagner 
Co-Chairman 

February 5,200 I 

The Honorable George W. Bush 

President of the Unite<l Stales 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washing tun. DC 20500 

Oear Mr. President: 

I'm writing to extend m .Ji-' .µ.·l,l;lo~.i..i.,;.iJ.LW.1..LC.L11u..ww.u..i.u..il..l.C;.u.uu.i..;..i.:.c.u.u.c.1.u.i1.1.l..l.lo:.1.11.1..:...1.1.1.LC.=~~==i1..o 

in your administration (b)(6) 
Amba,;sador to Ireland . ....,...,.,......,....,.,...,,.,..,.........,,,...,,,...,..,......,,......,........,....,......,.......,y""ou,....,,.o""', ....... a""'m,......co""'n"""""1 ""'e""n ......,,..,... 

will like what you see. 

(b )(6) 

CC: Governor Jim Gilmore 
Amb. Thomas P. Melady 
E<l war<l f'. Reilly 
E<lwar<l f'. Reilly, Jr. 
Karl Rove 
Mark Boranyak 

Dwight D.13senhower Republican Center• 31 O First Street Southeast • Washington, O.C. 20003 • (202) 863~545 
FAX: (202)863-66~11 ~~}~§7~(39~-8728 



Republican 
National 
Committee 
Jim Nicholson 
Chairman January 5,200 I 

Vice President-Elect Richard B, Cheney 
Bush-Cheney Transition Foundation, Inc. 
1800 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20270 

Dear Vice President-Elect Cheney: 

Congratulations on the outstanding Cabinet that you and President-Elect Bush have put 
together. We at the RNC are as committed to helping them get confirmed as we were to 
getting you elected. 

(b )(6) 

Thank you for your attenti on to the qualifications and motivation of chis great American 
who wishes to serve President-Elect Bush aod ur cotmtry. 

J' 

Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Center. 310 First Street SOuthea.st. Washington, D.C. 20003 . (202)863-8700 
FAX: {202} 863-8774 • http:/twww.mc.0J9 • TOD: (202) 863-8728 
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(b )(6) 

Dearl(b}(6) I 

SENATOR BOB DOLE 
901 15TH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 410 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

December 21 , 2000 

Just a follow-up to my previous note, to let you know I delivered your 

biographical information personally to Dick Cheney today at 11 :30. Will continue 

to keep you posted of any and all developments. 

Happy Holidays! 

~ yyours, 

BOB DOLE 

11-L-0559/0SD/2634 



(b}(6) 

(b}(6) 
Dear 

SENATOR BOB DOLE 
301 15TII STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 410 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

December181 2000 

Just a note to acknowledge receipt of your December 4 letter, with 
enclosed materials, 

Now that the election has finally been successfully concluded, I have 
forwarded your credentials to Clay Johnson, Executive Director of the Transition 
office. I have, of course, included a personal letter of recommendation on your 
behalf. 

We will keep you posted of any developments, and trust you will do 
likewise. Needless to say, I am hopeful you will be successful in pursuit of this, 
your life-time pursuit. 

Best wishes for the holidays. I know they will be tough for you, but our 
prayers are with you. 

~ OUIB, 

BOB DOLE 
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., 
teongrtss ot tbt llnittb ~tates 

lilw!Jingtan, M 20515 

The Honorable George W. Bush 
President-Elect 
Bush-Cheney Presidential 
Transition Foundation, Inc. 
1800 G. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20270 

Dear Mr. President-Elect: 

January4. 2001 

We are wiiting to recommend the appointment o~(b)(
6

) l ~ the ambassador 
to Ireland. His experience, knowledge and skills make him the ideal candidate for this important 
oost. 
(b )(6) 

l(b)(6) L_ · · h . h . to b d hi p as an mtense commitment tot e issues t at are important .am assa ors p . ....__ ...... _. 
Ihi, nersnn,I f ommitment, coupled with his accomplished record of public service; makes r)(5) f he ideal candidate for ambassador to Ireland. Thank you for your consideration . 

. ! : . 
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The Honorable George W. Bush 
January 4, 2001 
page two 
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.... -·· •- - .Lc,c, .. u~.~ r ..er, 

e112312aa1 16:1, 3a1-S53-768s 
JPN•23•Bl U12? ~1B!ii-lGY LCRI 

CARDINAL OFFICE: 
381·853~~ T0.~1 !!13 1.;es 

,\t{CIH:JIOCtSE Of \\~11/NGTO~ 

/!(.1(,11 , .. . ,Tl.~!\ ,,.,~'\II 
"Qi.·• .,.n,·~ n-··, ""'""' 

'.114 10 ~11:m.~- nt·. ~ ~;,rt 

Deoamber 20, 2000 

Tht Hon.Mable Oeor1e W. Buh 
President·tltct ot the Ullittd Stitlii 
lJutbJCJuio.ey Tra~aitio~ Oh 
1800 G Str•et, N.W. 
W athmgton, DC 202'70 

Dux r~11.d•nt-tltci 811th, 

In th•u d&ya when ~·ou at@ Mb.blithinc ;our n-.w Admiriietration, I write to · 
nst1ure yo1.1 ofmy support and my prayeH. May God grant you wisdolll and !tttngth 
not on!y in thi1r ~nru-ition1 but above ell in your !ervice as our 4ar• PrHi<ient. 

As you go about the dt1\lating task of appointinr qualified Pf'r•o11i to vatiolli 
ad~!ni1trntion ~oats, permit mQ to sunei,t two na.mte: 

(b )(6) 

Aellin, I am ,:rati£ul &Jr your consideration of theu reoommc,t1de.tfons. I take 
this occa,ion to aeaurt you. )'OW' t.'ii's, l.e\U'a, a.nd all your loved ones of a special 
remt!..mbr.iD.Ct in my pr&yel'$, 

11-l·0559/0SD/2638 

P.01 



• 
CATHOLIC ei;ui.et1 Ol'"Cl!S 

ARCHOIOCHE Of KANSAS CITY IN KANSAS 

12011i PARALLEL PARKWAY 

KANSAS CITV. l<ANSAS 18109 

lt13)121 •Hi70 FAX (913) 721.1677 

December- 12, 2000 

President George W. Bush 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 

Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. Prtsidcnt, 

Hcanicst Congratulations on your recent election Many of us were praying for you during that 
torturous month you endured as you awaited the final decision. You will continue to be in our prayers in 
the years ahead. As the Catholic Arohbishop of Kansas City in Kansas 1 and many of my colleagues hare 
caiierly awaited the arrival of an administration like vour own. 

(b )(6) 

Respcc~fully s 'ttcd, .. 
+ u.... 

+James atricl<. J<elooer 
Archbishop of Kansas City in Kansas 
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'lfwma.s Patrick. Afefaay 

Offia: 202-W -15Sl 
:f OJG 202-22.3-0UI 

The Honorable George W. Bush 
President-Elect of the United States 
Bush/Cheney Transition Office 
I 800 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20270 

bil,a.ssdor of tM 'Unitul .SttUU of hserica. ~ 
!Pruitlmt ~ I Saad 1uat1 fl~ 

rb)(6) I 

January 15, 2001 

l(b )(6) I 
l(b)(

5
) !is under consideration by your staff for an ambassadorial 

position m your Administration. 
(b )(6) 

With warm best wishes for happiness and· success in your Administration, I am 

Sincerely yours·~ 

.··~ · :: I 

' 

Thomas P. Melady 
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12/19/DO TUE 09 : 44 FAX 

Diocese of Salina -------- ----
1031Ulin1h 
P.0.80.t:980 
S.ilin.i, Kansas 67 402-0980 

Honorable George W. Bush 
President Elect 
Transition Office of President 
1800 G. Street NW 
Washington DC 20270 

Dear President Elect Bush: 
(b )(6) 

'l!:9VV.A.,/VfJ.1, 

December 15, 2000 

I highly recommendl(b}(6) ho be the Ambassador of the United States ---------to Ireland. 

Sincerely yours in Christ, 

J~.te:F~ 
Most Rev. George K. Fitzsimons 
Bishop of Salina 

Phone [785) 617.9746 • Fax (785) 827·1:133 • E·Maa: chanc,ryO m1dusa.nel 
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(b )(6) 

r b)(6) 
' Dear 

C 
,,. . "' ,-. . , . ~ .. ... ice or t, .;; ... ,,uH er ~tan, 

Defenc~ Forces r!e:::dquarters, 
Par:<gate. 
Dublin 3. 

7 December 1992 

I would l ike to take t his opportunity onbehalf 
of the General Staff of The Defence For ces , to e xpress my 
gratitude to you for t he outstanding hospitability , the generous 
assistance and deep personel friends hip you have extendea to the 
Irish Off icers attending the USACGSC Course over the past twenty 
years . 

Each officer who has studied at Fort Leavenworth has returned to 
Ire l a nd a nd e xpressed th~ hest pra i se fo r the excellent 
suppprt you and ~our wife (~~) have provided to them a nd their 
fami lies . This support has een instrumenta l i n ensuring that 
Irish Officers have always been able to devote themselve~hto 
achiev ing the maximum possib l e benefit fro~ t he i r studies . T is 
has r esulted in t hese offi cers invari ably pe r fo rming with 
distinct ion at Fort Leavenworth . These officers are in your 
debt . By extension, t he Defence For ces , and indeed, t he Nation 
are likewise .in your debt . Since you have recent l y departed 
Leave nwor th to take up your new appo in t ment in the Washington 
D. C. area , it is appropriate t hat I write to you at this t1.me . 
Your great success is our loss , in that futu r e Iri sh Of f i cers 
attendi ng CGSC wil l miss th~ ble support and frieQrl5hif) so 
ge ne r ous ly prov i ded by:both (b}(6) and yourself. I would .u.ke to 
offer you hear t i est congr atu i a ions and to offer you every 
success in your new career. 

I would be very pl eased j f you could call on me during your next 
v i s it t o I reland. This wou ld afford us t he oppor t unity to 
re turn , in . some sma l l way , your gene rous hospita lity . 

Yours sincerely 

LIEUTENANT GENERAL 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

GEN10 

r 
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,. 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Paul Wolfowitz 

Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
March 7, 2001 

Here's a paper on Russia, the entity that we are arranged to deter. 

DHR/azn 
030701.16 
Attach. 
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.. 
Rev .3n/Ol 

Russia - Today 

When considering Russia, its circumstance and behavior, it is 
useful to be aware of the following: 

• Life expectancy for adult men has taken an unprecedented 
drop from 64 years in 1990 to 60 in 2000-below the level of 
India, Egypt, and Bolivia (all 61). Russia's health profile no 
longer resembles that of a developed country. 

• 40% of Russia's children would be characterized as 
chronically ill in the U.S. Russian deaths, at an average of 
two million annually, exceeds births at 1.3 million annually. 

• Tuberculosis infects 120,000 people per year. The number 
of Russians exposed to TB is unknown. Incidents of cholera, 
diphtheria, and typhoid continue sporadically. Russia faces 
a public health crisis without precedent since the Industrial' 
Revolution. 

• Almost 65 million people, living in almost 200 cities, live in 
pollution that exceeds U.S. maximums by a factor of five or 
more. 

• More than one-half of the water supply is contaminated by 
U.S. standards. 

• Entire segments of the health system have collapsed. 

• Twenty-seven percent of Russians live near or below the 
subsistence level. 
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• In 2000, over 39 million Russians lived below the poverty 
line of $42 a month, compared with 48 million in previous 
years. (While the comparison is valid, the numbers are 
somewhat overstated since 20-30% of the economy is 
barter.) 

• Over the past five years, published data shows meat and 
dairy livestock herds down 35%, grain'production by 30%, 
and milk production by 20%. Between 1991 and 2000, 
reported agricultural production decreased by 36%. (These 
figures do not include likely increases in production on 
private plots.) 

• By 1995, four years after deregulation, products in shops 
had become 3,000 more expensive. (When prices were 
lower, many shops were empty and food was rationed and 
widely unavailable, even with coupons.) After the initial 
period of high inflation, the situation appeared to stabilize in 
1997 with a substantial reduction in inflation. The 1998 
ruble devaluation resulted in a sharp increase in inflation to 
about 85 % but inflation has leveled off to between 20 and 
30% in the last two years. 

• The economic decline in Russia of 85 % from 1991-1997 is 
deeper than the U.S. Great Depression when GDP fell by 
30% from 1929-1935. Russia's GDP is now the size of 
Brazil's. In 2000, GDP was an estimated 67% of its 1991 
level. GDP grew by 3.5% in 1999 and 7.7% in 2000-the first 
consecutive two years of positive growth since the transition. 

• In 2000, about 20% of sales by Russian industrial firms 
were conducted in barter and more than 80% of firms paid 
their taxes in cash, and frequently on time. 
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• Russia's annual revenues are slightly more than what the 
U.S. Treasury collects in one week. 

• Oil output has been dropping since the 1980s, although the 
recent price increases have helped lift 2000 GDP 7%. 

• Infrastructure - electrical power, nuclear plants, railroads 
and sewage systems-are falling apart as a result of a 
plunge in gross domestic investment of 20.5% over the past 
10 years. 

• Russia is producing 25% fewer tractors, 5% fewer washing 
machines, 45% more cotton fabric, and 400o/o more TV sets; 
higher quality imports now compete with domestic 
products. 

• In 2000, overall capital investment in industry, agriculture, 
transportation and commerce was 30% of the 1990 level. 

• Many industrial enterprises are losing money, but most have 
improved their payments to suppliers, workers, and on 
taxes. Industrial products decreased by 46% . 

• Real wages diminished by 25% between 1998 and 2000, but 
most of this value was restored in the past year; the real 
value of pensions fell by 35% in 1998 and 1999 and it has 
not recovered. Seven million Russians are unemployed. 

• Government - the unproductive sector-still employs 27 
million of the 72 minion workers, which suggests that the 
privatization process has been moderately successful. 

• Russia's population is shrinking-now at 145 million, 6 
million less than in 1990. The number of Russians with 

., 
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higher education who have left the country is unknown. 
However, an estimated ten to twenty thousand scientists and 
engineers have left the country since 1990. 

• The judicial system is impotent; laws are openly 
disregarded. Few trust the police or governmental officials. 
In the last three years, prosecutors have exposed over 50,000 
crimes involving federal officials. 

• Owners of even a small store of kiosk have to pay 
racketeers. The Moscow police chief estimates that 90o/o of 
his force is on the take. 

• Runway inflation at 2600% in 1992 alone wiped out most 
savings. Personal savings in Russia have recovered as 
inflation decreased in recent years. Savings deposits rose 
from $11.4 billion at the end of 1999 to $16 billion at the end 
of 2000. 

• The government is increasingly able to pay but cannot yet 
properly house the military forces, which remain 
considerably larger than Russia's needs. The Kremlin has 
pledged a 30% personnel cut in Russia's armed forces. 

Overall decline in Russia since the Soviet break-up continues. 
The negative trends of the 1990s in social and physical 
infrastructure continue unabated. Most of the challenges 
facing Russia in this area are not unique, but the confluence of 
so many problems simultaneously makes the Russia case 
extreme. However, some developments, specifically the 
positive economic trends over the last two years, provide a 
more balanced picture of Russia's ability to cope and survive. 

lf-
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March 14, 2001 3:03 PM 

TO: William Schneider 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ~ 
SUBJECT: Jasons-Science Board 

Here is the list of Jasons and the emeritus Jasons. I think we ought to start 
returning the Science Board to science. 

Why don't you look at this list and think about coming up with some very good 
scientists names to be on it. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031401-22 
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JASON MEMBERSHIP 
FEBRUARY 1, 2001 

Dr. Henry D. I. Abarbanel 
Dr. Paul Alivisatos 
Dr. Steven M. Block 
Dr. Curtis G. Callan, Jr. 
Dr. John M. Cornwall 
Dr. William J. Dally 
Dr. Alvin M. Despain 
Dr. Patrick H. Diamond 
Dr. Paul E. Dimotakis 
David L. Donoho 
Dr. Douglas M. Eardley 

Dr. Stanley M. Flatte 
Dr. NorvalFortson 
Dr. David K. Gifford 
Dr. J. Jeremy Goodman 
Dr. Michael C. Gregg 
Dr. David A. Hammer 
Dr. William Happer 
Dr. Paul Horowitz 
Dr. Terence Hwa 
Dr. Raymond Jeanloz 
Dr. Gerald F. Joyce 
Dr. Jon a than I. Katz 
Dr. H. Jeff Kimble 
Dr. Steven E. Koonin 
Dr. Herbert Levine 
Dr. Nathan S. Lewis 
Dr. Sharon R. Long 
Dr. Gordon J. MacDonald 
Dr. Claire E. Max 

Dr. Paul McEuen 
Dr. Richard A. Muller 
Dr. David R. Nelson 
Dr. Francis W. Perkins, Jr. 
Dr. Mara G. Prentlss 

University of California/San Diego 
University of California/Berkeley 
Stanford University 
Princeton University 
University of California/Los Angeles 
Stanford University 
University of Southern California 
University of California/San Diego 
California Institute of Technology 
Stanford University 
University of California/ 
Santa Barbara 
University of California/Santa Cmz 
University of Washington 
MIT 
Princeton University 
University of Washington 
Cornell University 
Princeton University 
Harvard University 
University of California/San Diego 
University of California/Berkeley 
Scripps Research Institute 
Washington University 
California Institute of Technology 
California Institute of Technology 
University of California/San Diego 
California Institute of Technology 
Stanford University 

Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory 
Cornell University 
University of California/Berkeley 
Harvard University 
Princeton University 
Harvard University 
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JASON MEMBERSHIP (cont.) 
FEBRUARY 1, 2001 

Dr. William H. Press 
Dr. Thomas A. Prince 
Dr. Roy Schwitters 
Dr. Christopher W. Stubbs 
Dr. Jeremiah D. Sullivan 
Dr. John L. Tonry 
Dr. John F. Vesecky 
Dr. Peter J. Weinberger 
Dr. Robert M. Westervelt 
Dr. Ellen D. Williams 
Dr. W. Hugh Woodin 

Los Alamos National Laboratory 
California Institute of Technology 
University of Texas, Austin 
University of Washington 
University of Illinois 
University of Hawaii 
University of California/Santa Cruz 
Renaissance Technologies 
Harvard University 
University of Maryland 
University of California/Berkeley 

The MITRE Corporation 
1820 Dolley Madison Boulevard 

McLean, VA 22 102-348 1 
(703) 883-6997 
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• 
SENIOR ADVISORS - EMERITUS 

Dr. Kenneth M. Case 
Dr. Sidney D. Drell 
Professor Freeman J. Dyson 

Dr. Edward A. Frieman 
Dr. Richard L. Garwin 
Dr. Murray Gell-Mann 
Dr. Marvin L. Goldberger 
Dr. Robert E. LeLevier 
Dr. Harold W. Lewis 

Dr. Walter H. Munk 

Dr. Robert Novick 
Dr. Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky 
Dr. Burton Richter 
Dr. Marshall N. Rosenbluth 
Dr. Oscar S. Rothaus 
Dr. Malvin A. Ruderman 
Dr. Charles F. Stevens 
Dr. Charles H. Townes 
Dr. Steven Weinberg 
Dr. Herbert F. York 

On Leave of Absence: 

Dr. Michael H. Freedman 

University of California/San Diego 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 
Institute for Advanced Study/ 
Prince ton 
University of California/San Diego 
IBM 
Santa Fe Institute 
University of California/San Diego 
RAND 
University of California/ 
Santa Barbara 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography/ 
UCSD 
Columbia University 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 
University of California/San Diego 
Cornell University 
Columbia University 
University of California/San Diego 
University of California/Berkeley 
University of Texas 
University of California/San Diego 

University of California/San Diego : 

Dr. Robert G. Henderson 
Director, JASON Program Office 
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March IS, 2001 8:49 AM 

FAX TRANSMISSION 

TO: Honorable Paul O'Neill 
Secretary of the Treasury 

FROM: Donald Rumsfe~ 

SUBJECT: Safety 

Is there someone I can call at Alcoa to come into the Pentagon and brief our folks 
on how to handle safety? 

DHR:dh 
031501-6 
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03/09/0 l 4:49 PM 

MEMORANDUM FOR The Senior Military Assistant 

•. :.·.· ...... 
SUBJECT: In reply to: 03090 I -11, Alerting the Mess 

''. 
~·~ .: ; ~ 1.: •11;,·.: 

I. .. ,·. f 

BACKGROUND 

• The Technical Services Branch of Defense Protective Se ices 
recommended a wireless doorbell as a potential solution .. 

• Three off the shelf wireless doorbells have been te ed. Each of the 
doorbells tested has an advertised range of 150 fee None of them work 
consistently due to the thickness and cornpositio of the walls and doors in the 
Secretary's suite 

CURRENT ACTIONS 

• Two additional wireless doorbell systems will be tested on March 12. 

• The Technical Services Division of the National Security Agency is 
researching alternative signalling devices. Anticipate a report on the results of 
their survey March, 12. 

• Point of Contact: LTC Sweeny, Chief, Cables, 692-7000 
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March 9, 2001 8:00 AM 

TO: SFC l(b}(
6

) I 
cc : RDML Quinn 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 

SUBJECT: Telephones 

/: 
T need a way to buzz the mess when L am sitting at the conference table in m / 
office and at the lunch table in the lunchroom. 

DHR:dh 
030901-ll 

5,tt. I 

54.(. ,4,-r~;-;, 

?col Sw'<tN/· 

tuo fl."' NlP , r. 
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March 18, 2001 3:57 PM 

TO: Zal Khalilzad 

cc: Paul Wolfowitz (w/attached paper) 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 171" 
SUBJECT: Turkey 

Thanks so much for your paper on Turkey. It is very good. 

Why don't you go to work on the issue, and come up with a work plan for the 
government that we can move to the NSC. 

Leave the economic piece out, but reference it. Paul O'Neill is working on that, 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
031801-22 
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Informal Advice 

\ 

TO: 

FROM: 

Secretary R~Jt, 

Zal Khalilzad~ 
SECDEF '~AS SEEN 

MAR 1 G 2001 
SUBJECT: Reinvigorating Our Alliance with Turkey 

March 13, 2001 DATE: 

During the cold war, Turkey played a critical role in the containment of Soviet power. 
There was agreement between the United States and its allies, particularly West 
Germany, on the central importance of Turkey in Western strategy. Now there is no such 
consensus. The Turks have become more nationalistic and appear to be moving towards 
greater independence. Although they regard NATO membership as important, they 
appear to place less confidence in it than during most of the Cold War. The Turks are not 
certain that the other members of the alliance would come to their defense in case of 
conflict with Syria, Iran or even Russia. 

The Turks are even more concerned about the European Security and Defense Identity 
(ESDI). They suspect the Western Europeans of seeking to become independent of the 
United States and believe that ESDI will inevitably undermine NATO and might even 
emerge as a threat to Turkey. In a future conflict between Greece and Turkey, the 
European force, they believe, would probably come to Greece's defense and fight against 
the Turks. 

If the Turks lose confidence that they can deal with their security problems jointly with 
allies, their interest in missiles and even weapons of mass destruction (WMD) will grow. 
To preclude this danger, I recommend that we explore ways to reinvigorate our alliance 
with Turkey. Ideally, this should take place together with our European allies. However, 
given Turkey's problems with Europe, it is better that we start on our own and bring the 
allies along over time. Turkey's problems with the Europeans on ESDI and other issues 
may provide an opportunity for an enhanced American-Turkish engagement. 

A revitalization of strategic ties with Turkey could be based on three key areas: 

• Turkish-Western cooperation to ensure energy security. Turkey occupies a 
unique position adjacent to globally important oil and gas resources in the 
Persian Gulf and the Caspian Basin. The bulk of all energy resources in these 
two region's are within 1,000 miles of lncirlick. An agreement between the 
US, Europeans and Americans to jointly counter threats to energy security 
will provide a clear strategic direction for relations. Of course, this will · 
necessitate appropriate adaptation in terms of presence, access and pre
positioning in Turkey. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2657 



..: t. -~ 

• Cooperation in dealing with the proliferation of ballistic missiles and WM]) in 
regions close to Turkey. The Turks are part of a region where proliferation is a 
fact of life. Turkey should be part of any future missile defense architecture. 
Because your emphasis on missile defense is'known, you will have credibility 
in engaging the Turks on the issue. 

• Joint strategy towards Russia. Recent developments in Russian-Iranian 
relations will make Turkey even more nervous. Ankara is skeptical towards 
Russia and seeks reassurances from the US and Europeans in dealing with a 
potentially more difficult Russia. 

The domestic trends in Turkey do not make it an easy ally. However, given Turkey's 
geopolitical importance, we have to do what we prudently can to strengthen ties with the 
United States and the West. 

C: DepSec Wolfowitz, Steve Cambone, Chris Williams 
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March 18, 2001 5:46 PM ... ,.,, .... ,., '. 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel~(\ 

SUBJECT: Indonesia 

Here is Zal' s piece on Indonesia that he sent you a copy of. I think it is good. 

In our morning phone calls we talk about that subject-I wonder if I ought to go 
ahead and send this along to Condi and Colin, or are you going to come up with! 
something. If so, I will hold this. 

Let me know. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
031801-28 

U05674 /01 
11-L-0559/0SD/2659 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Informal Advice 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Za!Khalil~ 

Indonesia 

March 16, 2001 

/\1\\ 
o:5 

(9 

SECDEF 1ASSEEN 

MAR 1 ,J 200I 

Indonesia is heading towards political change-including the possibility of increased instability 
that might threaten American and allied interests and produce humanitarian crises and demands 
for intervention to stop the violence and provide assistance. President Wahid has lost the : 
confidence of the country's major power centers. In the coming months things may comet~ a 
head. They may well result in Wahid being replaced by Vice President Megawati or Wahid 
staying on but with increased instability. 

Whatever happens, the influence of the military is growing and it will play a bigger role in 
running the country. Megawati is likely to give the military a freer hand in dealing with 
separatists. If Wahid stays, the military has indicated that it probably will take over internal 
security functions from the police. 

Our ability to influence developments in Indonesia is very limited. Internal political, ethnic, 
religious and regional forces will largely determine the country's fate. However, given the 
stakes, we should do what we can to influence developments. Two steps will be particularly 
relevant: 

First, we should engage the Indonesian military. Because of what happened in East Timur; we 
have severely cut back our ties with that institution. Without forgetting East Timor, our approach 
should be informed by our current and future interests in Indonesia. To influence Indonesia's 
future we need to influence its military. Our disengagement has not produced the desired results. 
The Indonesian military does not embrace a totalitarian ideology bent on controlling the 
population. Nationalists who want to keep their country together dominate it. Engagement may 
be a more effective approach with them. Our new policy should include normalizing the transfer 
of spare parts and training of Indonesian officers. On average, US- trained officers probably do 
better in terms of respect for human rights than others. As we gain influence with the military, 
we can encourage support for our concerns. However, given the attitudes in Congress, the i 
Administration will pay a political price for such a change in policy. 

Second, together with our allies and international financial institutions we should be prepared to 
assist Indonesia-while continuing to encourage it to carry out the reforms needed to put it on 
the path to economic recovery. 

C: DEPSEC Wolfowitz, Steve Cambone, Chris Williams 
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TO: Honorable Paul H. O' Neill 
Secretary of the Treasury 

FROM: Donald Rumsfe ~ --

SUBJECT: l(b)(5) , 

March 20, 2001 8: 10 PM 

l(b )(6) I 
l have received a request to write to you about who has applied 
for a post w.,; Assistant Secretary, International Affairs, al the Treasury Department. 

I worked with him during the Dole campaign and found him to be thoughtful and 
energetic, but I did not work with him in the context that you would be 
considering him. 

You might want to talk to Bob Dole about him, but I had a positive impression. 

Regards. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
032001-14 
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M,ar 19 0 1 11 : 56p 

l(b)(6) 

Date: 

To: 

Telecopy Cover Sheet 

I 
March 19,200 1 

Secretary DonaJd H. Rumsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
Pentagon. 
Fax # (703) 697-8339 

From: l(b)(6) 

Number of Pages Including Cover Sheet: 6 

Comments: 

Mr. Secretary, 

Although I realize how extremely busy you must be, I wanted you to know that I have 
submitted my name for the position of Assistant Secretary, International Affairs, Treasury Departn1cnt. 
As the attached cover letter and resume reflect, I believe I am uniquely positioned to assist John 1ay)or 
and Secretary O'Neill in implementing the Administration's agenda in the international financial arena. 

Would you mind taking a moment from your busy schedule and reviewing my qualificati~ns? I 
would very much appreciate it if you would also consider putting in a good word with Secretary 
O'Neill on my bebalf. 

For your information, l bave also asked Senator Dole, Bill Paxon, and nominee for 
Undersecretary for International Affairs, Treasury Department, Jobn Taylor, to also reach out to t,he 
.secretary on wx behalf Should you have any guestjons please do not hesitate to contact me at nty 
offic~(b)(6) I 

Many thanks for your consideration, and be t regards. 

This document is intended only for !he use of tbc party to whom it is addressed and contains information that is privileged, 
confidential, and protected from disclosure undc:r applicable law. If you arc not the addressee, or a person authorizcd)to 
deliver the document to the addressee, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, dissemination, copying. oirl<thcr 
action based on the content of the communication is not authorized. if you have received this document in error, pie~ 
notify us by telephone and return it to us at the above address via U.S. PostBl Service. Thank you. I 
lf you experience any problems with this transmission, please contact sender ad(b)(6) r 
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l(b )(6) 
M a r I 9 0 I 11 : 56p . 

March 14, 2001 

Ms. Dina Powell 
Associate Director 
Office of Presidential Personnel 
Old Executive Office Building 
171,\ St. & Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20502 

Dear Ms. Powell: 

I am writing in order to submit my name for the position of 
A . S I I D f T 1 b J" ss1stant ecretary, nternat10na , epartment o reasury. e 1eve 
that I am uniuuelv uualified to hold this oosition. l (b)(6) 

(b )(6) 

(b )(6) 
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l(b)(6) 
M a r I •J O I 11 : 56p -

Ms. Dina Powell 
March 14, 2001 
Page 2 

(b )(6) 

Finally, given the focus that Japan has received in the recent 
months with the USS Greenvillc/Ehime Maru tragedy, Secretary 
O'Neill's well reported and somewhat controversial stance on 
U.S./Japan relations, the Administration and State Department's foe~ 
on Japan as a centerpiece to ensuring a secure Asian security alliance, 
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M a r I 9 0 I 11 : 56 p 

Ms. Dina Powell 
March 14, 2001 
Page 3 

(b )(6) 

1 look forward to hearing from you, and I thank you in advance 
for your consideration. 

,... 
(b)(6) 
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I . l
(b)(6) 

w a r 1 9 0 11 1 : 5Sp . 

work experience 
1997 • orescnt 

1397 

1996 

19 92-1995 

1990-1992 

Summer 1990 

(b )(6) 

p. 5 
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(b)(6) 

· Mar 1 9 0 1 1 1 : 5 7 p . 

work experience tcont.\ 

1986-1989 

spring 198' 

education 
19954996 

1989-1990 

1982-1986 

1981-1982 

personal 

(b )(6) 

p .6 

Page2 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE OP,LY I 

SUBJECT: Fighter Aircraft Comparison - INFO PAPER 

PURPOSE: To respond to Secretary Rumsfeld's request for a paper showing eadh 
aircraft, individual cost, total buy, purpose, and a method of calculating lethality 
by some cost measure. 

DISCUSSION: 

Attachment l provides a rough, parametric-based analysis. The following insights 
can be gleaned from this and other analyses (especially PA&E analyses) done in 
the past few years: 

a. If an equal capability, fighter-only force were to be built based on either F-221 
or JSF, the life cycle costs could be roughly the same. Although you would ' 
need more JSFs than F-22s to accomplish the air combat mission (to include 
threats up to the two major theater war scenario), the lesser JSF acquisition and 
O&S costs would offset the cost of buying the greater quantity (and the JSF's, 
can subsequently be used for strike). 

b. If an equal total-capability force (fighter and strike) were to be built, the JSF 
would clearly be less expensive, since it is a much superior strike aircraft, 
when compared to F-22 or any other fighter, once the air combat phase is 
decided. 

Attachment 2 provides a qualitative comparison of U.S. fighters versus 
Eurofighter and a postulated Russian/Chinese fighter derivative ("Threat") 

~~~ 
,3hfo I 

t'Olt Ot'FICIAL USE ONLY 
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Fighter Aircraft Comparison 

LETHALITY MEASURES 

us Air STRIKE 
Buy Combat Area 

Radius Payload 
Range Rating i Access (lbs) 
(Nl\'I) 

339 10 Total 650 2,000 

? 3 Partial NIA NIA 

? 4 Partial 550 4,000 

548 4 Partial 550 4,000 

1763 8 Total 650 4,000 

7 480 8 Total 650 4,000 

609 5 Total 500 2,000 

,\ 
I 

1 -10 (Best) 
.1 (Air Combat) + .9 (Strike) (revisits/day) 

Lethality) ~J..Jr,it prqcurer:n~nt ~ _1.QO_ ... 

Revisits/ Strike 
Combined 
Rating ** Day Rating * 

2+ 4 5.0 

2+ 0 0.3 

2+ 4 4.0 

2 5 5.0 

2+ 8 8.0 

2 8 8.0 

2+ 6 6.0 
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OTHER CONSIDl::RATI 
Lethality Aero 

cost O&S Industrial International 
Measure Costs Participation 

*** Base 

4 High Limited None 

0.4 High Negligible Limited 

I 
8 Medium Limited Significant 

7 Medium Limited Limited 

13 Medium Significant Significant 

10 Medium Significant Significant 

10 Medium Significant Significant 



TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Chris Williams 

Paul W olfowitz 
Gen.Shelton 

Donald Rumsfeld ·-w~ 
March 26, 2001 

SUBJECT: The Sinai 

Instead of leaving in the U.S. forces, why don't we leave a few civilians as monitors 
provided by some private sector company and equipped with some high-tech sensors. I 
don't sec why we need uniformed personnel there. 

Let's get it done in the next two or three months instead of the next two or three years. 
There isn't any reason why the Egyptians and Israelis can't pay for the civilian monitors, 
and we can get out of the financial aspect of it completely instead of paying one-third as 
we currently arc. 
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MEMORANDUM 

March 17, 2001 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

William Schneider, Jr. ~ ~ ~ V\JI 
\; ~,,,;"' V ... 1 'W 

\}' 

Hon. Don Rumsfcld 
Hon. Paul Wolfowitz 

William Schneider, Jr. 

The Taiwan missile defense decision and the President's 
counter-proliferation policy. 

Extensive puhlicity has heen given to the PRC's build-up of short-range ballistic missiles 
on PRC territory adjacent to Taiwan. Previous incidents where the PRC has explicitly 
used its ballistic missile capability (with the implied ahility to incorporate WMD 
payloads) to influence the behavior of Taiwan create a circumstance which will 
eventually contribute to substantial pressures acquire a countervailing capability. The 
"example" of Taiwan - the intimidation of a non-WMD/hallistic missile state hy another 
with such capabilities - will not be lost on other nations. 

The impending decision concerning the provision of missile defenses to Taiwan should 
not be seen solely as a bilateral issue between the US and Taiwan (in connection with US 
responsibilities under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979), or a matter of US-PRC 
relations. The decision should he framed in the context of a new approach to counter
proliferation policy. 

We have seen numerous examples of nations seeking security hy acquiring WMD and 
ballistic missiles to off set overwhelming conventional military capabilities on the part of 
an adversary. This phenomenon has intensified since the end of the Cold War. The US 
and allied operations such as the Desert Storm ( 1991) and Kosovo ( 1999) campaigns 
have demonstrated the extraordinary power of information-intensive applications of 
conventional military power. 

The PRC's use of WMD/ballistic missiles to achieve a diplomatic purpose (affecting 
Taiwan's presidential election in 1996, or to "inccntivizc" Taiwan to move toward 
unification with the Mainland) is both blatant and unacceptable. Embedding a decision to 
go forward with both land and sea-based missile defense (for both ballistic and cruise 
missiles) in the President's broader counter-proliferation strategy could simultaneously 
create a constructive worldwide policy, and diminish an "anti-China" flavor to such a 
decision, 

A copy of a recent Financial Times article on the PRC missile huildup is attached. 
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US warns China about missile deployment 
By James Kynge in Beijing 

The US w;,rned China 
yesterday th;u its deploy· 
tllent of 50 new mis,ik, 
everv vear Ill an area near 
l'i vai 'rai w;rn ,ould spur 
Washington into sdling lo 
Taipei the very missik 
defence technology th;n Bei · 
j ing is imenr on keeping out 
of Taiwanese hands 

A1.huirnl Dennis Blair. 
comm,mdel' of the US Pa,itk 
force~. made a deal' link 
hetween what he ~aid was a 
grnwing de~l]oymelll ot' some 
300 mi~siles adja,em 1n the 
Taiwan strait ant.I pres,ure 
in the t:S to sell the 

adv;rnced Aegis missile 
<leknce sysll!tll lo the islan<l. 

"It's important that the 
Chinese make. the connec
tion between what thev 
<leploy on their sit.le of the 
strait and the type~ of tech· 
nologies that the US might 
tllake available lo Taiwan to 
prnvide fol' it~ sufficient 
det'ence:· Admiral Blai1· ~aid 
in Beijing near the ~tart of a 
six-day trip to tlle.:t Chines.: 
generals. 

"And ,em,inly a future 
sea-based. Aegis-b;,sed mis· 
sik defonce progracnme 
wou Id he pan of that:· he 
added. 

China·, overarching aicn 

in its current <liplomacy 
with the US i~ to redu,e the 
i m~letus hehi nd ;ums s;,Jes 
to Taiwan and to prevent th.: 
transfer ot' destrnyers 
equipped with Aegis r;,dar 
~y~tems. Sha Zukang. a 
senior foreign cninistry offi. 
cial, said thi, week that th.: 
sale ot' Aegis would have 
"v.:ry. very s.:rious" conse
quences for US-China rela
tions. 

Such stern op~losition w 
the Al!l!is · sale deriv.:, fro .. 

a t'Oncc·m that ii could neu
tral& China's missile threat 
towar<l the islan<l. B.:ijing 
r.:gards its longstanding 
threat to ;ma,k T;,iw;rn, 

which SJJlit from the cnain
lan<l in 1949. as a key 
restraining force on pro
in<l.:p.:mlcnt·e sentim.:nt on 
the island. 

Admiral mair's comments 
appear to put Bei.iing in an 
uncomfortable position. Mr 
Sba ,aid this w.:ek that Chi· 
na · s mis~ile <fe~l]oyme.nts 
were an internal affair and 
would not be ne\!Oliate<l 
with anv outsider. ··But. as 
Mr Blait indkmed. c;,lls for 
more t:S arms sales will 
intensify without some llexi
hililv on the issue of mis· 
Siles: 

"There will be a point at 
which thm missile huild-up 
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will threat.:n the sufficient 
dd'ence of Taiwan ant.I which 
it is the US policy 1n main
tain." said J\dcniral Blair. 
According to the Tai wan 
!{elations Act. the US must 
supply weapons ,u Ilic ient 
for the island's defence. 

The appar.:nt impass.: 
could ,9m~)Jicate ;, vi~it to 
th.: t:S .by Qian Qicben. Chi
rm · s most senior for.:ign pol
icv official. hetween Ivlal',h 
18 and 24. Mr Qian is expe,
tc<l lo be the first senior Chi
nes.: official to tlle.:t Presi
dent George w. Bush. Mr 
Bu,h is du.: to <leci<le next 
ml~lllh on whm type of weap
ons s;lles ;,re sold to 'faipei. 

The issue of Chin;,· s mis
sile dcpl0}1Dents could also 
<lamp hope, for a <lialogu.: 
between Beijing and Wash
ington on US plans to build 
a l'\ational Mi,sile Defence 
(NMD), aimed at defending 
US territorv from interconti
n en ra J h,11 listic mi~sile 
allacks. China is oppos.:d lo 
NMD hut' i~ willing Ill 1;,lk 
ahout the is~ue with the L:S. 

Zhu Rongji, the pricn.: min
ister. sai<l w,terday that Mr 
Bush woufd make his fir~t 
visit lo China in Octoher 
when he all.:nd, an J\sia 
Pacific Economic Co-o~le1~1-
1ion (Apec) forum to be held 
in Shanghai. "I am very 

happy th;n P!'esidem Hu~h 
ha, alr.:a<ly accepted Pr.:si
d e nt Jiang·~ invitation lO 
allen<l th.: inforcnal Apec 
lca<l.:rshi p meeting that is 
~,heduled in Shanghai:·. he 
~aid. Mr Zhu al~o ~aid 1hm 
Mr Bush bad been invited to 
extend his trip into a slat.: 
vi~it to Chin;,. 

Th.: WhitP.'House ,ai<l ves
ter<lay it had not y.:t decided 
whether 10 accept China·s 
invitation. The caution 
about accepting th.: invita
tion i~ a reflection ot' the 
new ;,dministration · s more 
distant relationship with 
Beijing compared with the 
previous at.Im inistration. 



.. .: 

TO: David S.C. Chu 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ·'1\ 
DATE: March 26, 2001 

SUB SECT: 

Please prepare some recommendations as you suggested in your memo of March 
6~ 2001. You might want to talk to the senior enlisted or at least read the memo [ 
sent you on the subject. They have some ideas as to where it should be focused. 

You will also want to talk to Charlie Craigan and get his views. 

Thanks. 

DHR/azn 
032601.39 

$l.) 
~ 
l' 
~ 
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March 6, 2001 

,V)J Memorandum for: Secretary of Defense 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

From: 

Subject: 

Copies: 

David S.C. Chu 

.N2rure of $1 billion pay rai~e 

Steve Cam bone, Charles AbeH 

el 

As Charlie and I .. nswtred in our meeting with you this afternoon, 
there is no doubt the additional $1 billion in pay monies promised by the 
Prc~ident should be targeted. (A copy of your original queslion is at Tnb 
A for your convenience.) 

We urge it be used in two ways: 

·-To address Immediate problems ("spot'' shortages·•e.g., specific 
recruiting and rerenl.Jon Issues, probably through bonuses). Incentives should 
be concentrated in those areas where reasonable expenditures can be 
expected to provide significant results. {Put another way, some shortages 
may need to be dealt with through other means, or in combination with pay 
increa.ses--pay be jcself may not be enough.) 

-To begin so)vmg long-term ~ys[emic problems (e.g., the relative 
competiliveness of senior enlisted and career officer pay) 

Tf you would like, Charlie and T could begin developing 
preliminary but specific ideas for your consideration in about two weeks. 



;. 

.,. 

Tr.Vl 

·,11., l:':ff .,,~-({. 

SENT o~~tCE o~ DEFSECDfr 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 
The Senior Mililuy Auistaot 

6 March 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR: DR. DA VJD CHC 

SUBJECi: Pay lncreue 

sir: 

Secretary Rumsft'Jd requests your views on how best to apply 
thl' pay raise, either .acron-the .. board or targeted? 

Could }'OU send .a ~bort mf:mo to DepSec/StcDd outlining your 
views by CoB il\tar(b? 

Attachment 
a, stated 

Thank you, 

J '"" 
dames N. Mani5 
Brigadier Geoeut, USMC 
St Dior :vtiliury Assistant to the 

Deputy Secre1tryof Defense 

11-L-0559/0SD/2675 
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, n~-«::a:iJ. tr:,•"'1.1 
,,.. ' .. ., .. , . 

... . , ·, 
Question: What will his pay raise mean to the average serv1ce member? 

Ans.,,,·er; The e:xact formula for how this pay rci..isc is to be allocated is still being worke.(l 
out. But if ii wer£. disuibu1ed evenly across tbe force, that would mun that an El would 
rc.ceivc. an additional $12 per month; an E6 would J~eiYC $150 more per month and an 
03 would receive S252 more per month. 

D / 
Paygrade 

'"" ~.,_ El 
... E6 
-i 03 Lt}(~ 

FYOl monthly 
Sl042 
S2174 
$3656 

FY02 monthly with 6.3% raise 
$1114 i 72, 
S2324 ,. tr .7 

$3908 t lS-2 / ko-

-·· 

,..,1:,1..:, 

TOTAL P. 03 

11-L-0559/0SD/2676 
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TO: Joe Collins 

CC: Paul W olfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Vfl-
DATE: March 26, 2001 

SUBJECT: Overseas Deployments 

Thanks so much for your memo that you sent the Deputy and Chris Williams. ]t's 
helpful and I will see if we can get some work going on it. 

Regards. 

DHR/azn 
032601.28 
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Here are some strategic thoughts, in the form of a declaratory strategy laid out in 
the royal "we": 

. '1 

• In general, we support overseas stationing and operational deployments, 
especially in areas of vital interest, such as Europe ( 1 OOK), East Asia (I OOK), and 
the Arabian Peninsula/ Persian Gulf (apx.'20K on any given day). 

• We support stationing and deployments where our forces can make a difference 
and where our friends and allies cannot get the job done without us. 

As a global power with global responsibilities, whereJLis..possible, we 
favor deployments where we contribute only unique, irreplaceable 
elements --- command and control assets, for example --- as opposed to 
the bulk of large-scale expeditionary forces. The bulk of such forces, 
where possible, s_hould come from local states. In general, better an East 
Timor-type arrangement, than a Haiti-style deployment. Of course, we 
don't always have that choice. 

• We insist that operational deployments be based on policy objectives. When the 
objective has been accomplished the operation should end. 

• We reject operational deployments made in the spirit of "feckless engagement," 
wherein we hope that somehow, someday, some good will come of them. 

l 

A joint training exercise with the Mongolian Anny---which took place.a 
few years ago --- is an example bf the type of engagement that makes little 
apparent sense. There are many others. Much of what goes on in 
Partnership for Peace exercises in Central Europe, for example, is a waste 
of time, military tourism, or the mere manipulation of symbols. 

• We do not support commitments that are purely symbolic. 

• We should not support the use of U.S. forces to make up for the paucity of 
diplomatic or economic instruments. [NB: Today's Post suggests that State will 
be better resourced in the future.] 

• We insist that all overseas stationing and operational deployments be subject to i 
periodic review. 

AH su~h reviews are, of course, politicaHy sensitive to the nth degree. The 
process of reducing overseas stationing or deployments may be more 
painful than the end product is useful. ..-__ ..__ ____ _ 
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TO: Rudy Deleon 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld V}-
CC: Andy Marshall 

DATE: March 26 200 l , 

SUBJECT: Defense Strategy 

By this memo I am requesting that you read our latest version of the defense 
strategy. Then please dictate your comments and thoughts, and send both Andy 
and me a copy. 

DHR/azn 
0325601.03 
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Apri I 2, 2001 

To: 

From: 

Secretary Rumsfeld 

Rudy de Leon ~ 
Andy Marshall cc: 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Defense Strategy Review 

I have examined Andy Marshall's Draft 03/08/01 and have had the opportunity to have two 
discussions with him on the document. It is thoughtful and should provide for a needed 
discussion of the kind of military capabilities needed by the United States in the 21st Century. 

In terms of actual edits, I will provide some further suggested edits directly to Andy Marshall. 
want to use this brief memo to discuss larger trends. 

A new century begins as the old one ended. America is the world's military and economic 
super-power. This brings both challenge and responsibility. Our area of responsibility1 (AOR) 
will not be one region but continue to be the entire world. The dynamics of the global economy 
will force us to spend more time and energy looking across the Pacific. But, Europe and the 
Middle East will continue to be areas of major interest. So, too, will be Mexico and Latin 
America. 

In terms of the needed military capabilities for this period, the paper continues to build on the 
unique technological advantages of our country: 

I 

• Our ability to strike an adversary at a distance greater than the adversary may strike us 
back, and to thus deter that adversary from using force; 

• Logistics and Mobility that sustain our forces and that give us global reach; 

• Skilled military leadership that is professional in the planning and execution of military 
operations; and 

• Communications and Intelligence systems that provide both strategic and situational 
awareness in almost any circumstance. I 

The Marshall paper provides a framework for looking at how we can maintain these advantages 
in the future. In my discussions with Andy, I raised these points: 

- We should address the tension that exists between tools designed to win long range wars 
and how they differ from those best suited to deter conflict: 

11-L-0559/0SD/2680 U0710~ /01 
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~ The loss of rationality since the Cold War. portrayed by Saddam Hussein's occasionally 
irrational use of his military, complicates our efforts to dissuade him when we are relying 
on weapons built to provide striking power for our forces. Forces dedicated to 1 

presence/deterrence make an unambiguous statement of commitment to both friends 
and enemies. But these may not necessarily be the best forces for combat if deterrence 
fails. 

- The merits of experimentation and innovation are well addressed. The importance/ of 
experimentation should cause us to build on service experimentation and training, and 
incorporate joint and combined experimentation. 

~ A model that merits potential application of this is the Combined Air-Intelligence-Ops 
Center employed in Southern NATO Operations. 

~ US CINC JOINT FORCES COMMAND should be tasked to develop a joint and i 
combined experimentation proposal that builds upon his existing work on interoperability. 

)"' The US efforts in joint experimentation, once initiated, should be expanded to include 
joint experimentation with our major allies and coalition partners. For the foreseeable 
future we are likely to deploy with our allies and be shoulder-to-shoulder partners during 
deployments. We should invite them to be part of our experimentation. This will help 
prevent interoperability problems and force our allies to get serious about investing in 
their required future capabilities. 

- We must incorporate a method to identify "breakout technologies", those that change the 
way we think about the battlefield. 

~ Just as GPS and cruise missiles broke us out from past ways to operate/strike, what 
technologies may cause future shifts? Global Hawk and Unmanned Combat Air Vehicle 
(a UCAV with a weapon) are two that might fit the bill. However, for these technologies 
to be fielded in a timely way the requirements process must become much more 
disciplined and focus on the "capable" technology rather than the "perfect" technology. 

We should address Information Operations as an operation challenge and not sim ~I} a 
technology. This means we must change the focus from beyond hardware and networks to 
the content of our information operations. Both offense and defense need new thinking. 

)"' We have serious vulnerabilities (nothing can sink shipboard morale faster than spurious 
e-mails) and have put little effort into the content of both offensive and defensive uses of 

the information. ! 

};;i- For example, we knew Milosevic had secret, out-of-country bank accounts but could not 
influence his countrymen with that information. 

The United States must also continue its efforts with the asymmetric threats and the 
development of capabilities to deal with: 

., 
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» Counter-terrorism and Consequence Management. Can we stop the terrorist attack 
from occurring, and if that fails, can we provide civil support to law enforcement to 
restore order and confidence. 

~ Counter-intelligence. The greatest threat to our advances in technology may come from 
within. Can we protect our secrets? 

)i" Ballistic and Cruise Missile Defense. 

)i" Information Network Security. Can we protect and defense the information systems that 
have become essential to our economic success and national security? 1 

)i" Medical Readiness: Can we take care of our troops by safeguarding their health on the 
battlefield of the future? 

Efforts to reduce uncertainty must be balanced. Throughout history, nations' militaries have 
been largely unsuccessful in achieving a satisfactory level of certainty about adversaries' 
capabilities and intentions. 

,,. In ambiguous times, we must consider investment in resources that thrive on uncertainty 
vice chasing the ideal of complete knowledge. 

The Marshall paper is an excellent tool for identifying the military capabilities needed for the 
United States to ... Deter ... Dissuade ... Win. 

In addition there needs to be a piece that outlines the national security strategy that will fully 
utilize these military capabilities. For example the National Security Commission (Rudman
Hart-Gingrich) discusses the following: 

American national security strategy must find its anchor in US national security interests, 
interests that must be both protected and advanced for the fundamental well being of 
American society. We define these interests at three levels: survival interests, without 
which America would cease to exist as we know it; critical interests, which are causally 
one step removed from survival interests; and significant interests, which importantly 
affect the global environment in which the United States must act. 

Interesting enough, while the Commission proposes the elimination of the two major regional 
conflict policy, it does not offer substitute thinking on the alternative. 

That is the remaining work. Specifically, in a dangerous world, how should the force structure 
be sized. 

3 
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
The Senior Military Assistant 

27 March 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. CRAGIN, ACTING USD/P&R 

SUBJECT: Mihtary Slot Machine Program 

Please prepare DepSecDef response to Secretary Rumsfeld. 

Attachment: 
As stated 

cc: DSD 
TSAIDSD 

Senior Mihtary Assistant to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

susPENSE: z ltf'(( D, 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Paul Wolfowitz 

Don a Id Rumst~f..

March 26, 2001 

Military Slot Machine Program 

Take a look at this gambling memo. I wonder if we've got any indication of how 
many people have a gambling addiction in the military. 

What do you think we ought to do with this? 

DHR/azn 
032601.48 
Attach. 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Military Slot Machine Program 

PURPOSE: To provide background information on slot machine programs 
operated by the Military Services, including uses of slot machine income. 

BACKGROUND: 

• The Services installed slot machines in their stateside and overseas open 
messes in the 1930s and 40s. Slot machines were removed from CONUS clubs 
in the late 1960s. After fraud allegations, the Army and Air Force removed slot 
machines overseas in 1972. 

• In 1980, the Army and Air Force infonned congressional oversight committees 
of plans to reinstate slot machines overseas employing strict standards and 
control procedures. The machines were phased in during the 1980s. 

• In 1987, the Services further expanded their slot machine programs to other : 
Category C MWR activities, such as bowling centers, recreation lounges, and 
golf courses and added video poker and multiple coin play machines. 

DISCUSSION: 
• Slot machines are offered at 90 overseas installations where the program does 

not conflict with the laws of the host nation or status of forces agreement 
(SOFA), and the host nation has its own legal form of gambling. 

• The program is owned and operated by the Military Services, using internal 
machine controls that are more stringent than the gaming industry standard. 

• The DoD establishes controls on the play of slot machines to limit potential 
abuse. 

• The Military Services have limited play through program design --- only 
nickel and quarter machines with frequent payouts and limited jackpots. 
The rate of return to the customer is between 90 to 93 percent. 

• The income from slot machines represents the basis for nonappropriated fund 
construction funding for the Services and provides funding for low cost 
recreational and entertainment programs in overseas areas that could not be 
otherwise supported. 

• In FY 2000, a total of 7,092 machines provided a net income of $128 
million. 
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Demographic and Revenue Data on Slot Machines 

Army Navy Air Force Marine Total 
Corps 

Total number of machines 3,492 1,305 1,649 646 7,092 

Number of machines by 
denomination: 
Nickel 726 261 512 144 1,643 
Quarter 2,766 989 1,110 502 5,367 
Other' 0 55 27 0 82 
Percentage of total that are video 42%2 13% 18% See note2 31% 
poker 

Number of machines by activity: 
NCO/enlisted clubs 856 276 1,121 487 2,740 
Officers clubs 195 46 136 13 390 
Community clubs 1,074 367 81 20 1,542 
Bowling centers 945 131 285 116 1,477 
AFRCs 161 57 0 0 218 
Other 261 428 26 10 725 

Maximum single play $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 
Maximum jackpot $1,199 $500 $1,000 $1,199 $1,199 
Average payback to customer 93.9% 92.0% 90.9% 93.9% 92.5% 

Revenue and income in S 
millions: 
Total machine revenue after pay 99.0 18.3 30.5 14.6 162.4 
outs 
T 1 . . 3 ota act1v1ty expenses 25.4 1.9 3.4 3.3 34.0 
Net income 73.4 16.4 27.1 11.3 128.2 
Total net income retained by 43.5 16.4 11.9 8.4 80.2 

command/installation 4 

Total net income assessed by 31.3 0 15.2 2.9 49.4 
headquarters 4 

NOTES: 1 Other category represents machines that take tokens or local currency 
2 Percentage of video poker machines for the Army includes those operated by the Army listed in 

the Marine Corps total. Army operates Marine Corps slot machines at Camp Butler and !Iwakuni, 
Japan 

3 Activity cost for the Army includes reimbursement of 10 percent of revenue lo the installation for 
upkeep of the facility. 

4 Total amount distributed by the Army is based on a balance sheet transaction and varies; slightly 
from the net income which factors in accruals for monthly expense. 
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TO: Honorable Colin Powell 
Honorable Condoleezza Rice 

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 'y '(/_ 
SUBJECT: Germany's Budget Review 

March 27. 2001 I :37 PM 

On a back channel basis, I am told that senior officials in the German armed forces 
are deeply concerned about the budget review taking place in Germany. 

They believe that about the only thing that can stop an additional sizeable cut in 
the FRG armed forces is if U.S. officials weigh in heavily with Chancellor 
Schroeder and his delegation when they are here in the United States. 

I suggest that all of us feed the appropriate talking points into the memorandum 
for the visit and that it be called to the attention ofthc President. 

Thanks. 

DHR:dh 
03270 1-36 

U ·. 'R\Lt l. Woi...fi..,rrz., 
Ciltr.s vl1u .. ,~ 
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TO: Admiral Dennis C. Blair, USN 
General Tommy R. Franks, USA 
General Peter Pace, USMC 
General Thomas A. Schwartz, USA 

Donald Rumsfeld ~,l 
~ij 

Brilliant Pebbles SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

March 28, 2001 10:55 AM 

As promised, I have attached a copy of the foreword from a book on Pearl Harbor, 
and also copies of Brilliant Pebbles I and II. 

I thoroughly enjoyed our dinner and look forward to doing it again soon. 

I hope to hear from you on the matters we discussed at your earliest convenience. 

Attach. 

DHR:dh 
032801-2 

... 

-
U06437 /01 

... - .. -

11-L-0559/0SD/2688 



1-

............. , ,·. 

FOREWORD 

It ........ be RUllldng ID Wine that Peal Ha"- was jmt a mlDaal 
ancl aaaonliauJ blaadcr. What is cwcpet.ing is ~ it WQ. -~ 
,,,_,,,, l>luad.. la &d. • ...._... • too apeci6c. ow •pcndou 
·unreadiness at Pad Had,oc wa neither a Scmclq-momia& nor a 
l;fawaiiaa. pbCDOIDalOll. It was just a dramatic faihare of a Nm&rbbly 
well-infcmned pmuneat m call the next mem, mcm in a cold.war 
crisis. 

If we think of the mtire µ.s. ,BOfttD1DC11t and its far.flung milimq 
and, diplomatic eitabl~ it is not true that we were aught .ldppng 
at the time of Pail Hadlor. Rarely ·hu a government hem more cxpec
llOl We just a:pected wrong. And it'wu not our wamins thlt was most 
at fault but oar strategic analpis. We were so busy thinkin& duougli 
some "obvious- Japanese moves that we neglected to hedge against the 
choke that they actuallJ made. 

And it WIS an .. improbable'" choice; bad we escaped surpri~ we might 

still -haft l:ieal aldly utoaished. (Had we not provided the target, 
though, the attadc would hne bcm called ojJ:) But it 1t'U not all tlMI 
improbable. If Pearl Hubot was a loag shot for the Japa.nes~ so was 
wu with the United Stat& assuming the decision GA war, the attack 
hardly appears reckless. There is a tendency in our planning to confuse 
the unfamiliar with rhr. improbable. The contingmcy we hive ~t con
sidered srriously Joob strange; whit looks stnnge js thought Improbable; 
what is-approbeble need eot bea>RSidered ~-

Fwthennott,. w made dlr tc,dJlc m&SbR--One we ma, ha-.c ronae 

I 

• 



• viii • Po,,wo,J 

dose to repeating m the 19'~'t-of !orgd.ting that a fine deterrent an 
make a superb target. 

.Surprise, w1!ea Jt bappcm to a St,vcmment, is likely to be a comp~· 

~~cfil.~~ ~~c1~U: .;~~~zs~:!Zi· ... 
that actioG gets lost. It iadlldes gaps in iDteWpKe, but also ~elligmcz 
that. Ulcc a •trins of pc:arla too precious to weu, is too seasime to siw 

· to thole who need it. It includes the alum that &111 to work, hut abD 
the alum ·that hu gone off so often it Im been ditcoma~ It iaduda 
the unale.rt watdlmtn, but alao the oae who bows he'll be chewed out 
by ms superio.r if be sets higher authority out oE bed. It includes the com

. tia~ that occur tu ao one, but also those that eve,yone uswnes 
somebod7 cl.le is talciag cace of. It indud~ s~d pcocmtina• 
tion.. but also dedsioos protraded by inttmal disagreement. It indudes, 
in tdclition, the imbilily of individual ~ beinf1 to me to the OCQ,

aioo until they are 111te it is the ocxuioa-wbicb is muall7 too late. 
(Unlike moYiet, real life provides ao musical badgrouad to tip as off to 
tbe dimu.) Piaally. IS at Pead Hamor, smptise .mar include IOme ·meas-

• me of p~e DOVeltJ' inboduced by the enemy, md possibly some sheer 
bed luck. 

The .results, at Pad Harbor, were sucldm. c:aac:eatnled. and clnmltic. 
The faiJwe, howffcr, was cumulative, widap,nd. md .ntber manly . 
familiar. This ii why ,wprise, wl:tcn it happens to a ~mmcnt. cmoot 
1,e clacribad just in terms of startled _people. Whether at Pad Hubor 
or at the Berlin Wall, mrpdse i1 cveEJllung imolftd ia • pemmerit

0

1 

(or in an aUiaacc's) failure to anticipaae effedmly. . 
Ma. Wohlstetter·s~hoolc is a a.aicpe phy~dolog of a sieat .national 

failwe to anticipate. Jf she .is a paias to. show bow cu, jt wa1 to tlif> 
into· the rut in which the Japanese foancl us. it aa OGly iemind ua how 
JikeI1 it is that we an.in the same kiad of rut dgbt aow. The danger is 
not that we shall m.d the sipls ad indicators with too little skill; the 
danser is in a· ~erty of apect:atiou-a NUtine obsession wida a few 
dangers that may be familiar rather than likelJ. Alliance cliplolmc,. inter
service bargaining, appropriations hearings. and public di,awioo all 
seem to need to focus on a few vivicl md oveaimplified dangers. The 
planner should think in subtler and more variegated terms and allow for 

Po,n,rwJ bf 
a wider .mnge oE coo~ But. u Mn. Wohlstetter lhows. the ,· 
"plannas .. who muat are also .re51JOl:llible for alliance diplomacy. inter• ~ 
service bupinini. appiopmtiou llea.aap, and public dilcussion; they 
are also 'fflJ busJ. This is a genwae dilemma of panmerlt. Some of • 

·· · rts· ~· - mcii:ilmlf cli;pliFcnn 11w1 liiperb hook. ···· ·-·- - · · · · · ·· · .. ... ·· 
. . 

'""" for 1.,,,,,...i Aff ms 
Htmin U,rw,rn17 . . 

TffoMAS C. Sao!•• JNG 

• 
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PROPRIETARY - C 

''Brilliant Pebbles" 
(Rumsfeld's recollections from 

the Ballistic Missile Threat Commission (BMTC)) 

The Assignment of the BMTC 

"The BMTC's task is to answer: 
Who can do it now?. 
Who is trying to do it? 
When are they likely to succeed? 
Why do we care? 
When will we know they can do it?" 

Thoughts from and on the Intellieence Communitv 

"Intelligence analysts need to remember that there is more there than they know." 

"The absence of evidence is not evidence of absence; nor is it evidence of presence." 

"Some of it (what you can see), plus the rest of it (what you can't see), equals all of it," (Baldy's Law) 

"There are knowns, known unknowns, and unknown unknowns." (Unknown) 

"When you know a thing, to hold that you know it, and when you do not know a thing, to allow that you 
do not know it: this is knowledge." (Confucius) 

"Tell them what you know. Tell them what you don't know, And, only then, tell them what you think. 
And, be sure you distinguish between them." 

"Never assume the other guy will never do something you would never do." (Machiavelli) 

"A deep truth is a truth so deep that not only is it true, but its exact opposite is also true." (Niels ~ohr) 

"The worst mistake is to have the best ladder and the wrong wall." 

"Making ICBMs used to be difficult, like breaking the four-minute mile. But since Roger Bannister did 
it, it has become commonplace. So, too, will ICBMs." 

"Government seems not much interested in documenting failure." 

"Nothing ages so quickly as yesterday's vision of the future." 

The U.S. intelligence community (IC) usesSIGINT for signals intelligence and HUMINT human 
intelligence. One commissioner suggested that the IC ought to start using THINK.INT for thinking in 
intelligence work. 
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- "History marches to the drum of a clear idea." ('W. H. Auden) 

- "Demographics is destiny." (Scanlan) 

- If you develop rules, never have more than ten. 

12 
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The Apm·oach of Some Bricfc1·s 

"I can't report on or assess things I don't see." 

"You're trying to get me to comment on things we don't know." 

"We can't go back and look for something until we know it's there." 

Commissionc1·s' Observations 

When a Commissioner was asked if he had the details on the Indian nuclear explosions, he said, "No, I 
don't, but I'm sure the Chairman planned the whole thing to prove his point." 

When a Commissioner acknowledged he may have pulled the trigger a bit too quickly on a briefer and 
was going to apologize, another Commissioner's advice was, "1"o, just tell him the next time you' IO take 
better aim." 

"That paragraph is completely content'free." 

"That third line looks like a petunia in the onion patch." 

"There may be a thought in there trying to get out, but what in the world is it?' 

"This crowd Lthe Commissioners] would edit a stop sign." 

"The Commission is up to speed; only the direction is in doubt." 

"It's clear the White House knows how to fight, but not who to fight." 

"If you don't want to believe it, there is no body of evidence that cannot be ignored." 

On Intelligence 

"No one ever sees successful camouflage." 

"If we can see it from the air, it's ours." 

'"Warning time not used is wasted time. It's like mnway behind you for a pilot." 

"The wind through the tower presages the coming of the storm." (Chinese proverb) 

·'"Hire paranoids. Even though they have a high false alarm rate, they discover all plots." (Herman iKahn) 

·'It is easier to convince someone they're right, than to convince them they're wrong." 

"Never attribute to a conspiracy that which can be explained by incompetence." 

'Sometimes it's necessary to kill a chicken to frighten the monkeys." (Chinese proverb) 
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"A sample of one from a homogenous population is sufficient." (Herman Kahn) 

At the Congress of Vienna, on learning the Russian ambassador had died, Tallyrand mused "Oh, really. 
What do you suppose was his motive?" 

Schneiderisms 

"That briefer has no off switch." 

"That fellow has a knowledge board defect. He must have purchased his chip from the low bidder." 

''That fellow has had one year's expe1ience 50 times." 

"He's the type that would read the Bible, looking for a loophole," 

"That briefer just committed 'podiacide' (shot himself in the foot)." 

''That is like killing two stones with one bird." (to a briefer) 

"That man is truly a waste of food." 

'The threat is from nano-technology." 

''Techies think the world is nothing more than one big semiconductor application." 

On Washington, D.C. 

The two most impo1tant rules in. Washington, DC are: 
Rule One: "The cover-up is worse than the event." 
Rule Two: 'No one ever remembers the first rule." 

"Government does two things well - nothing and overreact." 

"You can wreck any story if you check the facts." (a Chicago reporter) 

"Running the U.S. Navy is like punching a pillow all day, You end up exhausted and the pillow hasn't 
changed a bit." (Franklin D. Roosevelt) 

"Running the Department of Defense is like wrestling with a 7 million pound sponge." (Deputy S~cDef 
David Packard) 

"Generals never lose a war in their own memoirs." 

"History will be kind to me, because I will write it." (Sir Winston Churchill) 

"No man is a villain in his own MEMCOMS." 

"If you have anything bad to say about anyone, let's hear it." (A reporter) 
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Harry Truman said, "If you want to have a friend in Washington, DC, buy a dog." The modern corQ1)ary 
is: "Better get a small dog, because it may turn on you also." 

"A friend in Washington, DC is someone who stabs you in the chest." 

Conclusions 

"It doesn't take a 'village,' it takes a 'Commission."' 

"There are no statues in the parks of America honoring Commissions." 

"Weakness is provocative." 

"You get more with a kind word and a gun ( or ballistic missile) than you do with a kind word alone .. " 
(Al Capone) 
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Unclassified- Not For Release 

HISTORICAL 

Brilliant Pebbles II 
(Rumsfeld's Recollections From The Commission 

to Assess US. National Security 
Space Management and Organization) 

Don Rumsfeld 

"The dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate for the stormy present.. . as our case is new, 
we must think anew." (Abraham Lincoln) 

"No one wants another Pearl Harbor. This means that we must have knowledge of 
military forces and preparations around the world." (President Dwight D. Eisenhower) 

''If you want peace, prepare for war." (Winston Churchill) 

"There is a difference between force and power. You generally need force in situations 
where you haven't marshaled sufficient power to shape events." (Arleigh Burke) 

''The perfect battle is the one that does not have to be fought." (Sun Tzu) 

GENERAL 

"Governments have lost their exclusivity with respect to the use of space." 

"The only thing harder than getting the ... military to adopt a new technology is getting 
them to give up an old one." (Bill Graham) 

"There lies at the heart of deterrence , .. an inescapable paradox: the more seriously the 
possessor is believed capable in extremis of using the armory, the less likely it is that 
others will allow circumstances to arise challenging its use. The converse is also true."' 
(Sir Michael Quinlan) 

"The NRO has the proverbial problem of 15 lbs. in a 5 lb. sack." (Tom Moorman) 

"Being a 'national treasure' is one thing. Being a 'national monopoly' is quite another.;" 
(Bill Graham) 

"Cultural1y, the Air Force does not embrace space." (anonymous) 

"It's an example of pricing; the answer depends on whether you're a buyer or a se11er."' 
(Tom Moor-man) 

"If you do 'cradle-to-grave,' you run the risk of falling in love with old ideas." 
(anonymous) 
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"After a period of time, institutions in conflict tend to mirror each other." (Malcolm 
Wallop) 

"It is exceedingly difficult for any military organization to innovate radically- except in! 
wartime when it is absolutely necessary." (Jim Woolsey) 

"One thing we· ve learned about tsars is that the barons ignore them and the peasants kill 
them." (Larry Welch) 

"Satellites require greater technology and scientific capability than toilet paper, which 
suggests that a common acquisition system is not appropriate." (Howell Estes) 

"You don't get air superiority from the ground, and you won't get space superiority from 
the ground, land, sea, or air." (anonymous) 

"Space control will be the next frontier, because U.S. dependence and vulnerability are so 
great." (unknown) 

"With too much authority to the warfighter, it is like a peewee soccer game~ everybody 
chases the ball, it doesn't advance the ball and leaves the rest of the field open for 
unpleasant surprises." { Lan-y Welch) 

"This assignment is a bit like trying to pick up mercury." (Doug Necessary) 

"We need to be looking for those fighter pilots who get 95 percent of the kills." (David 
Jeremiah) 

"Russian equities in space are less than the U.S., but they plan to use nukes in space 
which levels the playing field." (anonymous) 

"You don't know what you don't know." (unknown) 

"One man's 'IW' (information warfare) is another man's ·space control."' (Tom 
Moorman) 

"If you control the funding, and write the efficiency reports, it doesn't matter what.the! 
organization chart says - you own it.'' (Bob Davis) 

"He who has the gold rules." (unknown) 

"Space is the access point for information warfare - it is an unprotected node." 
(unknown) 

"It takes longer to get an export license than to build a sate11ite." (unknown) 

"Too often military officers are not in their posts long enough to know the mistakes 
they've made." 
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"When Dr. Johnson said that 'patriotism is the last refuge of a scoundrel,' he had not 
looked closely at reform." (unknown) 

"To those who would tear down what is falls the responsibility to recommend something 
better." 

"I think we almost have a consensus on this point; unfortunately, it's all against me." 
(Bill Graham) 

"The cheapest bandwidth is Federal Express." (anonymous) 

"In unanimity there's often a lack of rigorous thinking." (anonymous) 

"How many bad guys submit licenses?" (John Hamre) 

"We have experienced epistolic excellence in a sea of inadequacy." (Jim Simon) 

"Space is more than just another higher hill." (Ed Eberhart) 

"War is war; wargarnes are games." (Vice Admiral Lyle Bien) 

"Flying like a flock of geese in sun synchronous orbit." (Kathy Sadler) 

"They plan to use pre-emptive revenge." (Bill Graham) 

"We never go final; we just run out of time to make more changes." (Doug Necessary) 

"Precision weapons require precision intelligence." (Dave Jeremiah) 

"This is like a self-licking ice cream cone." (Bob Davis) 

"The military should train the way they wi ll fight." (Dave Jeremiah) 

"The Air Force is a slum lord in space," (Dave Jeremiah, with a smile) 

"This is like loading frogs in a wheelbarrow." (Doug Necessary) 

"You can't win·a battle you don ' t engage." (Malcolm Wallop) 

HORNEFUSMS (Chuck Horner) 

"The farther up the ladder you go, the less you know." 

"If it's a small program, it goes to a three star; if it's a big one, it goes to a one star." 

"If we don' t have a national security policy, how can we have a space security policy?" 
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"The Pentagon has an amazing inability to heal itself." 

"The U.S. Air Force is tribal: if you leave the campground, they burn your teepee and 
shoot your pony." 

"That was a brilliant defense of the farm." 

"We'll fix the enemy; we'll leak our acquisition system to them." 

"We just saw how the Air Force does it. They bring in their pet pony and just drag it ini 
front of the Commission." 

"I think we just saw part of the problem." 

"It's people like that that helped the Soviet Union fail." 

"He's just like an accountant- he knows the price of everything and the value of 
nothing." 

"That was a blinding glimpse of the obvious." 

"It takes so long to launch at the Cape that someone put a building number on a Titan 
IV." 

"We're not talking about minor bureaucrats here, we're talking about accomplished 
killers." 

On DOD - "It's screwed up, but you can't change a thing." 

"We sure make good buggy whips." 

"SBIRS low is a case of incestuous cannibalism on the part of the space community." 

"Hey, it's government; it's not supposed to work." 

"The Pentagon is driven by budgets and programs · not national security interests." 

"Each service has self-inflicted sucking chest wounds, because they can't change." 

"That's one barbed wire pull through we don't need to do." 

"If you're going to kill people, you damned well better have a good reason." 
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INTELLIGENCE 

"All intelligence gaps are not created equal." (Joan Dempsey) 

"The intelligence community is not a community - it's a loose association of disparate 
organizations." (Larry Kindswater) 

"Double agents are mostly homegrown." (J.M. Simon) 

"With respect to intelligence from space, the key is to get the right intelligence, in the 
right hands, at the right time." (unknown) 

"The intelligence community is a collection of feudal baronies," (David Jeremiah) 

"In this post-cold war world, intelligence is not just bean counting- we need to know ' 
cultures and intentions." (Chuck Homer) 

CONGRESS 

"Anything that has six Congressional committees overseeing it is very likely dead on 
arrival." (anonymous) 

"The difference between the executive branch and the legislative branch is that the 
executive branch has the data and Congress traffics in it." (Doug Necessary) 

"Hold still, little fishy, I's just goin' to gut you." (the late Congressman Howard Smith) 

'Never send an important program to Capitol Hill unchaperoned." (Doug Necessary) 

BRIEFINGS & BRIEFER!3 

"One half of that briefing wasn 't intelligible; the rest wasn't important." 

"That fellow scratched all of the itches." (Jay Gamer) 

"That is impressive. He just delivered two full paragraphs of acronyms without using a 
single word in English." 

"There is a touch of disingenuousness in some of those arguments." (anonymous) 

"English is apparently his second language · after acronyms." 

"He's a class act; he avoided answering every question I asked, but he did it in a very : 
satisfying way." (Bill Graham) 

"That fellow is not tightly attached." (Bill Graham) 
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"The interesting thing about Gates, Schlesinger and Woolsey is that, unlike some 
briefers, they all spoke English." 

"Any more briefings will flood our carburetors." 

HUMAN NATURE 

"Anyone who can do it for you, can do it to you." (Doug Necessary) 

"You know you' re getting old when it takes longer to recuperate than it took to get tired." 
(Doug Necessary) 

ORGANIZATION & MANAGEMENT 

"There is no one in the National Security Council assigned to deal with space issues; 
when you call, there is no one home." 

"No known organization or management arrangement can solve under-funding." 
(unknown) 

"Operations drive out planning." 

"When one starts building a temple unto oneself, it's the beginning of the end." 
(anonymous) 

"An excellent organization with poor leadership won't work; an imperfect organization 
with good leadership will." 

"You get what you inspect, not what you expect." 

"What you measure improves." 
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March 28, 2001 11:23 AM 

TO: Paul Wolfowitz 

FROM: Donald Rumsfel~ 

SUBJECT: Foot and Mouth Disease 

Here is the foot and mouth disease material. 

I think you ought to talk to Rudy de Leon and make sure we have a program we 
are satisfied with to see that we are doing everything humanly possible to avoid 
spreading the disease anywhere, let alone back in the U.S. 

Thanks. 

Attach. 

OHR: dh 
032801-4 
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March 22, 2001 9:38 AM 

TO: Steve Herbits 

CC: 

FROM: 

Rudy de Leon 
PRc,c.. U/Ou:l}c,J/~.J 
Donald Rumsfeld yr'-- -, 

SUBJECT: Foot and Mouth 

Ann Veneman called and said the foot and mouth disease prob]em is getting 
, worse. They now think they have found it in Ireland and the NetherJands. 

She is sending us a Jetter expressing concern about the risk of military equipment 
coming back into the United States, particularly tractors, and the need for cleaning 
these vehicles. 

Why don' t you have Rudy look into it and get back to us. 

DHR:dh 
032201-g 

1 

s,~ 
' 

-
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Foot and Mouth 
Disease Information Package 

The Honorable 
Donald Ii .. Rumsfeld 
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UNCLASSH'IED 

INFORMATION PAPER 

Subject: Containment of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) 

26 March 2001 

1. Purpose DoD is taking the current outbreak of FMD very seriously. This paper I 
discusses standard and enhanced actions being taken to prevent the spread of Iji'MD. 

2. Background According to the U.S. Dept of Agriculture (USDA) 75% of the world's 
land mass has reported cases of FMD. By routinely following strict inspection 
procedures and precautions the U.S. has not had a reported case of FMD since 1929. 

3. Standard procedures for return of equipment. supplies, and personnel to CONUS 

a. Military equipment, privately owned vehicles (POV), and household goods must 
be free of dirt and examined for parasites prior to acceptance for shipment. 

b. Trash is collected and incinerated/ disinfected from arriving aircraft and ships. 
The U.S. Navy dumps produce before entering CONUS ports. 

c. Personnel are restricted from bringing agricultural products into CONUS. 

4. Enhanced DoD Procedures (Since outbreak of FMD) 

a. Through coordination with USDA we have heightened awareness and stressed the 
importance of rigorously following inspection and disinfection procedures . 

b. USDA issued specific guidance for EUCOM Military Customs Inspectors (MCI) 
directing enhanced inspections, cleaning, and disinfecting of all items. 

c. EUCOM Vehicle Processing Centers are disinfecting DoD personnel POVs prior to 
shipment from contaminated areas. 

d. Military shipments including pallets, field canvas tents, wooden crates, footwear, 
clothing and other military materiel that have been used in open farmland or in 
proximity to farm animal herds will be thoroughly cleaned and additionally disinfected if 
proceeding from an FMD contaminated or risky area. 

e. EUCOM is applying the same vigilance to intra-theater shipments. 

f. EUCOM is complying with Host Nation restrictions where they are more stringent 
than U.S. requirements, and will apply the toughest standard. Two U.S. Air Force C-130 
Aircraft transiting between the UK and Spain were disinfected IA W Spanish FMD policy. 

g. EUCOM issued a policy message (Tab 1) and is forming an oversight group. : 

4. Recommendations/ Countermeasures 

a. Continue enforcing existing procedures found in the Armed Forces Pest 
Management Board, Technical Memorandum No. 3 1, Contingency Retrograde 
Washdowns, available at www.afpmb.org/pubs/tims/tim3l.pdf and enhanced 
procedures implemented and underway in EUCOM. (Tab 2) 

UN CLASS WIED 
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b. Release CJCS policy message (in progress) to the CINCs, Services, and Agen;cies 
highlighting the current situation and reinforcing EUCOM's FMD policy. · 

Prepared by: Col Joseph Reheiser 
J-4/ LRC, 697-0744 
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OPA.EU.INTICOMM/AGRICULTURE// 
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AMPN/DOD FOREIGN CLEARANCE GUIDE, AVAILABLE AT WWW.FCG.PENTAGON.MIL// 
NARR/REFERENCES B THROUGH H PROVIDE U.S. AND HOST NATION GUIDELINES 
AND REGULATIONS THAT ARE RELEVANT TO THE CURRENT OUTBREAK OF FOOT AND 
MOUTH DISEASE.// 
II 
RMKS/1. THIS MESSAGE PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR MEASURES TO BE TAKEN BY 
USEUCOM ELEMENTS, IN COOPERATION WITH OTHER US GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
AND FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS, TO HALT THE SPREAD OF THE LIVESTOCK ILLNESS 
FOOT AND MOUTH DISEASE (FMD). I/ 
II 
2. BACKGROUND. FOOT AND MOUTH DISEASE IS A HIGHLY INFECTIOUS DISEASE 
OF CLOVEN-HOOFED LIVESTOCK SUCH AS CATTLE, SHEEP, AND PIGS. THOUGH 
NOT CONTAGIOUS TO HUMANS, IT HAS SEVERE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON 
AGRICULTURE. BECAUSE THE VIRUS CAN BE EASILY TRANSMITTED ON 
EQUIPMENT, VEHICLES, CLOTHING, OR PETS, AFFECTED NATIONS TAKE EXTREME 
MEASURES TO STOP ITS SPREAD, INCLUDING CONTROLS ON MOVEMENT AND IN 
SOME INSTANCES THE SLAUGHTERING OF HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF 

POTENTIALLY INFECTED ANIMALS. FMD WAS ERADICATED FROM THE UNITED 
STATES IN 1929, BUT WITHIN THE LAST MONTH AN OUTBREAK ORIGINATING IN 

PAGE 07 RUFGCIN1250 UNCLAS 
THEUNITED KINGDOM HAS CAUSED WIDESPREAD CONCERN IN EUROPE AND 
BEYOND, AND A NUMBER OF CONTROL MEASURES HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED. / I 

IT SHALL BE USEUCOM POLICY TO COOPERATE FULLY IN CONTROL MEASURES 
LEMENTED BY HOST NATION GOVERNMENTS IN THE EUCOM AREA OF 

PERATIONS AND BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (USDA). 
COMPONENTS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR ASCERTAINING AND MEETING TRANSIT 

REQUIREMENTS IMPOSED.BY HOST NATIONS AT POINT OF DEPARTURE, EN ROUTE, 
AND AT DESTINATION. USDA REQUIREMENTS ARE AVAILABLE AT REF E. IN 
ADDITION, USDA HAS ESTABLISHED AN EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER WITH 
THE FOLLOWING TELEPHONE NUMBERS: 1-800-601-9327 OR 1-301-734-9257. 
WHERE THE HOST NATION AND THE USDA REQUIREMENTS DIFFER, ITSHALL BE 
EUCOM POLICY TO IMPLEMENT THE STRICTER OF THE TWO. EUCOM ECJ5 IS 
CONSOLIDATING INDIVIDUAL NATIONAL REQUIREMENTS - COMPONENTS SHOULD 
CHECK THE ECJS WEBSITE 
(WWW1.EUCOM.SMIL.MIL/ECJ5IJ5_EUROPE/HOOF&MOUTH.HTM) OR CONTACT ECJS 
AT DSN 430-8329 FOR THE LATEST AVAILABLE INFORMATION AND POLICY 
GUIDANCE.// 
II 
4. RESTRICTIONS ON IMPORTATION OF ANIMALS, FOOD OR AGRICULTURAL 

PAGE 08 RUFGCIN1250 UNCLAS 
ITEMS. CURRENTLY, MANY COUNTRIES ARE PROHIBITING THE IMPORTATION OF 
ANY ANIMAL OR ANIMAL PRODUCT, AS WELL AS MANY FOOD ITEMS, ORIGINATING 
IN FRANCE OR THE UNITED KINGDOM. AS THE OUTBREAK SPREADS, THE LIST 
OF RESTRICTED COUNTRIES, INCLUDING SOME NOT IN THE EUCOM AREA OF 
OPERATIONS,· IS LIKELY TO INCREASE~ EUCOM ELEMENTS ARE RESPONSIBLE 
FOR ASCERTAINING CURRENT REQUIREMENTS AND COMPLYING WITH THEM. 
CURRENT GUIDANCE PUBLISHED BY THEEUROPEAN COMMISSION AGRICULTURAL 
ORGANIZATION IS AVAILABLE AT REF G.I/ 

*** UNCLASSIFIED *** 
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DISINFECTION OF PERSONNEL. ITEMS OF PERSONAL CLOTHING AND 
EQUIPMENT WILL BE DISINFECTED AS REQUIRED BY THE HOST NATION 
CONCERNED. PERSONNEL EXITING VESSELS AND AIRCRAFT WILL IN MOST CASES 
BE REQUIRED TO STEP IN A TRAY CONTAINING BLEACH OR A DISINFECTANT TO 
DISINFECT SHOES. SPECIFIC DISINFECTION METHODS WILL PROBABLY VARY 
AMONG COUNTRIES, GENERAL GUIDANCE IS AVAILABLE AT REF E. SOILED ITEMS 
OF CLOTHING MUST BE LAUNDERED PRIOR TO REDEPLOYMENT. IF THIS IS NOT 
POSSIBLE, UNITS WILL ISOLATE SUCH ITEMS IN PLASTIC BAGS AND LAUNDER 
THEM IMMEDIATELY UPON RETURN TO HOME STATION BEFORE RETURNING THEM TO 
THEIR OWNERS. // 
II 

PAGE 09 RUFGCIN1250 UNCLAS 
6. EQUIPMENT, CARGO, VEHICLE, AND WASTE DISINFECTION. US FORCES WILL 
FOLLOW GUIDELINES OUTLINED IN REF B TO DISINFECT VEHICLES, CARGO 
(.INCLUDING HOUSEHOLD GOODS SHIPMENTS) , AND EQUIPMENT WHETHER 
TRANSPORTED BY LAND, SEA, OR AIR. THIS ACTION WILL BE PERFORMED WHEN 
EXITING TRAINING AREAS FOR WHICH SUCH ACTION IS REQUIRED BY THE HOST 
NATION AS WELL AS FOR RETROGRADE OPERATIONS FOLLOWING DEPLOYMENTS AND 
FOR ALL SHIPMENTS OF SUCH ITEMS .TO CONUS. WASTE MUST BE DESTROYED BY 
INCINERATION OR OTHERWISE PROPERLY DISINFECTED PRIOR TO FINAL 
DISPOSAL.// 
II 
7. DISINFECTION OF AIRCRAFT. AIRCRAFT WILL BE DISINFECTED AS 
REQUIRED BY THE COUNTRIES OF DESTINATION. CONSULT LATEST GUIDANCE 
PROVIDED BY THE US DEFENSE ATTACHE OFFICE FOR THE COUNTRIES 
· ONCERNED. / / 

AS THIS SITUATION IMPEDES TRAINING OVER THE COMING WEEKS, UNITS 
~ T BE PREPARED TO ASSESS ITS IMPACT ON READINESS. COMPONENT 
COMMANDS WILL CONTINUE TO TRAIN CONSISTENT WITH THE RESTRICTIONS 
CONTAINED IN THE REFfillENCES. IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT IN MANY INSTANCES 
ALTERNATE TRAINING STRATEGIES WILL HAVE TO BE DEVELOPED TO 

UNCLAS 
FINAL SECTION OF 02 
QQQQ 
MSGID/GENADMIN/USCINCEUR// 
SUBJ/USEUCOM POLICY ON PREVENTING THE SPREAD OF FOOT AND MOUTH 
ACCOMMODATE THE CURRENT FMD RESTRICTIONS . SHOULD THE EXECUTION OF 

PAGE 05 RUFGCIN1251 UNCLAS 
MAJOR EUCOM EXERCISES BECOME JEOPARDIZED BY THE IMPOSED RESTRICTIONS, 
DECISIONS TO CANCEL OR PROCEED WITH THE EXERCISE WILL BE MADE ON A 
CASE BY CASE BASIS AS THE CRITICAL CANCELLATION DATE APPROACHES . IN 
THOSE CASES WHERE EXERCISES REQUIRE CANCELLATION, THIS HEADQUARTERS 
SHOULD BE NOTIFIED IMMEDIATELY./ / 
II 
9. POC IN ECJ4 FOR THIS MESSAGE rs LTC JORDAN , COMMERCIAL 
PHONE +49-711-680-5864/7166, DSN 430-5864/7166, FAX 430-6410, E
MAIL JORDANR@EUCOM.MIL ORJORDANR@EUCOM.SMIL .MIL. POC IN ECJS IS 
LTCOL ROGERS AT COMMERCIAL PHONE +49-711-680-83290R DSN 430- 8329, 
E-MAIL ROGERSG@EUCOM.MIL OR ROGERSG@EUCOM.SMIL.MIL// 
BT 
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INFO SJS-C(*) SJS-C(l) NMCC:CWO(*) CMAS(*) 
CMAS(l) JSAMS(*) JSAMS UNCLAS DMS(*) 

SECDEF V2 
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(U, 8) 

ACTION (U, 6, 7, 8) 
INFO CHAIRS ( *) SECDEF-C ( 1) SECDEF-C ( *) 

DIA V3 

USDAT:ENVS(*) USDAT/CBD(*) USDAT:ICP(*) 
DIR:PAE-IMAG(*) 

ACTION (U,6,7,8,F) 
INFO +SAFE 

2 

1 

0 

TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED 3 
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DISCLAIMER 

Any mention of specific proprietary products regarding washing equipment or safety items does not constitute a 
recommendation or an endorsement of these products by the Department of Defense. Neither should the absence 
of an item necessarily be interpreted as DoD disapproval. Information or inquiries concerning any equipment or 
safety items should be sent through Command Pest Management Professionals or Applied Biologists tq the 
Armed Forces Pest Management Board Quarantine Committee for evaluation. 

FOREWORD 

This TIM was prepared in response to inquiries regarding quarantine and customs procedures as related to the 
military, both with ship and aircraft movements of cargo from overseas toCONUS. This memorandumlis not a 
regulation, but provides guidance to those individualsresponsible for recommending or conducting washdowns 
in response to the USDA agricultural and public health inspections that are required for incoming ships, aircraft. 
and equipment resuming from overseas. This TIM will receive periodic review and will be updated to insure that 
information presented reflects current rules and regulations. Individuals using this TIM are encouraged! to 
submit comments and suggestions for improvement. Comments should be directed to the Executive Director. 
Armed Forces Pest Management Board, Waiter Reed Army Medical Center, Forest Glen Section, Washington. 
DC 20307-5001; (301) 427-5191; FAX 291-5045. 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose: The purpose of operational washdowns is to prevent the introduction of foreign agricultural and public 
health threats into the continental United States (CONUS). This technical Information Memorandum (TIM) 
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4/28/00 9:35 AM 



Armed Forces Pest Management Board http://WWW.AFPMB.ORO/pubs/tims/timJl.htm 

3of21 

provides guidance on operational washdowns including standardized inspection and deaning procedures for the 
Army, Navy. Air Force and Marine Corps. 

Background Information: 

1. Washdowns to prevent the introduction of exotic pests into the continental United States is an old concept. 
DoD Instruction 4500.35, which was primarily initiated to answer problems stemming from the Vietnam War, 
recommended establishing principal logistic processing centers within the Republic of Vietnam at Da Nang, Qui 
Nhon, Cam Ranh Bay, and Saigon-Newport to process all sea and air retrograde material. 

2, More recently, washdowns in the aftermath of Desert Storm occurred at ports in Saudi Arabia, Israeli and 
Spain. 

3. World-wide, through the World Health Organization, public health restrictions and prohibitions have long 
been estab1ished (reference 0). These regulations protect against the introduction of foreign and potentially 
dangerous, animals or disease organisms. 

Current Information: 

l. U.S. military forces may be required to deploy virtually anywhere in the world. Associated with this : 
deployment requirement is a great potential for forces to inadvertently introduce exotic plants and animal pests 
when they redeploy back to CONUS. Such introduced exotic pests can cause irreparable damage to public 
health. agriculture, or the environment. 

2. Special precautions are necessaiy to prevent the introduction of haimful public health or agriculrurali agents 
from ente1ing the United States on military equipment. The combined service instruction (SECNA VINST 
6250.21 AR 40-12/ AFR 161-4) describes Department of Defense (DOD) support hr the U.S. Public Health 
Service (PHS) and the USDA to prevent such introductions. These references prohibit backloading of vehicles 
and cargo in a foreign country unless free of animal, pest, and soil contamination.DoD 5030.49-R gives 
customs inspection guidelines for DoD. Its last publication was May, 1977, but a draft was nearing approval at 
the time of this TIM 3 I printing. AFR 75- 12 provides additional Air Force guidelines for air transportable 
retrograde cargo. 

3. Specifically for the United States, the Plant Pest Act prohibits the introduction of any animal, plant or 
material that is considered haimful to this country's agriculture. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 
Plant Protection and Quarantine Division. is the enforcement authority for this Act. 

PEST DESCRIPTIONS 

Exotic Pest Introduction: Plant debris, garbage, food, soil, and even fresh water from foreign countries can 
harbor a multitude of organisms that are of quarantine importance. Insects, insect eggs, nematodes, and animal 
pathogens as well as many fungal, viral, and bacterial pathogens can be carried in such media. These organisms, 
if allowed to enter CO NUS, could proliferate to catastrophic proportions unhindered by natural enemies. 
Accordingly, the concern by USDA inspectors about small quantities of any type material from a foreign country 
is understandable. Therefore, removal of all soil and other debris from vehicles is essential. All soil from outside 
CONUS is prohibited. including soil from U.S. territories. Current USDA inspection standards tolerate: on 1 y a 
thin fi Im of road dust on vehicles and equipment at me port of entry in CO NUS. 

Military Importance: The possible miliary importation of unwanted animals, such as snakes, insects, snails, 
and various crustaceans that are present in most of the world-wide areas frequented by me DoD is a primary 

4/28/00 9:3SAM 
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concern of the USDA. 

1. In Eurasia, specifically the Mediterranean area, several species of land snails, which vary in size from 
microscopic to an inch or more in width, are imponant agriculturally. The snaiJs normally live on the ground 
and feed on vegetalion. During periods of high temperature, and/or low rel alive humidity, me snai Is move away 
from the ground, attaching and sealing themselves to objects. including military equipment. This phenomenon. 
called estivation. may occur year round. Vehicles and equipment found infested with snails at the final port of 
entry inspection may have to undergo time consuming and costly fumigation if snails are found. 

I 

2. Snakes in me Asian area, incJuding several species of cobra and lhe brown tree snake, commonly seek shelter 
and food around CONEX boxes, shipping crates and pallels. Once aboard naval vessels or aircraft, lheir ability 
to go withoul food and to hibernate in cool places may allow mem to survive a voyage or flighl toCONUS 
undetected. 

3. There is potential to introduce me vectors of human and or animal disease. For example, mosquito-egg-laden 
commercial tires were responsible for the introduction of Aedes albopictus, a potential Dengue fever vector, into 
CONUS. Commercial tire importers left lires outside prior to transport and where they collected rain water, 
becoming ideal sites for mosquito breeding. The eggs, capable of withstanding droughts, were transported to 
CO NUS in the holds of a ship, and were laler exposed lO more rain, causing lhe eggs to hatch and develop. 

4. Due to potential infeslalions bolh within CO NUS and overseas, thorough operalional washdowns of DoD 
resources are necessary nol only prior to departing from or returning toCONUS, but also belween overseas 
locations (i.e .. between South Korea and Okinawa during ''Team Spirit" exercises). 

WASHDOWN LOCATION 

A. A washdown location requires specific physical facilities for effective cleaning and inspection. Appendix A 
outlines the criteria for selecling and equipping a washdown location. In addition, an experienced military 
inspector familiar with USDA requirements and previous operational washdowns should be consulted and 
incJuded on the early reconnaissance trips to washdown locations. Care should be taken lO consider the potential 
adverse impact of the wash operation and to minimize effects of used water and contaminants on the local 
environment. See DoD Directive 6050.16 and its the Overseas Environmental Baseline Guidance Document for 
further details. 

B. Host Nation Requirements. Every effort should be made to comply with host nation laws and regulations 
related to washdown operations. Coordination with local quarantine and health officials is imponant to 
maintaining a good relationship with the host nation. 

OPERATIONAL WASHDOWN EQUIPMENT 

Appendix B lists the major items recommended for a successful washdown. This list would need modification 
based on the size and location of lhe washdown, and available foreign national assistance. Reforger 
Redeployment Assembly Area has in-depth information on the best type of washracks and "bird baths" for use 
on wheeled and tracked-vehicles; time schedules for pre-inspecting, cleaning, and processing various types of 
equipment; and a staging area checklist. 

..................... _ ...... -~ 
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INSPECTION AND CLEANING PROCEDURES 

The inspectors must maintain strict and non-compromising decisions. Personnel involved in an operati _ I nal 
washdown must follow Appendix C guidelines in order to expedite reentry approval into CONUS by ~DA and 
USPHS officials. 

A. Inspectors: The military inspectors (cooperators) will vary depending on the branch of service. 

1. All military inspectors, also called USDA Military Cooperators, serve at the discretion of the USDA .. 

2. Preventive Medicine Technicians from the Navy Medical Department are currently certified through ithe 
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Instruction (BUMEDINST) 6250.12 aeries, have served as inspectors: jwith 
appropriate on-the-job training in an actual operational washdown inspection, normally in cooperation with a 
Navy entomologist. 

3. The Air Force Chief of Transportation at the respective overseas base is responsible for overall inspection 
criteria and approval per AFR 75- 12, involving Air Force equipment and cargo coming intoCONUS.P{. 
combined instruction, OPNAVINST3710.2E/ AFR 8-5, was developed by the Air Force and adopted by the 
Navy as a guide in clearing equipment from a foreign port destined forCONUS. 

4. Military customs inspectors with the Army have jurisdiction over all customs and operational washd()wn 
inspections in their area of responsibility. U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) Directive 30-3 is us ~din the 
European theater as the standard inspection guideline. Appendix D shows a typical staging and processµig flow 
chart for an operational washdown. 

5. Army Fifth Preventive Medicine Detachment provides inspection support for deployments (i.e.Refotger, 
Team Spirit) involving Korea. Some 8 or 10 inspection sites are served. 

B. Administrative requirements: Necessary administrative requirements will be established by the military 
inspectors for the USDA's review and final inspection at the point of entry. 

1. Taps attached to each vehicle after cleaning are appropriate for marking vehicles. Cleaning needs to pe done 
on personal gear and removable items as noted in Appendix C, A sample of a vehicle tag is shown in Appendix 
E. 

2. An Inspection log should also be kept to track the number of vehicles and to insure a double cheek f ~ the 
tagged vehicles. A sample fonnat for the log is shown in Appendix F. : . 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

In any operational washdown, certain agencies or individuals must assume the many responsibilities that will 
occur. The following categorized responsibilities provide a structured inundation for comparison within each 
specific service. 

A. DoD: Headquarters, Department of Army (DALO-TSP) is the DoD Executive Agent for the Military 
Customs Inspection Program (MCIP) . Under the supervisor of the U.S. Customs Service (USCS) and the USDA 
the MCIP conducts preclearance inspections for customs hr personnel and materiel leaving the overseas theater. 
Overseas Unified Commanders are responsible for compliance with DoD Directive 4500.9 (establishes, 
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guidelines for processing and shipping DoD sponsored retrograde materiel), and DoD 5030. 49-R ( establishes 
policies and procedures under which USCS and USDA authorize military custom inspectors to inspect materiel 
and personnel resuming lo U.S. customs tenitory ). 

B. Headquarters. or Highest Operational Command: Requests to this command should be made when ]ower 
echc1on commands need uppraded manpower requirements for inspection teams, because teams cannot be 
acquired through internal resources. 

C. Major Echelon Involved: 

l. The major echelon will probably be stationary within CONUS or its main base. However, coordination on 
operational washdowns will generally occur al this level, including needed technical advice on all matters 
pertaining lo the operational washdowns. 

2. Deploying units could request a detailed brief on how to conduct the operational washdown from this 
organizational level. Sufficient resources at this level would include applicable references and the senior 
inspector's support requirements (equipment. personnel augmentaffon, su~ject expert support). 

3. Requests to the senior inspector for other inspection team members can be made regarding appropriate USDA 
quaranffne compliance requirements for clearing retrograde carpo. 

4. This )eve] of command will probably be budgeting for, and providing funds for the TDYfT AD of inspection 
teams to operational washdowns for contingency and training exercises. 

5. The senior inspector of this command level usual1y has the final authority in the operaffonal washdown for 
certifying pest-free vehic1cs. equipment, and supplies during operaffonal washdowns. Some exceptions do exist 
as follows: 

a. Ship or aircraft commanders in the case of mission requirements and operational necessity may be 
forced lO proceed toCONUS with a partial certification. 

• b. If only a partial certification is provided, the senior inspector will notify the appropriate USDA-APHIS 
Officer in Charge, with copies to interacting commands as deemed necessary. The notification generally 
details the extent ot the certified material and specifics whether or not it is segregated from uncertified 
equipment and supplies. 

• c. In the case of notification on a partial certification, appropriate commands should assist the incoming 
activity to prepare for the reception of embarked equipment by the USDA upon its arrival inCONUS. 

D. Commander or On-Site Deployed Command with Overall Authority: 

l. The on-site deployed command should have an interest in scheduling USDA officials hrcoordination and 
briefing of members actually involved in the deployment and consequent washdown. 

2. Where washdown facilities are not fully adequate al the proposed, final overseas backloading port, base, or 
airport, the deployed command will need to coordinate with in-countrY,contacts or liaison agencies to delineate 
shortfalls and determine suitable solutions. Additional coordination may be required lo negotiate through host 
nation support agreements as in the case of needing adequate fresh waterwashdown facilities at a final !overseas 
backloading port or site. 

E. Commander, Specific Deployed Units On-Site: 

I. This on-site unit wil1 be able to determine the scope and extent of operational washdowns needed, based on 
the amount of equipment and supplies that need washing and inspecting. Since this unit wil1 be doing the 
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operational wasbdown, then additional briefings with tbe senior inspector, USDA officials, and the appropriate 
staff members should be followed up, particularly if previous briefings have not been accomplished by !the 
higher echelon command. 

2. By utilizing pertinent guidance given in Appendix A, and working with staff personnel, this unit cou~d 
formulate a comprehensive plan for the operational washdown. 

3. Washdown equipment in Appendix B will be used by unit personnel. The unit should make sure the ! 
equipment is available for use. 

4. The inspection and cleaning procedures outlined in Appendix C will be utilized by personnel from this unit 
level; and therefore, becomes an important consideration for review prior to the washdown period. 

5. By working wait the respective departments, appropriate personnel at this level can determine tbe e qpipment 
and supplies, by location, that were not exposed to foreign soil contamination and which will not be off-loaded 
for the operational washdown. These items should be listed and certified free of contamination in writing to the 
senior inspector. 

6. Potential contamination problems when backloading equipment, supplies, and vehicles from previous 
operations ashore are best considered at this level of command. 

7. The senior inspector will need personnel and equipment requirements to include addtional inspectors, 
required vehicles, radio operators, and radios for the operational washdown. The deployed unit on-site will be 
expected to assist the senior inspector in these needs. 

SUMMARY 
I 

Information in this TIM is intended to serve as minimum guidance for conducting operational washes for 
regulatory control of pests. Consult with USDA quarantine officials and the Armed Forces PestManagpment 
Board to identify recent changes in Quarantine Requirements and new developments regarding techniques 
before proceeding with predeployment briefings. 
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APPENDIX A. CRITERIA FOR SELE.CTING AND EQUIPP~ A 
WASHDOWN LOCATION 

I. Location Criteria 

A. Hardstand: 

l. The availability of hardstand is one of the major limiting factors in how long an operational washdown takes. 
Hardstand is defined as a hard surface that, even when wet, will not allow any soil to transfer to the tires of 
clean vehicles. Areas where hardstand is absolutely essential are: 

areas associated with the actual washing of vehicles, 

areas used for off-loading and cleaning the vehicle accessory items, 

staging areas for clean vehicles awaiting backload, and 

all roads in between the above areas. 

a. In reviewing the hardstand area, consider the run-off of wash water into marine environments. Also, any fuel 
or other contaminants from the vehicles being washed may go directly into such an environment, causing harm 
to shellfish or other marine life. 

b. Evaluate the need for burms or other containment strategies, and the possibility of re-utilizing the water. 

2. The amount of hardstand required will vary with the number of vehicles and the amount of time available. 
However, the following minimum criteria is required so as not to impede traffic flow during an operational 
washdown using a six vehicle capacity washrack: 
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a. Have a washdown area of at least 40 meters on either end of the washrack assembly and 15 meters on either 
side. 

b. Have the charting and staging area for accessory vehicle items and palletized supplies at least 25 meters wide 
and 100 meters long. 

c. The size required for the clean vehicle staging will vary with how soon the backload can begin. If the 
vehicle/cargo decks on board the ships or aircraft must be cleaned before backload can proceed, then establish a 
staging area capable of holding a larger number of vehicles. Ensure that the vehicles do not become 
re-contaminated during the backload. 

B. Fresh Water Availability: 

L Large quantities of fresh water (SALT WATER WILL CORRODE VEHICLES) are consumed in a relatively 
short period of time duringwashdown operations. Approximately 250,000 gallons are required for an average 
Army battalion or Marine Expeditionary Unit size force with 300 wheeled vehicles using 2'/2 inch fire ,hoses 
operating at the minimum recommended pressure of 90 psi. 

2. In many areas only gray water is available. Gray water is defined as non-saline, but with a numbero~ 
contaminants from prior use. Though not used for sewage purposes, the storage. of this water and the absence of 
chlorine makes it a potential disease carrier for those in close contact with it during me washing operations. 
Basic immunizations are needed. 

3. In addition to the amount of water available, investigate the adequacy of the water pressure. 

C. Weather Conditions: Adverse weather conditions may delay or interrupt an operational washdown . .$ealth 
and safety of the work crews during operational washdowns scheduled in areas where cold or even cool weather 
might be encountered is a significant concern. Consult a physician familiar with cold weather medicinei before a 
washdown is scheduled in areas where the effective temperature (including wind chill factors) might be below 
45 F. The length of time these work crews are exposed to cold and freezing water is an additional factor that 
must be considered. 

II. Heavy Equipment Selection 

A. The following equipment is considered essential to the success of an operational washdown. 

1. Washracks: The design and number of washracks will largely determine the speed at which the operational 
washdown can be conducted. 

a. Design the washracks for safety, placing vehicles on and off the rack, and ease of work for the cleanihg 
personnel. Adequate working clearance between the bottom of the vehicle and the ground is essential blecause 
the undercatTiage of each vehicle is washed, inspected, and if necessary, rewashed and reinspected before being 
allowed off the washrack. If the vehicle is too close to the ground, the efficiency of the work crews andj the 
inspection/rewash process would be greatly hampered, considerably extending the time required for the 
washdown. 

b. The number of washracks required will vary with the amount of time available. Historically, the operational 
washdown proceeds at an average rate of one vehicle per individual washrack per half hour of daylight; 

c. A person should be designated to guide the vehicles up and down the washracks to maintain a high safety 
margin. 
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2. Water Pumps: The design, output and reliability of the pumps can effect the speed of a washdown operation. 

a. Provide a minimum of two hose lines for each individual washrack. The pumps should be capable of 
sustaining a minimum output pressure of 90 psi for many hours of continuous use. 

b. Fire Department pumper trucks will work well and are usually available at any seaport, airport, or military 
base. Several hose lines with 90 psi outputs can be routinely operated off a single truck. 

c. A supply of new hoses should be kept in reserve for use during the washdown in the event of ruptures. 

APPENDIX B. OPERATIONAL WASHDOWN EQUIPMENT 

1. Prior planning is necessary to determine requirements. Appropriate suppo1t will need to be requested well in 
advance when working overseas. Coordination and assistance will be required from the host facility/nation. The 
following guidelines can be used for operational washdowns with an average Marine Expeditionary Unit, Army 
Regiment, or Air Force Squadron as follows: 

Fl oodlight set 
Cr anes 
11 Y 11 ga t es 
Fire hose (1 11

) 

Fire hose (2 11 ) 

Fire nozzles (2 per wash r ack) 
Pump (5 5 GPM or greater) 
Water t ruck (5000 gal ) 

6 
as 
3 

600 
200 

8 
2 
1 

required 

feet (2 per wash r ack) 
feet (2 per wash rack) 

Steam hose ( 11 I/d , 12 foo t lengths} 
Steam hose ( 1 u ) 

6 
300 feet 

Air compressor 
St eam manifold (6 stations) 
Flatbed t ruc ks for movement 

of supplies 
Portable hea d 
Vehicle washracks 

2. Personal charting gear is as follows: 

Cold/Wet wea ther c l oth i ng 
Hard hats 
Straw brooms 
Putt y kn i ves 
Steel rod (5 feet} 
Safety gogg les 
Rubber gloves 
Flashlight s (and batteries} 
Rubber boots 
Water tank (3000 gal ) 
Wire brushes 
Rags • 
Ear plugs 
Garden hose/nozzles 
Scrub brushes 
Vacuum cleaner (wet/d r y) 

RT fork lift 
Steam J e n ny 
Small flat bladed screwdr i vers 
Waterless hand c l eane r 

2 
1 

as required 
2 
4 

40 set s (assorted sit es ) 
40 
40 
200 
12 
40 
20 pair (assorted sizes ) 
24 
15 pair (assorted sees) 

2 
100 
as r equired 
25 
7 5 feet 
100 
min. 6 as required for aircraft 
a nd HUMVEES 

4 
mi n . 2 as required fo r aircraft 
min . 12 for cleaning t racks 
equi valent of 1 gal l on 
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a. All locks on compartments, boxes, tool chests, and other locked items will need to be removed prior! to 
inspection. If keys cannot be found, provisions should be made to cut the locks. 

b. Regarding proper tools, any jacks, tire irons, wrenches, special screwdrivers, or other required tools need to 
be available tor the removal of dual tires, gun mounts, plates, and·floor mat bolts on the different vehiqles. 

APPENDIX C. GUIDE FOR UNITS CONDUCTING 
OPERATIONAL WASHDOWNS 

I. USDA Inspections: The cleaning and inspection of retrograde equipment does not preclude a USD.Al Plant 
Protection and Quarantine Program Inspection upon return to CONUS. However, close coordination w[th the 
USDA usually results in a speedy transition at theCONUS port of entry. 

II. Inspection Standards: Rigid USDA inspection standards allow only a thin film of road dust on vebiicles and 
equipment at the CONUS final port of entry. Because of these stringent standards, inspections of vehicles 
and equipment will be conducted only during daylight hours. Washing and cleaning at night sav~s very 
little time since most of those vehicles must be rewashed and reinspected. 

III. Guidelines priqr to Operational Washdown: 

A. Conference: Conduct a backload/washdown conference to include attendance by all participating c~mmands 
and agricultural inspectors. 

B. Training: Place emphasis on organization and training of washdown crews. Establish a suitable wa$hdown 
crew schedule with adequate NCO supervision at each washdown point. 

C. Vehicle Drivers/As&ant Drivers: Drivers and Assistant drivers must remain with assigned vehicles and 
accessory vehicle Hems throughout the wash down cycle. This will ensure timely movement of vehicle$ and 
security of accessory vehicle items and cargo. · 

D. Washdown-essential Equipment: Identify those Hems of equipment required to support operational 
washdowns early-on and schedule this equipment to be backloaded last. 

E. Equipment/supplies certified as not exposed to contamination: 

1. Isolate certified material in holds or specific cargo areas using some form of segregation such as wire 
screening or ropes to minimize the possibility of contact with materials that have gone ashore. Maintaip strict 
control over these areas 

2. Inspectors may check these areas during early stages of operational washdowns· to ensure they are fr¢e of all 
dirt, debris, fn-H, beverage cans, etc. 

F. Environmental Considerations: Assess the potential adverse impact of the wash operation and take all 
reasonable actions to minimize effects of used water and contaminants on the local environment. Fuel, loil, or 
soap residue in the wash water can result in visible contamination and/or significant fish and other manne 
organism kills that may invite serious political and financial repercussions from the host nation. Contaihinants 
must be captured or removed to avoid contamination of runoff areas. The large amount of fresh water from wash 
operations,if allowed to run off into native bodies of salt or brackish water, can seriously alter dissolve~ oxygen 
and saline balance. If vou have any doubts, consult with your legal staff andDoD Directive 6050.16 (lpoD 

4/28/00 9:35 AM 
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Policy for Establishing and Implementing Environmental Standards Overseas Installations, September 20, 199 1) 
and Its Overseas Environmental Baseline Guidance Document. 

IV. Washing Standards: 

A. Vehicles and equipment exposed to contamination and requiring less than a complete. detailed 
cleaning: This includes any vehicle or equipment that: 

- will be exposed to a deleterious environment during Its operation, subjecting any soil and other debri~ to a 
sterilizing or neutralization process. Such exposure would make if harmless from the standpoint of agricultural 
or public health concerns. 

- is only minimally exposed to the natural environment because of its operational requirements. Examples would 
be as follows: 

1. SHIPS: Thorough cleaning of all decks holding vehicles or equipment that were contaminated. Thisiincludes 
cleaning soil from recessed areas of the decks, i.e. clover leafs, pad eyes, and tie-down channels, as well as 
under shelving, from corners and other hard-to-reach areas. Some lower decks can be submerged withfalt water 
to satisfactory eliminate contamination problems, such as some Navy amphibious ships(LHAs,LK.As,1and 
LHDs). 

2. LARGE AIRCRAFT R.EMAINING ON FLIGHTLINE: Clean protected areas like wheel wells and 
around cargo or passenger doors. Visually inspect and assess need to clean cargo and flight deck. 

3. AMPHIBIOUS VEHICLES: This includes Landing Craft Air Cushioned (LCACs), Light Vehicle-tracks 
(L VTs), and similar vehicles. Clean troop compartment, crew area, and the crew's personal equipment. iEnsure 
other areas are exposed to salt water during operation. If vehicles washed with salt water are to be transported 
on aircraft, all salt water must be removed or contained in such a way as to prevent contamination ofaijrcraft 
with corrosive salt solutions which can seriously damage airframes. 

4. NAVAL VESSEL CAUSEWAYS: Washdown with fresh or salt water during backloading. 

5. NAVAL SHIP LAUNCHES: No cleaning is required of the Captain's launch, liberty launch, or other vessels 
unless they are contaminated (backloaded dirty). A thorough inspection by operator personnel is recommended. 

B. Vehicles. equipment. and supplies exposed to contamination during operational exercises: 

1. ORGANIZATION FOR CLEANING: Contaminated vehicles, equipment, and supplies are off-loaded. 
Accessory Items and palletized supplies are staged in a pest free area for cleaning. Vehicles proceed to ia steam 
or washing station as determined by inspectors. Upon final inspection, material from mobile loads is reloaded 
aboard vehicles and the clean vehicles and supplies are reembarked. 

2. FIXED AND ROTARY WING AIRCRAFT: Clean cabin area, cockpit, wheels, wheel wells, skid/runner 
bars, under deck plates, panels, in flap wells and all other areas where foreign soil may have lodged. Clean crew 
and pilot personal equipment. 

3. LAND VEHICLES: The cleaning of motor vehicles usually consumes the greatest amount of time and 
causes the most delays. The following cleaning procedures are recommended: 

a. Complete the following actions before the vehicle arrives at the washrack-

( l) Sweep and/or vacuum the vehicle cab and all storage and tool compartments. 

11-L-0559/0SD/2724 
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(2) Remove the battery. clean the battery and battery box. Reinstall the battery. 

(3) Remove the outside dual-wheels and spare tires and place them in the back for later deaning at the 
w ashrac.:k. 
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(4) Remove all payloads, seat cushions, detachable sideboards, canvas sides/tops and any personal gear: brought 
ashore, and leave at the mobile bad staging area. 

(5) Handpick or sweep any grass or vegetation from the radiator. 

(6) Let down the sides of all trucks that are equipped with collapsible sides. 

b. At the washracks, vehicles will be hosed down with high pressure (recommend minimum 90 psi) fresh water 
or steam (steam may remove valuable protective coatings) paying particular attention to undercarriages{ fender 
wells, axles, springs, bumpers, wheels and recessed areas. As a corrosion prevention measure, never 1use salt 
water for cleaning vehicles. 

c. Inspect each vehicle thoroughly to ensure that all soil is removed. Use a flashlight, screwdriver, or putty knife 
where necessary. The following are common inspection checkpoints: · 

(l) TOD access 

a Floor boards 

b Battery box 

c All storage/tool compartments 

d Motor compartments 

e Wheels and tires 

f Windshield base (Jeep M- 15 I) 

g Front and rear bumper hollows and braces 

h Radiator front 

i Truck beds 

j All olher spaces where soil might be found 

(2) Bottom access 

a. Fender wells, front and rear including access openings tor tall light wiring 

b. Rocker panels 

c. Frame, fore and aft 

d. Coil spring wells, front and rear 

e. Transmission support beam 

11-L-0559/0SD/2725 
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f. Rear suspension A-frame, pivot points and drain holes 

g. Trailer hitch bolt recess 

h. Front, side, and rear body lips 

i. Drive shaft tunnel 

j. Power take-offs 

k. Axle brackets 

1. Fuel tanks, between body and tank 

m. Transaxle brackets 

n. Leaf springs 

o. Air tank braces 

p. Drain and access holes (Gamma Goat M-561) 

q. Universal pint between body parts (Gamma Goat M-561) 

r. All other spaces where soil might be found 

4. Tracked Vehicles: The cleaning of tracked vehicles is by far the most difficult and time consuming I 
individual job of the entire operational washdown. It is strongly recommended that cleaning begin on board ship 
as soon as possible after-the final contingency or exercise because of the excessive amount of time required to 
properlyclean tracked vehicles. All soil impacted in the treads, around the rubber cleats, in the tread connectors, 
between and behind tread guides and roller supports, and all other spaces must be removed. The interiors must 
be soil free, including the battery box. The bilges may contain some sand, but only if it is mixed with sci.It water. 
If tracked vehicles are to be transported on aircraft, all salt water must be removed or contained in such! a way as 
to prevent contamination of aircraft with corrosive salt solution. Tracked vehicles may be cleaned in the ship's 
well deck, with enough space for one complete revolution of tread. Tracked vehicles may be cleaned on shore 
only if they can be backloaded without re-contaminating the treads. 

5. Supplies and Equipment: 

a. Thoroughly clean mount-out boxes, field desks, communications equipment, and similar items with hand 
brooms, rags, and other non-water methods. Give specific attention to cracks, crevices, and recesses. Personnel 
must clean pallets, including the supplies and equipment, of compacted soil and vegetation. If necessary, crews 
may have to break down pallet loads to accomplish the appropriate level of cleaning. Whereas padlocked boxes 
must also be inspected, 

responsible personnel with keys must be standing by, otherwise locks will be forced open. 

b. Camouflage nets, tentage, and canvas are difficult to properly clean. Hand cleaning, although time 
consuming, is the most effective method. 

c. Spread out tents and canvas on a pest free surface and swept down (no water) on both sides, paying ~ttention 
to seam and flaps. 
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d. Take ashore only essential personal gear during the washdown. Personal gear will not be inspected at the 
washdown site. However, all personal gear taken ashore is considered contaminated and will be cleaned and 
subject to an inspection. 

e. Individual weapons will bo Inspected by unit commanders or their designated representatives.: 

6. Illustrations of Specific Problem Areas By Vehicle Type (pages C-7 through C-1 8). 
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[!J Problem Areas - Figure C- 16 

1~· 1Problem A,~as • Figure C- 17 

I!] Problem Areas· Figure C- 18 

APPENDIX D. FLOW CHART OF TYPICAL OPERATIONAL 
WASHDOWN 

Q SBJ ~ 
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;iuv !, ·1 

~ -·-· D-2: PROSPECTIVE WASHDOWNFLOW CHART- HAIFA, ISRAEL 

------..... 

i ·=::..-----.._·_-.. -__ _.0-3: WASHDOWN SITE ROOSEVELT ROADS, PUERTO RICO 

J!:: 
I, ~,t..!.,. ~ 
1=---=-·.' D-4: WASHDOWN SITE- ROTA SPAIN 
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APPENDIX E. SAMPLE VEHICLE TAG (WHITE OR MANILA) 

Computer generated Jabels can be used if: 
technology is available. 

Tie these tags where they will be readily seen. A rearview mirror is a standard. 

W.A.SHDOWN c::t.EAltANCE 

0 VEBla..Bl:X.:11S"79.1. TYPE: /1799t 

DATE: °' bee. s:·:?. lNllIALS: s (; 
:D1Kr ,flV WHGEt. we~s 

VEHICLE TAG FOR FAILED INSPECTION 
(RED TAG) 

Computer generated labels can be used if technology is available. 

APPENDIX F. SAMPLE INSPECTION LOG BOOK ENTRY 

/0$' 
10 (; 

(()1 
1or 
It T 
t{O ,, , 
/12-

/ll 
1r../ 
11.r 

Sample Entry 
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APPENDIX G. SAMPLE LETTER FORMAT TO USDA 
OFFICIALS 

DISEASE VECTOR ECOLOGY AND CONTROL CENTER 
NAVAL AIR STATION, BOX 43 

JACKSONVILLE, FL 322 12 

4 December 92 

USDAAPHIS/PPQ 
NC Maritime Bldg., Room 2 l 6 
113 Arendell Street, P.O. Box 53 
Morehead City, NC 28557 

Dear Sir: 

The following ships were inspected alonng with their amphibious craft, vehicles, tanks, andequipmenti 

USS WASP 

USS 

USS 

All ships and lheir cargo are ready for CO NUS ani val. The inspection was satisfactorily completed and we 
recommend approval for acceptance. I can be contacted al (904) 772-2424 should you desire any additional 
information. 

R. J. Officer 
CDR MSC USN 
USDA ID NUMBER. ___ _ 

APPENDIX H. ADDRESSES OF USDA AND DOD OFFICES 
RESPONSIBLE FOR CLEARANCE AUTHORIZATION OR 
OTHER ASSISTANCE 

WEST COAST ADDRESSES 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, San Diego 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
P.O. BOX 434419 
San Diego, CA 92143-4419 
PH: (619) 428-7333 
FAX: (6 19) 428-7335 

USDA/Navy Liaison Coordinator, Camp Pendleton, CA 
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DSN: 526-3135 Comm: (619) 556-3135 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Long Beach, CA 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
300 South Fen-y Street (Terminal ls.) 
San Pedro, CA 9073 1 
PH: (310) 514-6174 
24 HRS ANSWERING MACHINE: (3 10) 5 14-6766 
FAX: (3 10) 514-6398 

USDA Plant and Quarantine, Portland, OR 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
520 3rd Street, Room 106 
Oakland, CA 94607 
PH: (510) 273-6276 
FAX: (5 10) 273-2969 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Seattle Area, WA 

USDAAPHIS/PPQ (Maritime) 
Jackson Federal Bldg. 
9 15 2nd Ave., Room 3 164 
Seattle, WA 98 17 
PH: (206) 553-4510 
FAX: (206) 553-2518 

USDAAPHIS/PPQ (Aircraft) 
Fife Buisness Park 
5009 Pacific Hwy East, Suite 20 
Tacoma, WA 98424 
PH: (206) 593-6364 
FAX: (206) 593-6325 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Pearl Harbor, HI 

USDA APHIS/PPW 
Honolulu International Airport 
P.O. Box 57 
Honolulu, HI 968 19 
PH: (808) 541-2952 ~ 24 HRS AVAILABILITY 
FAX: (808) 541-6325 

EAST COAST CONTACTS 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Jacksonville, FL 

USDAAPHIS/PPQ 
West Bay Street, Room 521 
P.O. Box 35003 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 
PH: (904) 232-2687 

11-L-0559/0SD/2731 
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USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Goldsboro, NC 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
P.O. Box 83 
Goldsboro, NC 27533 
PH: (919) 735-1941 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Morehead City, NC 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
NC Maritime Bldg., Room 2 16 
113 Arendell Street, P.O. Box 53 
Morehead City, NC 28557 
PH: (919) 726-4358 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Wilmington, NC 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
Rural Route 6, Box 53 
Wilmington, NC 28405 
PH: (919) 343-4667 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Norfolk, VA 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
Room 33 I, Federal Bldg. 
200 Granby Street 
Norfolk, VA 23510 
PH: (804) 441-3211/2/5· 
FAX: (804) 441-6267 

USDA Plant Protection and Quarantine, Celba, Puerto Rico 

USDA APHIS/PPQ 
US NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads 
Air Operations Bldg. 
Ceiba, PR 00636 
PH: (809) 885-3320 SAME NUMBER CAN BE USED AS FAX (CALL FIRST) 

DoDEXECUTIVE AGENT FOR MILITARY CUSTOMS INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Department of the Army 
ATTN: DALO-TSO-C 
Washington, DC 203 10 
PH: (703) 614-4081/82 
DSN: 224-4081 
FAX: xxx-7 124 
MSG ADDRESS: HQDA WASHDC//DALO-TSP-C// 

EUCOM EXECUTIVE AGENT 

Office of the Provost Marshal 
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HQ, USAREUR and Seventh Army 
ATTN:AEAPM-PO-EA 
FPO AE 09086-0107 
PH: (0621) 730-8381 
FAX: (0621) 730-6006 or 7324 
MSG ADDRESS: CINCUSAREURMANNHEIMGE//AEAPM-PO-EA// 

U.S. NA VY FLEET CUSTOMS INFORMATION 

Navy Environmental Health center, ATIN: 02E or 037 
2610 Walmer A venue, Suite A 
Norfolk, VA 
PH: (804) 444-7575, ext 261 
FAX: (804) 444-3672 
MSG ADDRESS: NAVENVIRHLTHCENNORFOLKV A//02E//or//037// 

USDA APHIS GENERAL INFORMATION 

USDA APHIS 
6505 Bellcrest Road, Room 639 
Hyattsville, MD 20782 
PH: (301) 436-8295 
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http://WWW.AFPMB.ORG/pubs/tims/tim3l.htm 

4/28/00 9:35 AM 



,--,, 

PROBLEM AREAS 

1. In the rear wheel wells, through the holes in the bracket, and at the bottom. 
2. On top of the plate that is underneath the transmission. 
3. Inside the OVM and battery boxes, underneath the seats. 
4. Under the front fender, in the V-shaped bracket that protects the wiring for the 

lights: both front fenders. 
5. Underneath, on top and in the holes of the suspension for the front wheels. 
6. In front of the grill. 

AFPMB C - 7 TIM31 
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PROBLEM AREAS 

1. In the battery box. 
2. Underneath the floor mats, both sides. 
3. Under and behind the seats, both sides. 
4. In the holes of the front, and rear. A-frames. 
5. In the light protecting, U-shaped brackets of the rear bumper; both sides. 

AFPM8 C-8 Tlt.431 
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PROBLEM AREAS 

1. Fuel tank filler tube where it enters vehicle body. 
i On top of fuel tank protector, 
3. Shackles on stabilizer bar. 
4. Top of front brake calipers. 
5. Inside cab underneath edge of floor mats, weapon rack area and spare tire area.' 
6. On top of transmission. 
7. Bottom of shocks where they join the axles. 
8. Above plastic protective plate behind vehicle's front tires. 
9. Rear bumper area (especially where plate covers wiring that leads to blackout 

lights). 
10. Hood vents. 

AFPMB C - 9 TIM S1 

11-L-0559/0SD/2736 



PROBLEM AREAS 

I. Inside the cab, underneath the vehicle floor mat edge. 
2. Underneath the seat. 
3. On top of the rim of the spare tire. 
4. The rear bed. 
5. Ledges underneath bumpers, front and rear quarter panels. 
6. Front of grill and tray under radiator. 

C - 1 0 llM31 
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PROBLEM AREAS 

, . Twigs and/or debris in vent openings. 
2. Between the rear wheel brake drums and the steel rim of the wheel. 
3 .. On.top of front suspension components. 
4. On top of transmission. 
5. On the fuel inlet tube, where it' bends, just before it comes in contact with the body 

of the vehicle; view it from underneath. 
6. Rear bumper area, especially behind the U-shaped protective plate that protects 

the wiring for the blackout lights. 
7. Twigs and/or debris in bed of vehicle. 
8. On top of the rim, of the spare tire. 
9. Front area of grill. 

11M31 
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PROBLEM AREAS 

1. Inside cab underneath edge of floor mats. 
2. Underneath seat. 
3. Spare tire mounting. 
4. Underneath van and along the sides of the bed. 
5. Ledges of the rear quarter panels, bumpers (front and rear). 
6. Front Grill area and bottom of radiator. 

C - 1 2 TIM31: 
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PROBLEM AREAS 
1. Inside the cab, underneath vehicle floor mat edge. 
2. Underneath the seat. 
3. On top. of the rim of the spare tire. 
4. Ledges underneath bumpers, front and rear quarter panels. 
5. Front grill and tray under radiator. 
6. Leaves and twigs in the vent openings. 

AFPMB c- 13 l1M31 
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PROBLEM AREAS 

1. Under and behind both seats of cab. 
2. Clean the floor of truck bed. 

3. Between the brake drui:n and steel rim .of wheel, of all rear wheels. 
4. Underneath the ·platform for the OVM box and battery box. 
5. Between the dual wheels, on the outer edge' of the steel rim of each wheel, 
6. On the ledges of the frame cross members. 
7. On the ledges of the large channels which compose the main frame. 
-8. Drain plug of rear differential. 
9. On top of leaf spring shackles 
10. in the bracket between the rear wheels, from the outside. 
11. In the bracket between the rear wheels, from the inside. 
12. On the bottom ledge of the very rear cross member, and in the corners. 

C • 14 
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PROBLEM AREAS 

1. Inside the front and rear fenders, remove fenders for inspection. 
2. On top of the track tensioners. 
3. Remove twigs and debris from grills and surrounding areas. 
4. Underneath all floor plates inside; remove and leave loose for inspection. 
5. The inside edges of all road wheels: from underneath and from the outside also. 
6. bn top of all axles for the road wheels an~ end wheels. 

NOTE: Tracks are a MAJOR PROBLEM, clean thoroughly. 

AFPMB C • 1 5 TIM31! 
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1. Twigs and debris in the cracks and crevices of the top surfaces of the -tank.
2. On top of the axles for both front and rear wheels.
3. On the inside of all road wheels and end wheels; from underneath and from the

outside also.
4. On top of the axles for all road wheels, and on top of all tensioners.
5. On the support rollers, in the ledges, between the rubber surfaces.
6. On the support rollers, the inside surfaces; from the inside and outside.
7. Inside the tank, clean the floor, around the driver’s footpedals.

NOTE: Tracks are a MAJOR PROBLEM, clean thoroughly.

C - 1 6 ' TIM 31
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11-L-0559/OSD/2743



PROBLEM AREAS

1. Twigs and debris in the cracks and crevices of the top surfaces of the tank.
2. On top of the axles for both front and rear wheels.
3. On the inside of all road wheels and end wheels; from underneath and from the

outside also.
4. On top of the axles for all road wheels, and on top of all tensioners.
5. On the support rollers, in the ledges, between the rubber surfaces.
8. On the support rollers, the inside surfaces; from the inside and outside.
7. Inside the tank, clean the floor, around the driver’s  footpedals.

NOTE: Tracks are a MAJOR PROBLEM, clean thoroughly.

AFPMB c - 17 Tth431

,- ..-._ .- “. . ,. --” ,, ,. -
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PROWEM  AAFAS

1, Twigs and debris in the cracks and crevices of the top surfaces of the tank.
2. On top of the axles for both front and rear wheels.
3. On the inside of all road wheels and end wheels: from underneath and from the

outside also.
4. On top of the axles for all road wheels, and on top of all tensioners.
5. On the support rollers, in the ledges, between the rubber surfaces.
6. On the support rollers, the inside surfaces; from the inside and outside.
7. Inside the tank, clean the floor, around the driver’s footpedals.

NOTE: Tracks are a MAJOR PROBLEM, clean thoroughly.

AFPMB C - 1 8 TIM 311
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Washdown Flow Chart - Haifa, Israel
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Washdown Site - Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico

II - IWDICATES Dim VEHICLE  RDUTE

cl - IMDI~TES Clun VElllCtE RllUE DOESN’T MECESWULY
IMPLY TIUT VEHlQE UM BEEN TAGGED.

. - OIJU TIRES ARE RACED IN TRUCK BED FOR CLEAUIIIG AT
WWIWCKS.

AFPMB D-3
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Washdown Site - Rota, Spain

1
I

o-4 TIM 31
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March 28,200l 5:45 PM

TO: General Hugh Shelton, Chairman, JCS

FROM:
/

Donald Rumsfeld ‘L-
1

SUBJECT: Operational Concepts

I am told the Joint Staff has a number of so-called vignettes that are examples of
various types of operational concepts-peacekeeping, non-combatant evacuation,
disaster effort, crisis in the Taiwan Straits (short of conflict), and the like. Could
you please have those sent to me or have someone brief me on them?

--”

It sounds like that might be what we are looking for by way of operational
concepts.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
032X01-10
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March 31,200l 1:19 Pl’

TO: Paul Wolfowitz ~

FROM: ?ADonald Rumsfeld , I

SUBJECT: Frank Gaffney Americun Spectator Article

Please find out what Gaffney’s article on CTBT is about and give me a briefing.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
033101-9

!JO67$7

Attach.
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Center for Security Policy
SECURITY FORUM
No. 01-F 26
29 March 2001

Needed: Adult Supervision on C.T.B.T.

(Washington, D.C.): One could be forgiven for assuming that the rejection of
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) by a majority of the U.S. Senate, the
election of a President who campaigned on a platform noting his opposition to
that accord and his appointment of a Secretary of Defense and a National Security
Advisor who had publicly denounced this treaty would convey to even the most
dim-witted government bureaucrats that the CTBT was a dead-letter. If so, one
would be wrong. As a column published by Center President Frank J. Gaffney, Jr.
in the American Spectator Online on Monday makes clear, the arms control
nomenklatura that the Bush-Cheney team has inherited from its predecessor is
aggressively seeking to implement the CTBT as though the Treaty had been ratified by
the Senate and endorsed by the new President,

As Mr. Gaffney reports, presumably low-level Defense Department apparatchiks
are the ones responsible for circulating a directive that declares, among other
things: “The new administration has not issued any specific guidance on the CTBT
implementation. Until such guidance is issued, DOD will continue with ongoing
implementation programs and projects.” (Emphasis added.)

Clearly, the Bush Administration must provide guidance on the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty forthwith. By formally directing the Department of Defense and other
agencies to cease and desist with the implementation of an accord that is neither
verifiable, equitable nor consistent with U.S. national security interests, official
energies and scarce taxpayer resources can be redirected to other, more useful
purposes.

A Dead Clinton Treaty Given New Life
By Frank J. Gaffney, Jr.
The American Spectator Online, 25 March 200 1

In October 1999, the United States Senate did an extraordinary thing, An absolute
majority of senators -- far more than the 34 needed -- voted to reject a major
international arms control agreement: the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).
In so doing, the “world’s greatest deliberative body” fulfilled its constitutional
role as a check-and-balance on the executive branch’s treaty-making power.

At the time and thereafter, candidate George W. Bush endorsed the majority’s
view that this Clinton treaty was unverifiable, fatally flawed and incompatible
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with US, national security interests. The man he tapped to serve as his secretary
of defense, Donald Rumsfeld, was one of six former Pentagon chiefs who publicly
urged the CTBT’s defeat. And as recently as February 22, the national security
advisor to now-President Bush, Condoleezza Rice, confirmed that the President
and his administration did not believe the CTBT could be verified or effective
in curbing proliferation.

It is hard to believe, therefore, that what either the majority of the Senate
or the President intended was for the U.S. government to proceed with the
implementation of the CTBT as though it had been ratified. Yet that is precisely what
holdovers from the Clinton administration and career arms control apparatchiks eviden il,
have in mind -- and will undertake to do if left to their own devices.

Such officials’ brazen contempt of Congress, their manifest disregard for constitutional
processes, and their utter indifference to the express desires of the incumbent
President is captured in a memorandum currently being circulated in the Department
of Defense (DOD). It baldly declares that “the new administration has not issued
any specific guidance on the CTBT implementation. Until such guidance is issued,
DOD will continue with ongoing implementation programs and projects.”

Y

The acronym-laced memorandum goes on to detail all the expensive ways in which ~
such implementation will proceed. These include the following:

“The U.S. will continue its support of the implementation preparations by the
Preparatory Commission (PrepCorn)” that was “established on November 19, 1996
for the purpose of carrying out the necessary preparations for the effective
implementation of the verification regime of the Treaty.”

“The DOD will continue to participate in all matters associated with the mandate
of the PrepCorn. The DOD will maintain the necessary representation needed to
support ongoing actions during PrepCom Plenary sessions and send experts and
advisors as needed to support the U.S. Vienna Delegation, the PrepCorn, its Working
Groups, and the Provisional Technical Secretariat (PTS).”

“DOD will support relevant aspects of the provisional system of verification
and monitoring facilities required by the CTBT (i.e., the provisional International
Monitoring System (IMS)) as these systems and facilities add value to U.S. monitoring~
capabilities, By the end of 4th Quarter FY02, DOD will install the full network ~
of U.S. IMS facilities. Following installation, DOD will operate and maintain
all IMS facilities in the U.S. on a continuing basis and will cooperate with
the PrepCom on the certification of these facilities and ask the PTS to provide ~
operational funding following station certification.”

“DOD will also continue to operate the prototype International Data Center (IDC)
through its transition to the PrepCom in accordance with the approved transition ~
plan. The prototype IDC will serve as an integral part of the development, deploymentj
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and employment of U.S. monitoring capabilities. The DOD will provide a long-term
sustainment program to calibrate and maintain a state of the art capability at
the IDC.”

“DOD will support those activities and operations necessary to implement, verify,
and comply with CTBT requirements, including the necessary long-lead items required
in advance of entry into force such as: facilities, logistics; personnel, operational
training, on-site inspection procedures and associated workshops, field exercises,
and mock inspections.”

The memo even goes so far as to say that “the DOD will work with Congress to
address concerns raised during the 1999 Senate hearings. The DOD will consider
an enhanced verification regime, including additional and improved sensors and
procedures, to supplement or replace the current treaty-required monitoring suite.”
In other words, the Bush-Rumsfeld Defense Department will be working to encourage
the Senate to view more kindly a treaty that neither Mr. Bush nor Mr. Rumsfeld
favors.

Obviously, there is an urgent need for adult supervision with respect to the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. While the administration may wish to wait until
the review of U.S. nuclear forces it has underway is completed before it takes
the sorts of steps required to maintain a credible deterrent for the foreseeable
future -- notably, resuming limited underground nuclear testing -- it should
act at once to terminate the backdoor implementation of the CTBT.

NOTE: The Center’s publications are intended to invigorate and enrich the debate
on foreign policy and defense issues. The views expressed do not necessarily
reflect those of all members of the Center’s Board of Advisors.
The above publication of the Center for Security Policy can be found, fully formatted
and hyperlinked to related documents, on the World Wide Web at the following
address: http://www.security-policy.org/papers/2001/01-F26.html
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T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S E
W A S H I N G T O N

APR 3 2001

Honorable Frank C. Carlucci
Honorable William J. Perry
The Carlyle Group
100 1 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Frank and Bill:

My apologies for the delay in getting back to you on
your letter of February 1 Sth,

There is no question but that we are going to have
to tackle the infrastructure issue. I’ve been impressed with.
the BENS Tail-to-Tooth Commission report, and
congratulate you folks for good work. What I may do is
ask the two of you come in and meet with some of the key
staff folks who are working on those types of things here in
the department.

I

lJ0681
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THECARLYLEGROUP
100 1 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-2505

(202)347-2626
(202)347-1818 (Fax)

February 15,200l

Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld
Department of Defense
Rm. 3E880
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000

Dear Don,

Thanks for the lunch last Friday. It was great seeing you in such good spirits even
if you are “all alone.” I

We thought it useful to follow up on our discussions on the need for reductions
the infrastructure of the Department - and how that might best be done. Over the past
three years, the two of us have served as senior advisors to the BENS Tail-to-Tooth
Commission. We believe the Commission has addressed the most critical areas that
must be tackled if we are to cut the cost of defense infrastructure and re-invest the
savings in modernization and other priority programs.

I*in

Because the “what to do” is so well known, the beauty of the Commission’s
report is not in the issues it identifies - rather, it is the focus on implementation, the “h w
to do it,” that sets it apart.

We have taken the liberty of enclosing copies of this package and would be happy
to discuss it with you or your staff. Or, perhaps more helpful, we would be pleased to ~
introduce to you, or to whomever you might designate, the Commissioners who put this
effort together.

Best regards, I

Sincerely, Sincerely, ~

&ran C. Carlucci
&

William J. Perry ~
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TO: Paul Wolfowitz
General- Shelton
General Myers
Steve Cambone
Chris Williams
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

DATE: April 5,200l

SUBJECT: Attached

Take a look at this letter from General Pace. Why don’t you visit among
yourselves and then come back to me with a recommendation as to whether or I
any of that is something that we ought to consider.

It’s interesting and probably a good idea, but I wonder if we have the time.

DHWazn
040501.05
Attach.
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REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
UNITED STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF

3511 NW 9lST AVENUE
MIAMI, FL 331724217

April 2,200l
Commander in Chief

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000

Mr. Secretary,

Thank you for this opportunity to participate in the Defense Strategy Review (DSR). The draft c
you gave me last Monday represents a watershed opportunity to open dialogue, focus our best intell
allocate resources to achieve the vision of sustained national preeminence in the 21” century.

The enclosures enumerate my general and specific comments on the draft DSR. The draft incorE
many substantive ideas worthy of further development. While not a National Security or National I
strategy, it is nonetheless an excellent review of possibilities. The DSR postulates potential environ
priorities without providing a path to get there. It is not complete, but therein lies its value and the 1
my proposed way ahead.

To translate the draft DSR into an actionable document, I first recommend you ask Congress to c
requirement for a Quadrennial Defense Review one year so you can focus on where you want to go
you want to get there. Then I recommend you initiate a series of executive offsites to flesh out the 1
ideas, generate consensus amongst senior leaders, and produce a National Military Strategy that pro
road map for resource allocation.

Your Service Chiefs and CINCs will embrace your vision and will produce the transformation
recommendations required to sustain our national supremacy. Still, too large a group would be unw
therefore, I recommend a two step process. First, a series of offsites attended by you, DEPSECDEF
senior DOD civilians, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, and your CINCs to develop the strategy. 1
series of offsites attended by you, DEPSECDEF, other senior DOD civilians, the Chairman and Vie
Chairman, and your Service Chiefs to develop the force structure and resource allocation to execute
strategy.

Properly focused offsites, supported by professional facilitators and scribes, will require siguificz
commitment by your senior leaders. This is appropriate and justified, given the power of shared
brainstorming, the resultant unity of effort and corporate buy-in, and the importance of the desired I

Again, Sir, thank you for soliciting my opinions.

Enclosures

PETER PACE
Gen’eral, U.S. Marine Corps

Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command

IPY that
ret, and

orates

Iilitary
nents and
;enesis of

elay the
md how
,SR
ides a

eldy;
Other

len, a

hat

nt

11-L-0559/OSD/2757



April 5, 2001

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

CC:

From:

Acting General Counsel, Mr. Dell’Ot-to

Rudy de Leon, R

Subject: Naming Buildings

Mr. Secretary:

You asked whether the Department has a policy about naming
buildings. Working with the Acting General Counsel and his staff,
we were able to develop the following information.

Within federal law the Administrator of the General Services
Administration is authorized to name GSA buildings, However, in
the Department of Defense there is not a delegated authority for
naming buildings. Interestingly enough, there is a DOD Directive
on designating and naming aerospace vehicles (it was issued by
former Deputy Secretary Will Taft and it requires coordination
between the service secretary and the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Public Affairs when naming an aircraft).

While not authorized in law, each military service has a policy
regarding the naming of buildings, rooms and other facilities on
military installations.

The Army policy states that:

> Only deceased persons will be memorialized;

p Facilities should be named for persons with ranks or
grades comparable to those of the main users;

> Commanders who make selections should (a) honor
deceased heroes or other distinguished and women of all
races in our society, (b) present them as inspirations to
their fellow soldiers, employees, and other citizens.
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The Navy policy is similar. It includes:

k Names will be selected to honor deceased members of
the naval services. In exceptional cases, where it is
uniquely appropriate, living members of the naval service
may be so honored. Preference should be given to
names of deceased persons.

The Air Force and Marine Corps guidelines are similar,

Congress, through the annual authorizations acts, also establishes
names for facilities. Some Congressional examples include:

> Designation of the National Maritime Center, Norfolk,
Virginia;

5= GV Sonny Montgomery Training Range at Camp Shelby,
Mississippi;

> Michael O’Callaghan Military Hospital, Las Vegas,
Nevada (this individual is still living, was the former
Governor of Nevada, and is a decorated veteran of the
Korean war).

> Frank Tejeda Military Family Housing at Lackland Air
Force Base (Congressman Tejeda died of cancer, and
was a Vietnam Veteran).

> Richard C. Shelby Center for Missile Intelligence,
Alabama.

Additionally, President Reagan named a Nimitz class aircraft carrier
in honor of Senator John Stennis and President Clinton agreed to
name successive Nimitz class carriers after Presidents Harry
Truman and Ronald Reagan.
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There are two options for the future:

Option One: The Acting General Counsel of the Department
drafts a Department wide provision for the Secretary of
Defense, establishing a clear and common policy with
respect to the naming of buildings and facilities.

Option Two: The Acting General Counsel prepares a
briefing on this topic for the Service Secretaries who, in
conjunction with the Secretary of Defense, agree to a
common framework on the naming of facilities.
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March 20,200l 652 PT$

TO: Rudy de Leon

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Naming Buildings etc.

Do we have a policy about naming things for living people? I was-someplace
recently, and it was a great big place named for someone in Congress who is alil
and on the committee.

Please advise.

DHR:dh
032001-13
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April 3, 2001

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

From: Rudy de Leon PA

Re: Authorization Act Expansion

Mr. Secretary:

Judy Ansley sent you a letter discussing the growth in the
size of the annual defense authorization bill. She also referenced
the fact that each year the administration presents certain
legislative initiatives to the Congress.

In the late 50’s and throughout the 1960’s the annual
defense authorization bill focused largely on pay and personnel
issues. Special provisions in law were required to establish military
pay and benefit levels, and one-year appropriations bills could not
include permanent Title X provisions,

In the mid-1970’s, the Armed Services Committees
expanded their oversight to include Research and Development
and Procurement Subcommittees. By 1981, the Committees
expanded to include Readiness Subcommittees. The expansion of
the authorization process beyond military personnel to include
hardware and O&M greatly expanded the legislative output of the
committees.

As the Armed Services Committees became engaged in
more and more issues, and as the legislative product of the
committees became greater, the Department of Defense would
annually submit legislative requests along with its budget.

The bulk of these requests deal with special pay authorities,
requests to increase various contracting authorities, and
modifications to existing law.

These are some of the items being considered for
presentation with the Fiscal 02 Budget:

uO71c)l 101II
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Acquisition:
> Government-Industry Personnel Exchange
> Clarification of Indemnification-Transfer of

Government Surplus property

Personnel:
> Accession Bonus and Continuation Pay for

Officers in Critical Skills
g Federal Student Loan Deferments for Military

Service
> Enlisted Accession and Retention Bonuses

and Aviator Special Pay
Policy:

> Consolidation of Authorities Relating to DOD
Regional Centers for Security Studies

> Enhancement of Commercial Sales of Defense
Articles and Services for Resale Abroad

Comptroller:
> Elimination of the Social Security Military Wage

Credits (a $320 m cost if we had to budget)

‘The acting General Counsel is working with the staff to scrub these
initiatives. Following the staff review, they are examined by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense. He forwards the legislative
proposals to the OMB for final approval before they are sent to
Congress. It is likely that this list will be expanded to include
legislative initiatives that come out of your strategic review.
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March 27,200l 7:13 A@
I

TO: Rudy de Leon

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 9
SUBJECT: Authorization Act

Here is a letter I got from Judy Ansley saying that a lot of the legislative
provisions in the law and the conference report were the result of requests for
changes in the law from the Executive Branch.

What is she referring to?

Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
032701-25
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March 19, 2001

Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Thank you very much for taking the time today to meet with
me to discuss policy positions at the Department of Defense; ~
During this time of tremendous turmoil and change in the world,
I would welcome the opportunity to join your team as you search
for solutions to the problems confronting our military and our
naticon.

During our meeting, we discussed the significant increa$e in
the level of Congressional-involvement in the national security
arena. As an example, I mentioned the difference in the siz of
the annual national defense authorization bill from 1975 1corn ared
to last year's bill. As requested, the following are the
specific statistics on each:

l Fiscal Year 1976 National Defense Authorization Act
(adopted in 1975): Conference report was 75 pages long,
of which 17 pages were legislation.

i t
. Fiscal Year 2001 National Defense Authorization Act

(adopted in 2000): Conference report was 988 pages
long, of which 534 pages were legislation.

In fairness to the Congress, I would note that the
legislative package the Armed Services Committee received frc
the Pentagon last year was hundreds of pages long. You will
that the vast majority of the legislative provisions contain!
last year's Conference Report were the result,of requests fo:
changes in the law from the Executive Branch.

Again, thank you for your time and consideration.

~find
d in

Deputy Staff Director
Senate Committee on Armed Services

11-L-0559/OSD/2765



April 2, 2001

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

From: Rudy de Leon G

c c : Andy Marshall

Subject: Comments on the Draft Defense Strategy Review

I have examined Andy Marshall’s Draft 03/08/01 and have had the opportunity to have two
discussions with him on the document. It is thoughtful and should provide for a needed
discussion of the kind of military capabilities needed by the United States in the 21” C/entury.

In terms of actual edits, I will provide some further suggested edits directly to Andy Marshall. I
want to use this brief memo to discuss larger trends.

A new century begins as the old one ended. America is the world’s military and economic
super-power. This brings both challenge and responsibility. Our area of responsibility~ (AOR)
will not be one region but continue to be the entire world. The dynamics of the global
will force us to spend more time and energy looking across the Pacific. But, Europe a F

conomy
d the

Middle East will continue to be areas of major interest. So, too, will be Mexico and Latin
America.

In terms of the needed military capabilities for this period, the paper continues to build~on the
unique technological advantages of our country:

l Our ability to strike an adversary at a distance greater than the adversary may strike us
back, and to thus deter that adversary from using force;

l Logistics and Mobility that sustain our forces and that give us global reach; ~

l Skilled military leadership that is professional in the planning and execution of military
operations; and

l Communications and Intelligence systems that provide both strategic and situational
awareness in almost any circumstance. ~

The Marshall paper provides a framework for looking at how we can maintain these ad~vantages
in the future. In my discussions with Andy, I raised these points:

- We should address the tension that exists between tools designed to win long rangy wars
and how they differ from those best suited to deter conflict:
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k The loss of rationality since the Cold War, portrayed by Saddam Hussein’s occpsionally
irrational use of his military, complicates our efforts to dissuade him when we are relying
on weapons built to provide striking power for our forces, Forces dedicated to
presence/deterrence make an unambiguous statement of commitment to both friends
and enemies. But these may not necessarily be the best forces for combat if deterrence
fails.

- The merits of experimentation and innovation are well addressed. The importance/ of
experimentation should cause us to build on service experimentation and training, and
incorporate joint and combined experimentation.

p A model that merits potential application of this is the Combined Air-Intelligence-Ops
Center employed in Southern NATO Operations.

h US CINC JOINT FORCES COMMAND should be tasked to develop a joint and ~
combined experimentation proposal that builds upon his existing work on interoperability.

> The US efforts in joint experimentation, once initiated, should be expanded to include
joint experimentation with our major allies and coalition partners. For the foreseeable
future we are likely to deploy with our allies and be shoulder-to-shoulder partners during
deployments. We should invite them to be part of our experimentation. This will help
prevent interoperability problems and force our allies to get serious about investing in
their required future capabilities.

- We must incorporate a method to identify “breakout technologies”, those that chan$e the
way we think about the battlefield.

k Just as GPS and cruise missiles broke us out from past ways to operate/strike, what
technologies may cause future shifts? Global Hawk and Unmanned Combat Air Vehicle
(a UCAV with a weapon) are two that might fit the bill. However, for these technologies
to be fielded in a timely way the requirements process must become much more
disciplined and focus on the “capable” technology rather than the “perfect” technology.

- We should address Information Operations as an operation challenge and not sim ‘ly a
technology. This means we must change the focus from beyond hardware and ne

”
orks to

the content of our information operations. Both offense and defense need new thi king.

> We have serious vulnerabilities (nothing can sink shipboard morale faster than
e-mails) and have put little effort into the content of both offensive and defensiv

the information.

p For example, we knew Milosevic had secret, out-of-country bank accounts but could not
influence his countrymen with that information.

- The United States must also continue its efforts with the asymmetric threats and the
development of capabilities to deal with:

2
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.

Counter-terrorism and Consequence Management. Can we stop the terrorist gttack
from occurring, and if that fails, can we provide civil support to law enforcement to
restore order and confidence.

I
Counter-intelligence. The greatest threat to our advances in technology may ,ome fromc
within. Can we protect our secrets?

~
Ballistic and Cruise Missile Defense. I

Information Network Security. Can we protect and defense the information systems that
have become essential to our economic success and national security? I

Medical Readiness: Can we take care of our troops by safeguarding their health on the
battlefield of the future?

- Efforts to reduce uncertainty must be balanced. Throughout history, nations’ militaries have
been largely unsuccessful in achieving a satisfactory level of certainty about adversaries’
capabilities and intentions.

P In ambiguous times, we must consider investment in resources that thrive on uncertainty
vice chasing the ideal of complete knowledge.

The Marshall paper is an excellent tool for identifying the military capabilities needed for the
United States to . . . Deter. . . Dissuade . . . Win

In addition there needs to be a piece that outlines the national security strategy that will1 fully
utilize these military capabilities. For example the National Security Commission (Rudlman-
Hart-Gingrich) discusses the following:

American national security strategy must find its anchor in US national security interests,
interests that must be both protected and advanced for the fundamental well being of
American society. We define these interests at three levels: survival interests, without
which America would cease to exist as we know it; critical interests, which are causally
one step removed from survival interests; and significant interests, which impo!antly
affect the global environment in which the United States must act.

Interesting enough, while the Commission proposes the elimination of the two major regional
conflict policy, it does not offer substitute thinking on the alternative.

That is the remaining work. Specifically, in a dangerous world, how should the force structure
be sized. I
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TO:

FROM:

cc :

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Rudy Deleon

Donald Rumsfeld Jb

Andy Marshall

March 26,200l

Defense Strategy

By this memo I am requesting that you read Our latest version of the defense
strategy. Then please dictate your comments and thoughts, and send both Andy
and me a copy.

DHRlazn
0325601.03
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April 3,200l

To:

From:

Secretary Rumsfeld

Rudy de Leon R

cc: Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz

Re: Counter-Drug Mission

You asked “is it conceivable that we could figure out a way to reduce our
involvement in the counter-drug mission” raising optempo concerns, etc.

Based on your earlier inquiries on op-tempo, the Director of the Joint Staff
prepared a briefing that showed the “mission creep” in the counter-drug
mission since the original tasking back in 1989.

In fact, over time the regional CINC South has steadily increased mission
tasking and presence in the region.

The Director of the Joint Staff has presented this briefmg to Deputy
Secretary Wolfowitz. In turn, Dr. Wolfowitz has directed that policy
options be prepared for further consideration.
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March 26,200l 6:47 PM

TO: Rudy de Leon

c c : Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
3

SUBJECT: Counter-Drug Mission

Do you think it is conceivable that we could figure out a way to reduce our
involvement in the counter-drug mission? I don’t know enough of the backgroi’d
to know how it all got started and where the pressure points are.

It certainly seems to contribute adversely to optempo.

Please let me know what you think,

DHR:dh
032601-17
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April 3,200l

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

From: Rudy de Leon k

Re: Enlisted Advisors and BAH Rates

Mr. Secretary:

Admiral Tracey reports that she has draft legislation that would give
the Secretary of Defense the authority to adjust BAH rates mid-year
if circumstances merit. The services are discussing this issue right
now and trying to determine the threshold that would trigger an out
of cycle adjustment.

With respect to the west coast (California and Washington state),
the BAH rates were adjusted in January to provide extra dollars for
higher utility rates.

She also believes that the BAH process needs a mechanism to
foresee rate increases that are accelerating because of
extraordinary circumstances (like the soaring energy rates on the
west coast).

At the same time, nq single formula will ever get it budgeted exactly
right. This will put pressure on the Department, and, from time to
time necessitate supplemental funding.
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TO: Rudy de Leon

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: BAI-I

March 27,2OOl 6:29 AM

I am told we can only change BAH once a year, and with the California energy~
crisis, it is a problem. That might be a law we want to adjust. I got that from tl/e
senior enlisted folks,

ThElIlkS.

DHR:dh
032701-10
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February 24,200l 8:59 A

TO: RDML Quinn

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Subject Areas

he list of things that we are go

DHR:dh
022401-l
*****************S********************~**************~*********~

DATE/TIME:

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
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systems to axe

DD-21 (restructure)
convert JSF program to two 1
programs--one for a ship-based
long range bomber, one for a
foUow-on to the F-111, which
be based in both UK and Australia

kill Crusader
terminate M-l/A2 upgrades
terminate M-2/3 upgrades
kill Comanche
stop F-22 at 150 a/c
Osprey still makes sense if it

can be made to work
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Tough choices
Get ready for war-over which weapons and forces
prevail as the Bush team tries to shake up

BY RICHARD J. NEWMAN

I

n the next big war, the Pentagon plans
to field a general’s dream team.
Stealthy F-2% and Joint Strike Fight-
ers will take out opposing missiles and

airplanes before the enemy even knows
they’re there. Sleek new aircraft carriers
will bring massive striking power to the
enemy’s doorstep. The Army will deploy
LS,OOO troops anywhere in the world,
within just five days. Swarms of marines
in v-22 heli-planes will zoom behind
enemy lines. The U.S. force would be SO
swift and muscular that an enemy would
have little chance of lasting more than a
few days.

Unless, that is, the rest of the world de-
cides it doesn’t want to play by the Pen-
tagon’s rules. That’s exactly what hap-
pened last month in a secret government
war game. The exercise, set in 2005, had
China attacking Taiwan, seeking to reunify
it with the mainland. Washington jumped
in on Taiwan’s side. But the Pentagon’s
sleek array of wonder weapons came up
short. Three aircraft carriers had to stay SO
far offshore-out of range of Chinese anti-
ship missiles-that their 250 jets couldn’t
even reach mainland China. Japan and
South Korea, understandably leery of at-
tack by Chinese ballistic missiles, refused
to let U.S. fighter jets use their airfields.
With no bases on the Asian mainland,
Army troops sat out the war. The only ef-
fective American weapons were smart
bombs dropped by B-2 bombers and long-
range cruise missiles launched from afar.

You say you want a revolution. Fact or fit-
tion? War-gaming’s an inexact science at
best, but President Bush and his new de-
fense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, will
have to address some of the tough ques-
tions raised by last month’s exercise as
they move to overhaul the government’s
most sprawling and intractable bureau-
cracy. Last week, Bush repeated his cam-
paign call for what could amount to the
biggest military shake-up since Congress
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The nrimarv focuk. though, will be on

Blunder from below, how the Greeneville’ crew o\erlooked  the
Ehime Maru. Navy p
before practicing an

t

cedures dictate that
mergency  blow, a sub

must scan the surfa e of the surroundina
sea for other ships.
the surface and
high as 30 feet into
ited visibilitv near

How to explain a ‘one in a billion’disaster? skipper should have een able to see about
5 miles in every dir Navy officials

BY RICHARD J. NEWMAN by a Greeneville crew member. Waddle, completed ose scans. Once they
But the civilians’ involvement has com-

W hat a cool tale to bring back to your plicated the disaster and rocked the Navy o feet and began the
friends: going to sea on a nuclear- on its heels. “I can’t forgive the fact that procedures that wo
powered attack submarine, stand- civilians were allowed to operate the sub-

ing atop the conninp:  tower as the boat slices marine,” savs Rvoichi Miva. first mate on than 10 minutes ela sed durine that time.
&O&-I  ocean swells,  and, most ex-
citing of all, manning the controls
during tricky maneuvers.

The Pentagon routinely puts
“distinguished visitors” aboard its
most impressive weapons systems to
show off its toys and familiarize the
public with military life. (This re-
porter, like many other defense writ-
ers, was given an opportunity to
drive a submarine.) But that tactic
mushroomed into a public-relations
nightmare last week after the uss
Greeneville’s tragic collision with a
Japanese trawler about 9 miles off
the Bawaiian coast. The ship sank
within minutes, killing nine Japan-
ese, including four high school stu-
dents learning about commercial
fishing. After mishandling early in-
quiries into the accident, the Navy
finally revealed that 16 business and
civic leaders were aboard the
Greeneville when it struck the
Ehime Mar-u. Not just that: Two of
the guests were manning control
stations when the collision occurred,
as the Greeneville was practicing an
emergency surfacing procedure.

Blows and wings. The civilians may
have had nothing to do with the ac-
cident. But the large number of vis-
itors was said by some officials to be
more than double the usual number
allowed, and President Bush has or-
dered a review of the Navy’s visita-
tion policy. One visitor sat at a yoke that
controls the sub’s rudder and bow planes,
the small “wings” at the front of the sub.
During the surfacing procedure-known as
an “emergency blow”-those controls mere-
ly need to remain straight and level, as they
apparently did. The other guest held down
a switch for a few seconds, letting air into
the ballast tanks. No snafu there either, The
controls that really matter during the emer-
gencyblow-the large stern planes that di-
rect the sub up or down-were operated

the Ehime Maru. Officials of the National
Transportation Safety Board, charged with
investigating the accident, complained the
Navy stonewalled them. One factor inves-
tigators are sure to probe: whether the vis-
itors-many of whom were crammed into
the control room-distracted the crew,
‘When I was in command,” says retired
Rear Adm. Hank McKinney,  former head
of submarine forces in the Pacific, “I would
let civilians operate the diving planes-but
only under controlled conditions,”

e of the visitors who

haze, or in a backdrop of land similar in
color to the Ehime I~‘.aru. The fishing ship
mayhavebeen approachingtheGreenevilIe
head-on, presenting the slimmest profile.
Still, the Greeneville’s sonar should have
picked up somethin . That raises the pos-
sibility of a malfu on compounded by a
mistake. ‘The oddest bing,”  says McKinney,
“is that the chances of these two ships col-
liding are one in a bilion.”  l

With Peter Had?eld  in Tokyo
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military priorities, improved
defense of U.S. “space as-
sets”-a huge portion of mili-
tary communications now
travels through satellites.
Other weapons of the future
might be little more than
truck-mounted launchers
that fire long-range precision
munitions, avision  most Pen-
tagon planners have so far re-
jected. ‘The ‘revolution in mil-
itaryaffairs’mayhavewonthe
war for rhetoric,” argues
Cindy Williams of the Mass-
achusetts Institute of Tech-
nology in a new book, Hold-
iq&Line,“‘butithaslostthe
war for dollars.”

Winning the war for dol-
lars-where Congress has
the final say-won’t be easy.

Ben. William Kernan wlth President Gush at Naval Station Norfolk, Va.
l Wew architecture. . . cfor] a revolution in the technology of war.”

Information technology-
the backbone of the revolution Marshall
describes-has none of the sex appeal of
an F-22. “Data links,” muses Owens, the
former vice chairman of the joint chiefs.
“Boy, does that get boring for people who
didn’t even understand the acronym when
you threw it on the table.” And the kind of
major experiments that would be neces-
sary to develop new weapons could tie up
forces now consumed with more immedi-
ate demands. “Our experimentation is
pretty marginal,” admits one admiral. “But
we don’t have any ships available to do it.”

The biggest crunch may come over
Bush’s promise to build a national missile
defense system as soon as technically fea-
sible. Bush has yet to outline a specific
plan. But President Clinton’s plan would
have cost an estimated $60 billion, and

Bush has vowed a much more thorough-
and presumably more expensive-system.

Sticker shock. The joint chiefs support
NMD, albeit somewhat tepidly. But the
price may unnerve them, as they antici-
pate the massive cutbacks that missile de-
fense might entail. “The need for relief at
the grass-roots level is so pervasive that
if we add a big new expensive weapon,”
says a senior military official, %e’re  going
to exacerbate the train wreck problem.”
Deal with it, say Rumsfeld supporters,
“The negotiating tool of greatest utility,”
predicts O’Keefe,  the former Navy secre-
tary, ‘may very well be a baseball bat.”

The easiest solution might be pruning or
killing some of the big weapons. ‘The Joint
Strike Fighter is most at peril,” says a se-
nior congressional staff member. That’s be-

cause he program is so
huge- oughly $200 billion
for 2,8 2 airplanes. But the
plane’s defenders in the
Navy,

i

‘r Force, and Marine
Corps a e armed with rebut-
tals: T e JSF, at a target
price o about $40 million

, looks like a bar-
o luxuries like th

m on the books.

eeded bases. He
hack at the Pen-

tagon’s own infras
tagon study-never
nearly 40 percent
budget goes not to

fmance,  and other
The ultimate %a

its own arsenal of

He also b ‘ngs common.1 ”sense to me
A visionary who confounds the brass

W eapons analysis, in-
telligence reports,

is driven by people,” says a
military officer who has

1949, Marshall spent 25

the enemy’s order of worked with Marshall, “So
years as a nuclear-weapons

battle: These are the tools of
analyst. He went to work for

most defense
he talks to clermen, musi- Hem-y Kissinger in the

strategists*  But
*corr wvl&--u.s. MMY cians,  poets.”

The man who
1970s,  studying the Soviet

Andrew Marshall
Union. Shortly after that, he

will lead a broad
digs a layer or two

moved to the Pentagon,
review of Penta-

deeper, probing
where he began to develop a

demographics, an-
gon strategy-
which could be

reputation as the military’s
most incisive futurist. Mar-

thropology, busi-
ness strategy, and

the blueprint for shall was among the first to

great thinkers like
major military re- foresee the collapse of the

Hegel and
structuring-is no Soviet Union and to predict

Xenophon. “The
new-age trend- that China would eventually

future of defense
meister, though.

Marshall
become more strategically

Beginning in important than Russia.
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tecture” for defense
mess new tech-

rt a new strategy.”
volution in the

vonte weapons, to
missile defense

Armed Services Co

a course toward ba
Adm. William Owe
man of the Joint

former vice chair-

There  are a lot of p

Enter Andrew
oldfuturist runs
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Winners? Losers?
Missile defense. President Bush has
promised a system to defend America
against ballistic missile attack.

F-22. (2) A wonderplane-but must
fly from bases within enemy mis-
sile range; $62 billion buys just
339 jets.

Space weapons. (1) To pmt5qUJ.S. in-
telligence and cornrnqn~or~s  satel-
lites from attack-auzdtiee  future,
perhaps, <attack  foes.

B-2 Bomber. (2) The stealthy $2 bil-
lion planes can strike targets world-
wide from bases in the United
States.

Joint Strike Fighter. Like the F-22,
must base in vulnerable areas. Huge
$200 billion price tag makes it a
bull’s-eye for budget cutters.

V-22. (13 Will fly Marines farther and
faster, but recent crashes have
brought the entire $38 billion pro-
gram into question.

“Streetfighter”  ships. (3) These small
vessels-still c0nceptd-c0dd pa-
trol and attack close to shore without
endangering a large crew.

Crusader. (3) Mobile artillery piece
fires lots of precision rounds but may
be too heavy for an agile AIWIY.

Unmanned planes. They’re turning out
to be great for surveillance and re-

Nukes. Cutting the U.S. arsenal to
2,500 warheads could save $8 billion

connaissance. Next: Arm them with
bombs, safeguarding pilots.

while preserving plenty of killing
power.

“Arsenal ship.” Would be stealthy and
packed with missiles; could be a con-
verted submarine.

Aircraft carrier. The capital ship of
the last 50 years may soon become a
sitting duck for antiship missiles.

fare released b
chairman of the J

n. Henry Shelton,
iefs of Staff. Mar-

rum dominance.”

tulates that, withi
be able to track TJ.

entagon’s most cher-
nt Net krrsessment

analyst who worked

bases on Taiwan a
to attack the isla

rican need for air
China’s incentive
d take control of

e still more U.S.
troops in Europe
wars coda rend P tan and Indonesia

formation not

them before the ene can react. That’s one
reason Rumsfeld des, on his short list of

11-L-0559/OSD/2780



c ‘.
U?Ml%-

Selected Programs

Program

Army
Crusader Artillery System

Ml Tank Upgrade

Interim Armored Vehicle
(Wheeled design won competition, but being protested)

Future Combat System

Comanche Helicopter

Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC-3)

Navy
CVN(X) Carrier Replacement
(Program cost for first two carriers only)

DD-21 Destroyer

New Attack Submarine

F/A-l 8 E/F Fighter/Attack

Advanced Narrowband System (MUOS)
(Replaces UHF Follow-on system)

LPD-17 Amphibious Ship

D-5 Missile Replacement

Air Force
F-22 Fighter

C-17 (Strategic Airlift)

C-5 Reengine Program (Strategic Airlift)

Spaced Base Infra-red System I Low (SBIRS-Low)

Spaced Base Infra-red System - High (SBIRS-High)

Global Positioning System (GPS)

Advanced EHF
(Secure communlcatlons)

Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV)

Peacekeeper
(Retain or retire missile system)

t

1

Program
cost ($B)

11

9

7

N/A

48

1 0

16

49

65

47

6

1 0

N/A

62

46

N/A

7

5

N/A

2

1 7

N/A

Budget  Shortfal  ($M)

FYOI FY02 FYDP

150 400

700

1,250

4.550

650

200

2,050

100 1,200

2,050

40 700 I

200

5,000

1,900

350

950

1 500
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Selected Programs

Program

USMC
V-22 Osprey

Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV)

Joint
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF)

C-130 (Tactical Airlift)

H-60 Helicopters
(Army UH-60, Navy SH-60, Navy CH-60)

Missile  Defense  Programs
National Missile Defense (NMD)

Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD)

Navy Theater Wide

Navy Area Defense

Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS)

Airborne Laser (Air Force)

Other
Future Imagery Architecture (FIA)

Other Intel Programs
(SIGINT, ELINT, HUMINT)

Information Operations

Terrorism
Chem / Bio
Civil Support Teams

Program
Cost ($B)

38

218

5

20

N/A

1 7

5

N/A

9

N/A

N/A $lB-$lOB

N/A

N/A
N/A

~~~~,~~~~~I’~~~~~~INI  1,

TOTAL  SHORTFALL  FYOI ($B) 1

TOTAL  SHORTFALL  FY02 ($B) 2

TOTAL  SHORTFALL  FYDP ($B) 32 (plus Intel Programs)

2

Budget Shottfal

FYOI FY02

25

100

75

bM)

FYDP

400

450

5,550

2,200

975
380
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Proaram

ARMY

Crusader

MI Tank Upgrade

Interim Armored NeW medium-weight armored vehicle intended to improve
Vehicle deployability

Future Combat System
(FW

Comanche  Helicopter

Patriot Advanced
Capability (PAC-3)

Status of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Issue FYOl

Self-propelled howitzer artillery system fo replace Paladin
No known funding shortfall
Issues raised about utility of heavy artillery in support of light, mobile
forces

Current Funding 350

Upgrade to A&rams tank to improve Survivability and IefMity
No major issues; no known funding shortfall

Current Funding 540

Contract awarded to General Motors - General Dynamics team in Nov;
protest from United Defense pending with GAO
GM-GD design uses wheels; UD design uses tracks

Current Funding 980
Service Shortfall

CAIG IAV Shorlfatl

Family of technology programs intended to eventually replace all
combat vehicles
Programs on a risky, short timeline
Decision point in FY03 on future direction

Current Funding 400

New advanced armed reconnaissance helicopter
Additional funds needed for weight-reduction efforts

Current Fuhding 610
CAIG Shortfall

“Lower-tier” ballistic missile terminal defense system
No known issues

Current Funding 450

FY02 FYDP

485

775

t ,000 5,380
150 410
280 170

4,195

1,680

580 4,100

790 7,890
700

525 3.150

1
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DD-21 Destroyer

FYOIFYOI FYOZFYOZ FYDPFYDP

Current funding 280 415 8,380
Service Shortfall 225

CAIG Shortfall 30 1,250

#ew surface combatant designed to emphasize land attack
capabilities
CAlG estimates shortfall for R&D and construction
Navy evaluating progam content to address shortfalls
DAB decision scheduled for March
Potential technical risks in subsystems

Current Funding 550 620 10,660
CAIG Shortfall 380 425 4,540

ProgramProgram IssueIssue

Status of Selected ProgramsStatus of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)(Funding in $M)

NAVYNAVY

CW# Aircraft CarrierCW# Aircraft Carrier Future aircraft carrier program; lead ship FYO6Future aircraft carrier program; lead ship FYO6
CAIG estimates shortfall for R&D and constructionCAIG estimates shortfall for R&D and construction

New Attack Submarine New submarine program to replace existing attack submarines
Current procurement rate insufficient to maintain long-term force
structure at 55 subs
Funding shortFalls for subs under construction

Current Funding I,91 0 2,235 16,260
Service Shortfall 120 245 640

CAIG Shortfall NIA N/A

WA-18  EIF Fighter I
Attack

Fighter/attack aircraft to replace F-l& and earlier model F/A-f&
Minor funding shortfall

Current Funding 3,065 3,075 18,300
CAIG Shortfall 50 200

2
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Status of Sefected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Program Issue FYOI FYO2

Advanced Narrowband Narrowband communications replacement for Ultra-high Frequency
System (MUOS) Follow-on (UFO) satellites

Navy Analysis of Alternatives pending
Advanced system alternatives only ones to provide full capability
Navy prefers lower-cost commercial-hybrid systems

Current Funding 30
Hybrid System Shortfall

Advanced System Shortfall

LPD-17 Amphibious
Transport Ship

Amphibious troop and equipment transport ship to replace several
existing classes of ships
Program underfunded because of problems with computer design work
Lead ship almost 2 years behind schedule
Because of cost issues, Congress denied two ships planned for FYOf

Current Funding
Service Shortfall 100

CAIG Shortfall

D-5 Trident Missile Program to sustain  and upgrade submarine ballistic missile
inventory
Additional D-5 missiles to support longer life of SSBN submarines
Replace aging, obsolete guidance systems on existing missiles

Current Funding 650
Sustain missile production at 12 per year

Upgrade guidance system

FYDP

40

IO

1,085 6,470
300 1,200
NIA N/A

8iO

720
240

2,050

4,275
1,400

650

3

3
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Status of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Program Issue FYOI FY02 FYDP

AIR FORCE

F-22 Fighter Air superiority aircraft to rep/ace F-IX/D
Air Force proposes to change procurement profile to fit within available
funding
CAIG estimates program cost-cap underfunded by $9B total ($5B
shortfall within FYDP)

Current Funding 3,250
Service Shortfall (based on revised profile) -80

CAIG Shortfall ($98 total including post-FYOP) 40

3,330
45

690

C-17 Strategic Airlift Intertheater aitfift aircraft to replace C-141
Current program supports 137 aircraft
Program is not fully funded (FYDP shortfall = $1.9B)
More efficient funding profile reduces shortfall
MRS-05 suggests potential need for more aircraft (alternatives shown for
145 or 180 aircraft)

Current Funding
Fully fund current program

More efficient profile for current program
Build to $45 aircraft
Build to 180 aircraft

3,505 12,150
200 1,885
200 1,150
200 3,200

2 0 0 10,100

C-5 Reliability and
Reengine  Program

Avionics and engine upgrades for C-5 airtm aircraff
DAB to initiate program delayed from Dee 2000
Discussions on scope of program -- C-5B’s  only or also GSA’s;  decision
affects number of C-l 7 aircraft needed

Current Funding 45
CAIG Shortfall

100

22,210
0

5,010

2,615
335

Space Based InfraRed
System - Low
(SBIRS-Low)

Low-earth onbit  i&a-red satellites to provide tracking and
discrimination for NMD and other ballistic missile defense systems
Issues regarding capability, costs, and program responsibility
Study underway to evaluate utility for NMD
Congress directed program responsibility shift from Air Force to BMDO;
Department has not yet complied

current  Funding 240
CAIG Shortfall

3u5 4 420
‘930

4

J
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Program

Space Based InfraRed
System - High
(SBIRS-High)

Global Positioning
System

Advanced  EHF
Satellite

Evolved Expendable
Launch Vehicle

Peacekeeper ICBM

Status of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Issue FYOl FY02 FYDP

Missile warning system; follow-on to current Defi3nse Support
Piogram (DSP)
No known issues

Current Funding

GPS upgrade program to provide jam resistance and expand
civilian capabilities
Potential constellation gap looming; no cost estimate yet available

Current Funding

Replacement system for MlLSTAR N to provide assured strategic
communications
Significant near-term shortfall for cost overruns

Current Funding
Service Shotiall

Family of Iaunch vehicles to replace current medium and heavy lift
capabilities
No major funding issues

Current Funding

Decision needed on retiring or retaining Peacekeeper missiles
Shortfall to do either; cost to retain 75% higher

Current Funding
Retire Peacekeeper

565 550 2,290

570

245
140

610

135

580 4,150

540 2,800
100 0

391 3,455

135 150
500

5
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Proaram

USMC

v-22 osprey

Advanced  Amphibious
A s s a u l t  Vehicle
(WV)

Status of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Issue FYOI FYO2 FYDP

Tilt-rotor aircraft to replace CH-46 and CH-53 medium iii?
capabilities
Decision pending on Full Rate Production
USMC recently identified FYDP funding shortfall
Because of recent delays, potential exists to rephase program with

Current Funding 1,860
Service Shortfall

CAIG Shortfall
Rephase Program

Amphibious assault vehicle (land and sea operations) fo replace
current AA MAI
No known funding shortfall; long-term affordability will be an issue

Current Funding

6

150 265 2,850

1,955 13,350
400
400

-500 TBD
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Status of Selected Programs
[Funding in $M)

Program Issue FYOI FYO2 FYDP

JOINT

Joint Strike Fighter Family of tactica  aircraft  to replace Air Force F-16, Navy F/A-IIC,
and USAX F/A-IIIC/D and AV-88
No shortfalls identified in FYDP; potential production shortfalls beyond
FYDP

Current Funding 600 -1,530 24,830

C-l 305 Follow-on, upgraded aircraft for airlift force
Shortfatls  in fielding and logistics costs

Current Funding 205 365 3,700
Service Shortfall 25 460

H-60 Helicopters UH-60 helos and upgrades for Army; SH-6OR upgrades for Navy
warfighting missions; CH-60s for Navy utility mission
National Guard seeking additional aircraft to support State requirements
Milestone decision in March on Army UH-60 recapitalization program
Navy SH-6OR program delayed
No known funding shortFalls

Current Funding 935 815 7,450

7

11-L-0559/OSD/2789



Status of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Program Issue Iv01 FY02 FYDP

National  Missile
Defense (NMD)

Theater High Altitude
Are& Defense (THUD)

Navy Theater Wide

Navy Area Defense

Medium Extended Air
Defense System
(MEADS)

Airborne Laser

National missile defense program current/y evolving
Current program intends initial deployment in FY05
CAIG believes current progarm unexecutable, even with additional
funding

Current Funding 1,925
FYO5 Deployment Shortfall
FY06 Deployment Shortfall 150

“Upper-tier” land-based system for large defended areas
No known issues

Current Funding 540 740 5,100

‘Upper-tierc  sea-based system for large defended areas
Program is not fully funded beyond initial test series
Shortfall funds system deployment in FYI0

Current Funding 385
Estimated Shortfall

“Lower-tier” sea-based system for tocalized defenses
No known issues

Current Funding 270

Joint program with Germany and Italy to develop batiefield  missile
defense system using PAC-3 missile
No known issues

Current Funding 65

Theater ballistic missile defense system designed to desfroy
missiles during their boosf phase
Contractor funding runs out in March

Current Funding 230
Service-Shortfall 100

2,460 i 1,880

-220 5,545

250 1,485
2,200

300

75

215

1,315

1.310

2,110

8
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Status of Selected Programs
(Funding in $M)

Program Issue FYOI FY02 FYDP

OTHER

Future Imagery
Architecture  (FIA)

Next generation sa?e//ife  imagery inteelligence capability
No known program shortfalls
Pending technology decision could lead to $BOOM  FYDP bill

Current Funding 930

Intelligence Programs IntelI agencies request additional funding for improvements to SIGINT,
ELINT,  and HUMINT
Total bills range from $I-$IOB across FYDP

Low Estimate
High Estimate

Information
Operations

Terrorism
(CherdBio)

Terrorism Civil Support Teams help state/local authorities in event of chemlbio
(Consequence attack

Substantial funds have been added over last several years. All known
issues have been addressed. Funds could be added to increase
capability.

Substantial funds have been added over last several years. Funds could
be added to increase capability; for example, to meet the 2-MTW threat
prescribed in the DPG

Meet 2-MTW Threat

32 teams authorized; 55 is Congressional goal
Fund 55 Civil Support Teams

1,470 6,350

70

35 380

f ,000
10,000

970

9
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February 22,200l
8:16 PM

TO: Dr. Wolfowitz
Dr. Schneider
Dr. Zakheim
Chris Williams
Honorable Rudy de Leon

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

Attached is a paper I have drafted up on deployments. Take a look at it and giv
me your edits. And sign it so I know who is making what recommendations. I
think what we’ve got to do is begin to fashion what will eventually result in a
policy, first to be washed through the NSC and possibly the President and then *
be communicated in the Building. Thanks.
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SUBJECT: Deployments

February 22,200l lo:02 G

Priorities might be on:

- Warsaw Pact and former Soviet republics-to develop better
relationships

- Asian and South Asian countries (India & Pakistan)--to gain insigh
and develop relationships both ways

- Middle Eastern countries

Areas we could be less involved:

- African countries-except possibly for two or three with strategic
resources

- Western Europe-where we have intimate relationships already

- Latin America, except for a few selected countries

Activities to emphasize:

- Training activities that benefit us

- Activities that give us knowledge of or relationships in countries of
interest

Activities to de-emphasize:

- Drug activities

- Democratization activities

Note: Army deployments tend to be good for morale; Air Force deployments tc:
not to be

DHR:dh
022101-6
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March 27,200l 7:13 A

TO: Rudy de Leon

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 9
SUBJECT: Authorization Act

Here is a letter I got from Judy Ansley saying that a lot of the legislative
provisions in the law and the conference report were the result of requests for
changes in the law from the Executive Branch.

What is she referring to?

Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
032701-25
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March 19, 2001

Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Thank you very much for taking the time today to meet w:
me to discuss policy positions at the Department of Defense;
During this time of tremendous turmoil and change in the war:
I would welcome the opportunity to join your team as you seal
for solutions to the problems confronting our miiitary and 01
nation.

During our meeting, we discussed the significant increar
the level of Congressional involvement in the national securj
arena. As an example, I mentioned the difference in the size
the annual national defense authorization bill from 1975 corn1
to last year's bill. As requested, the following are the
specific statistics on each:

. Fiscal Year 1976 National Defense Authorization Act
(adopted in 1975): Conference report was 75 pages 1
of which 17 pages were legislation.

. Fiscal Year 2001 National Defense Authorization Act
(adopted in 2000): Conference report was 988 pages
long, of which 534 pages were legislation.

In fairness to the Congress, I would note that the
legislative package the Armed Services Committee received frc
the Pentagon last year was hundreds of pages long. You will
that the vast majority of the legislative provisions containe
last year's Conference Report were the result of requests for
changes in the law from the Executive Branch.

Again, thank you for your time and consideration.

Deputy Staff Director
Senate Committee on Armed Services

:h

1,
!h
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April 3, 2001

To:

From:

Re:

Secretary Rumsfeld

Rudy de Leon Pb

Authorization Act Expansion

Mr. Secretary:

Judy Ansley sent you a letter discussing the growth in the
size of the annual defense authorization bill. She also referenced
the fact that each year the administration presents certain
legislative initiatives to the Congress.

In the late 50’s and throughout the 1960’s the annual
defense authorization bill focused largely on pay and personnel
issues. Special provisions in law were required to establish military
pay and benefit levels, and one-year appropriations bills could not
include permanent Title X provisions.

In the mid-1970’s, the Armed Services Committees
expanded their oversight to include Research and Development
and Procurement Subcommittees. By 1981, the Committees
expanded to include Readiness Subcommittees. The expansion of
the authorization process beyond military personnel to include
hardware and O&M greatly expanded the legislative output of the
committees.

As the Armed Services Committees became engaged in
more and more issues, and as the legislative product of the
committees became greater, the Department of Defense would
annually submit legislative requests along with its budget.

The bulk of these requests deal with special pay authorities,
requests to increase various contracting authorities, and
modifications to existing law.

These are some of the items being considered for
presentation with the Fiscal 02 Budget:
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Acquisition:
> Government-Industry Personnel Exchange
> Clarification of Indemnification-Transfer of

Government Surplus property

Personnel:
> Accession Bonus and Continuation Pay for

Officers in Critical Skills
> Federal Student Loan Deferments for Military

Service
p Enlisted Accession and Retention Bonuses

and Aviator Special Pay
Policy:

> Consolidation of Authorities Relating to DOD
Regional Centers for Security Studies

> Enhancement of Commercial Sales of Defense
Articles and Services for Resale Abroad

Comptroller:
& Elimination of the Social Security Military Wage

Credits (a $320 m cost if we had to budget)

.The acting General Counsel is working with the staff to scrub these
initiatives. Following the staff review, they are examined by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense. He forwards the legislative
proposals to the OMB for final approval before they are sent to
Congress. It is likely that this list will be expanded to include
legislative initiatives that come out of your strategic review.
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March 26,200l 6:47 PI/VI

TO: Rudy de Leon

c c : Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rurnsfeld
3

SUBJECT: Counter-Drug Mission

Do you think it is conceivable that we could figure out a way to reduce our
involvement in the counter-drug mission? I don’t know enough of the background
to know how it all got started and where the pressure points are.

It certainly seems to contribute adversely to optempo.

Please let me know what you think.

DHR:dh
032601-17
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April 3,200l

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

From: Rudy de Leon R

cc: Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz

Re: Counter-Drug Mission

You asked “is it conceivable that we could figure out a way to reduce our
involvement in the counter-drug mission” raising optempo concerns, etc.

Based on your earlier inquiries on op-tempo, the Director of the Joint Staff
prepared a briefing that showed the “mission creep” in the counter-drug
mission since the original tasking back in 1989.

In fact, over time the regional CINC South has steadily increased mission
tasking and presence in the region.

The Director of the Joint Staff has presented this briefing to Deputy
Secretary Wolfowitz. In turn, Dr. Wolfowitz has directed that policy
options be prepared for further consideration.
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TO:

FROM:

Rudy de Leon

Donald Rumsfeld

March 20,200l 6:52 PI

SUBJECT: Naming Buildings etc.

Do we have a policy about naming things for living people? I was someplace
recently, and it was a great big place named for someone in Congress who is alil
and on the committee.

Please advise.

Ve

DHR:dh
032001-13
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April5, 2001

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

cc:
From:

Acting General Counsel, Mr. Dell’Orto

Rudy de Leon, <?

Subject: Naming Buildings

Mr. Secretary:

You asked whether the Department has a policy about naming
buildings. Working with the Acting General Counsel and his staff,
we were able to develop the following information.

Within Federal law the Administrator of the General Services
Administration is authorized to name GSA buildings. However, in
the Department of Defense there is not a delegated authority for
naming buildings. Interestingly enough, there is a DOD Directive
on designating and naming aerospace vehicles (it was issued by
former Deputy Secretary Will Taft and it requires coordination
between the service secretary and the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Public Affairs when naming an aircraft).

While not authorized in law, each military service has a policy
regarding the naming of buildings, rooms and other facilities on
military installations.

The Army policy states that:

> Only deceased persons will be memorialized;

> Facilities should be named for persons with ranks or
grades comparable to those of the main users;

> Commanders who make selections should (a) honor
deceased heroes or other distinguished and women of all
races in our society, (b) present them as inspirations to
their fellow soldiers, employees, and other citizens.
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The Navy policy is similar. It includes:

> Names will be selected to honor deceased members of
the naval services. In exceptional cases, where it is
uniquely appropriate, living members of the naval service
may be so honored. Preference should be given to
names of deceased persons.

The Air Force and Marine Corps guidelines are similar.

Congress, through the annual authorizations acts, also establishes
names for facilities. Some Congressional examples include:

k Designation of the National Maritime Center, Norfolk,
Virginia;

k GV Sonny Montgomery Training Range at Camp Shelby,
Mississippi;

& Michael O’Callaghan Military Hospital, Las Vegas,
Nevada (this individual is still living, was the former
Governor of Nevada, and is a decorated veteran of the
Korean war).

> Frank Tejeda Military Family Housing at Lackland Air
Force Base (Congressman Tejeda died of cancer, and
was a Vietnam Veteran).

> Richard C. Shelby Center for Missile Intelligence,
Alabama.

Additionally, President Reagan named a Nimitz class aircraft carrier
in honor of Senator John Stennis and President Clinton agreed to
name successive Nimitz class carriers after Presidents Harry
Truman and Ronald Reagan.
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There are two options for the future:

Option One: The Acting General Counsel of the Department
drafts a Department wide provision for the Secretary of
Defense, establishing a clear and common policy with
respect to the naming of buildings and facilities.

Option Two: The Acting General Counsel prepares a
briefing on this topic for the Service Secretaries who, in
conjunction with the Secretary of Defense, agree to a
common framework on the naming of facilities.
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Paul Wolfowitz

April 9,200l 6:30 P1

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Nigeria

Please take a look at this memo on Nigeria and tell me what you think about it.
is amazing to me how this stuff arrives with no “to” and no “from” indicating w
did it or anything else.

Any thoughts?

Thanks.

‘;:,

I

b,h

Attach.
4/2/O 1 Information Paper: ‘cXssues: US Military Engagement with Nigeria”

DHR: dh
04090148
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2 April

INFORMATION PAPER

Subject: Issues: US Military Engagement with Nigeria

1. Purpose. To provide information on US military involvement with Nigeria

2. Backs-ound. Nigeria has had military government in all but eight years since-_ . .

101

independence (1960). Since taking power, in May ‘99, President Obasanjo sackeci
took voluntary resignations from some 150 military officers, who had held govern
office under the previous military regime. In a nation with
about by thirty years of military regimes, return to military rule is commonly
viable and threatening alternative. The Nigerian military is proud of its’ role as a
regional peacekeeper and seems to understand that, for their nascent
survive, the military must be brought into partnership and
society. That said, the military suffered under the mismanagement of the most re
military regime and continues to suffer under the fledgling
specifically:

Military maneuver training has not been conducted in over three years due to e
perceived threat of a coup. Other than the training by fire in the war zone of S erra
Leone, no combat training is given to the average soldier. ”

Professional training of the officer corps has been severely curtailed due to lac of
access to Western Staff/War Colleges. 1

The poliUcizaUon  of the officer corps has undermined traditional discipline an
esprit de corps. Corruption is the primary means of carrying out any military h
business. The military is suffering from loss of respect of the civilian populou ;
who blame the military regime for the ills of society. In turn, the military feels k
marginalized, cheated and separated from society.

Pay and benefits are comparable with the civil service but are not, in themsellres,
enough to provide a living wage.

Military equipment is not maintained, suffers from age and lack of spare parts.

Military medicine is woefully inadequate for all but the most basic needs.
HIV/AIDS is prevalent in the force, especially amongst those returning from
deployment from Sierra Leone and Liberia.

In sum, the Nigerian military is in need in virtually every area. However, h
the rest of the country’s infrastructure in similar shape, the military will d
itself competing for scarce government resources.

2. Engapement. US military engagement with Nigeria restarted shortly after the
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return of democracy in May ‘99. Emphasis was centered on the development of ci -
military relations and returning professionalism to the Nigerian military.

Nigeria is participating in Operation Focus Relief, also known as West African
Train and Equip, which was undertaken as a crisis response to renewed confI.ct in
Sierra Leone. It involves training and equipping 7 West African battalions for
service in the UN military mission to Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL). Viewed as a crisis
response initiative, EUCOM considers this program to be an operation vice an
engagement program. 2 Nigerian battalions have been trained and deployed to
Sierra Leone in support of UNAMSIL. In May, a Senegalese battalion and a
Ghanaian battalion will participate in the program. An August start date is
currently planned for the 3 remaining battalions, all Nigerian. OFR is a 10 week
training program utilizing -75 SF trainers and providing ~$3.2M worth of
equipment per battalion.

FMF program has provided 820M to Nigeria in the last 2 years. MPRI, a
civilian led company has received the majority of this funding to conduct an
assessment and begin reform of the Nigerian defense organization. -$7M of the
funds have been committed to the refurbishment of the NAF C-130 fleet including
its training/ maintenance Infrastructure, with a combat simulation center. Of
note, Nigeria agreed to but has yet to pay for half of the MPRI Phase II program
($35M).

IMET for FY ‘01 stands at $SSSK and should increase next year. Primary
emphasis is currently on senior level leadership courses (O-4 to O-6 level).

Med-flag and JCET exercises were scheduled for Apr and May of this yealr but
were cancelled due to the perceived scheduling conflicts with OFR. No
exercises were originally scheduled for IT02 but EUCOM is reviewing their
schedule in light of this year’s cancellations.

3. Way Ahead: EUCOM remains committed to concentrating efforts on civil-mili iary
relations and the establishment of a functioning military infrastructure prior to
conducting significant training/exercise engagement.

Currently, both MPRI and OFR suffer from obstruction by senior military
leadership. This is due to the efforts and early success at controlling corrup ‘on.
DOS/DOD and EUCOM are expending significant effort to get the MPRI and

I

FR
programs back on track.

Nigeria is considered a framework nation in West Africa and has recently
recognized as a “strategic regional ally” by the NSC. The strategy for West
to primarily engage with the sub-regional organization, Economic
West African States (ECOWAS) which will be anchored by a stable
Nigeria.

Economically, the US obtains 10% of its oil imports from Nigeria.

President Obasanjo will visit POTUS for a working meeting in early May.
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April 9,200l 6:07 PI

TO: William Schneider, Jr.

c c : Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Global Hawk

What should we do about this Global Hawk memo from Rudy de Leon? Shoulc
we accelerate Global Hawk?

Thanks.

Attach.
4/4 Memo from Mr. de Leon re: Global Hawk

DHR:dh
04090 I-53
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April 4, 2001

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

cc:
From:

Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz

Rudy de Leon

Subject: Global Hawk

The Acquisition folks gave you a baseline paper on the Global
Hawk program. The paper provides the basics, specifically that the
vehicle is a High-Altitude Endurance, Unmanned Aerial Vehicle that
provides long-endurance reconnaissance, surveillance, and target
acquisition for theater commanders.

General Dick Myers and I both agree that this is an exceptionally
important technology for the future. In the Air Force, the principal
advocate for the system is General John Jumper head of the Air
Combat Command. I spoke with him and agree with these key
points.

> In the near term, Global Hawk can begin to replace the
U-2 as our primary platform for reconnaissance, The U-2
currently has one of the highest op-tempo rates, and as a
consequence, the Air Force has great difficulty in
developing pilots.for this mission (it takes years in
training to develop a U-2 pilot).

> The Global Hawk, when deployed, will have real time
data links to other space and aerial platforms, and
manned aircraft.

P While Global Hawk has great potential as a platform with
a series of capabilities, there will need to be trade-offs
between the engineers, scientists, operators, and
program managers. The Air Force understands that
program managers will have to assume some risk if the
system is to be fielded without lengthy development and
increased costs.
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TO: Rudy de Leon

cc:
FROM:

Paul Wolfowitz

Donald Rumsfeld TL

DATE: March 26,200l

SUBJECT: Global Hawk

Take a look at this Global Hawk material.

After reading Andy Marshall’s paper, it strikes me we may want to move the IO
on Global Hawk up. Would you take a look at it and give us some advice?

Thanks.

DHRhzm
03260 1.45
Attach.

11-L-0559/OSD/2812



TO: SecDef

FROM: RDML Quinn
+(01 (Jj

SUBJECT:  Global Hawk

Per your request (TAB A):

TAB B Background

TAB C Initial Operational Capability (IOC)

TAB D Air Vehicle (Platform)  Upgrade Option

TAB E Sensor Capability Upgrade/Acceleration  Option

TAB F Production  Rate  Acceleration Option

(Options D - F can be done individually  or in combination)

TAB G Transmittal
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March 13,200l 11:14 A

TO: RDML Quinn

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Global Hawk

I need information on Global Hawk’s purpose, capabilities and costs.

DHR:dh
031301-I 1
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RQ-4A GLOBAL HAWK

PURPOSE:

l Global Hawk is a High-Altitude (60K) Endurance, Unmanned Aerial Vehicl
(HAE UAV) that provides long-endurance reconnaissance, surveillance, and
target acquisition for theater commanders (24 hrs at 1200 mile radius, 8 hrs i
4080 mile radius, with a 2000 lb. Payload)

l Has made long range/endurance flights collecting imagery which is
relayed by satellite (or direct line-of-sight to ground station) anywher
in the world. Crossed Atlantic in June 2000, collected imagery at
Portugal. Deploys to Australia in April 2001 b

CAPABILITY - BASELINE PROGRAM (approved March 2001)

l Delivers initial version (called Block 5) at 2/year starting FY03

l Payload capability of Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) (1 foot resolution;
Electra-Optical (EO), and Infra-red (IR) sensors (no signal intelligence
capability)

l Designed for spiral development (eg. adds sensors as available).

l Block 10 version (FY09) delivers Signal Intelligence (SIGINT) capability v:
Joint SIGINT Avionics Family sensor, a+better radar (Active Electronically
Scanned Array - AESA), improved EO/IR, and platform improvements at
4/year  (This is about parity with U-2 sensor capability)

l AESA radar also adds improved ground moving target track capability

COSTS

l Program was developed to fit within FYDP funding below:

TY$ in FY02 FY03 FY04 FYO5 FYO6 FYo7 Subtc
Millions
RDT&E 96.5 103.1 177.5 177.3 131.5 79.2 765.:
Procure 97.7 106.7 99.3 112.2 105.8 .158.7 680.1
Total 194.2 209.8 276.8 289.5 237.3 237.9 1445

l Baseline funding does not address early system availability for CINCs
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Information Paper
Initial Operational Capability (IOC) for Global Hawk

Definition for Global Hawk IOC

l The Operational Requirements Document (ORD) states - “system will bc
declared IOC when there are assets in place, tech data available, and a trainir
system established to ake the system and infrastructure robust enough to
support one 24 hour orbit2%ith all image intelligence payloads for 30 days”

l 4 Air Vehicles (A/Vs)  and 1 Ground Station (GS) are needed to meet the
30-day, 24 hour continuous orbit requirement defined in the ORD.

l Up to three aircraft airborne at a given time - 4’h utilized for a spare
Current Program Schedule

l Because of budget decisions which limited funding, the Acquisition Progran
Baseline (APB) reflects an IOC date of Sept 2005

l The 4th A/V and 1 complete ground station that consists of 1 Launch and
Recovery Element (LRE) and 1 Mission Control Element will delivered by
Sept 2004

l IOC Acceleration Option - the logistics infrastructure (tech orders, training
spares, etc.) could be accelerated one year to support an earlier IOC in 2004

l A 12 month acceleration requires a total of $38M including $2M by July

FYOl FY02 FY03

Tech Orders $2M by July $13M MM

Spares $8M

*LRE retrofit VM
* Would also need one extra properly configured LRE available to support othe.
on-going training, testing, and EMD activities

l Of course, even a more costly (approximately $lB) total program accelerat:
option could be implemented that would field more final configuration Glob
Hawk systems sooner, but it would still be 2004 before the 4’h A/V will be
delivered and the IOC requirement is achieved

IJSD(AT&L)S/TS-AWICol  Vie Saltsman/695-3165/8  March 2001

n
i 1
,b
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Air Vehicle (Platform) Upgrade Option

l Capability Improvements

l Increased power for sensor packages (from 10 to 25 KVA)
l Upgraded engine (5% thrust increase plus additional cooling air)
l Open electronics architecture to ease future upgrades (commercial

standards employed)
l Communications upgrades to meet CINC in theater requirements
l Improved wing aerodynamics for increased altitude, range, and

endurance performance
l Multiple-Simultaneous payloads (signals intelligence and radar or

EOIIR)
l Payload growth to 3000# (from 2000#)
l Endurance at 2400 Nautical Miles reduced from 24 to 20 hours

when carrying a 3000# payload

l Schedule

l Develop: FYO2-03
l Buy: FY03
l Deliver FYo4

l Funding (increases to baseline program funding, TY$ in millions)

FY02
RDT&E 44.2

FY03 Total
18.6 62.8
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Sensor Upgrade/Acceleration Options

l Capability Improvements (versus U-2 legacy sensors)

l Improved EO/IR (need capability comparison to legacy)
l Upgraded Legacy Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR)
l Advanced Electronically Scanned Array (AESA) Radar (2 to 4

times range and area coverage, improved ground moving target
tracking and area coverage)
l Radar being developed as part of the Multi-Platform Radar

Technology Insertion Program (MP-RTIP) which also applies to
the Joint STARS Program and NATO Ground Surveillance

l Improved Signals Intelligence (SIGINT)

l Schedule

l Integrate Improved EO/IR: FY02-04
l Upgrade SAR: FY02-03
l Integrate AESA: FY04-07
l Integrate Improved SIGINT: FY02-04

l Funding (increases to baseline program funding, TY$ in millions)

FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 TOTAL
EO/IR 5.9 30.3 24.7 60.9

SAR 3.1 28.7 31.8

AESA 17.0 79.8 67.5 15.1 11.2 190.6

SIGINT 1.4 34.5 35.2 71.1
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Production Rate Acceleration Options

Acceleration Provides:

l Enables more efficient productions rates and provides increased force
structure and improved capability sooner to theater CINCs

Two production options:

Acceleration to 6 aircraft per year
Funding (increases to baseline program funding and additional units produced)
(TY$M) FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 Tot
Production 85.6 246.5 179.4 232.5 269.2 270.8 1.2t

Units 0 0 2 4 4 4 14

Acceleration to 10 aircraft per year
Funding (increases to baseline program funding and additional units produced)
(TY$M) FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 Tot
Production 85.6 246.5 216.4 524.5 490.2 494.8 2.0:

Units 0 0 2 4 8 8 2i

l Cost includes price of advanced sensors, electronic intelligence sensor fc
each aircraft and a synthetic aperture radar (SAR) and electro-
optical/infrared (EO/IR) sensor for every two aircraft

l Cost includes four ground stations for the 6 aircraft per year option and f
for the 10 aircraft per year option

l Parity reached with U-2 imagery intelligence sensors in FY04
l Partial parity reached with U-2 signals intelligence sensors (electronic

intelligence only) in IT05

e
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3000

ACQUISITION.
TECHNOLOGY

AND LOGISTICS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THROUGH: PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF
(ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOLGY AND LOGISTICS)

FROM: DIRECTOR, STRATEGIC & TACTICAL SYSTEMS b (.pb
Approved by: Mr. MutzelburgIOUSD(AT&L)/S&TS(AW)/695-0525  /?$!! -r//y/o
Prepared by: Co1 Vie Saltsman/  OUSD(AT&L)/S&TS(AW)/695-3  165 March 14,200

SUBJECT: Global Hawk Program Options - INFORMATION MEMORANDU

PURPOSE: Provide SecDef  information on Global Hawk system and program
acceleration options

DISCUSSION:

- The attached papers (Tab A - D) provide information on the Global Hawk
system and options for accelerating the currently approved program.

- Tab A - Global Hawk background information

- Tab B - Air Vehicle (platform) upgrade option

- Tab C - Sensor capability upgrade/acceleration option

- Tab D - Production rate acceleration options

- Options at Tabs B-D can be done individually or in combination

1

:I

- Potential payoffs include accelerated air vehicle improvements and earlier
fielding of improved sensor capability. Higher production rate provides mor
capability sooner (fully fielded FYOS  vs FY 15) at lower cost (20% lower *
cost) with 40% less force structure required to cover orbit requirements ,,:

RECOMMENDATION: None - For Information Only.

11-L-0559/OSD/2820



April9,2001 1:56 Plb

TO: Steve Herbits

c c : Paul Wolfowitz
Dov Zakheim
Steve Cambone
Rich Haver

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Wolbarsht Memo on Management Issues

Attached is a memo I received from Jim Wolbarsht. I do not know him, but I
thought he had some interesting suggestions. He might be someone who could
help.

Any thoughts?

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-32
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Date

Number of pages inducting cover sheet 4

TO: Hon. Donald H. Rumsfeld

Phone 312-645-0251

Fax Phone 3 12-645-0258

REMARKS: 0 Urgent IJ For your rreview

FROM: Jim Wolbarsht

Phone 703-893-3393

Fax Phone 703-893-3774

0 Reply ASAP 0 P/ease Comment

I did my stint as a federal Cl0 and CFO in the first Bush Administration
to go back now, but I’d be delighted to help through the transition on
if you’d like someone to work those issues for you. It’s hard to
CEO operating without strong support in Information
but we seem to allow this to routinely occur in government.

30 years around DOD and the Intel Community (including recent appointments to an
Board and the Ballistic Missile Defense Advisory Committee in the Pentagon) have
with severe concerns about business processes throughout DOD. I have taken the
of jotting down a few points for your consideration. My bio sheet is attached so that y
see the “tint on my glasses.” I’ve been around the Bush political organization for
years and am a classmate of the President-elect. Please let me know if I might

d-4 4Very respectfully,
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Ibent Management Issues for the New SecDef
Jim Wolbatsht  0 1/04/O 1

The Pentagon suffers from severe weaknesses in the managerial environment, in the peoplle  and the
staffng, in the organization, in the processes, in program architectures, in requirements, in systems,
in acquisition policy and procurement, and in funding. Each of these areas is worthy of a separate
commentary and this should be developed in the near term. In any case, an integrated app :oach is
needed and this can only come from the new Secretary/Deputy Secretary.

/

,
Military reform (one of the President-elect’s top five) will not succeed without effective d sign,
application and integration of multiple new technologies across Service and program elem nts. A ,’
starting point is immediate examination of this problem and clarification of responsibilitie .

The best policies and programs are useless without effective implementation/good executi n. And
money alone is usually not the solution to management problems. DOD must begin to ope ate as a
world-class entity as a core business objective. This must include emphasis on accountabi ‘ty and
measurable results for all executives to the highest levels. Good intentions are not enough

A point not being detailed here is the procurement bow wave. Choices have to be made s that the
selected programs can grow and prosper. “Across-the-board” cutting is a dysfunctional ap roach.

Management must be an ongoing priority for the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy Set etary.
Resolution of the issues noted here mandates structural and process improvements on an * mediate
and dynamic (ongoing) basis. As the CEO and COO of a major multi-billion dollar multin tional
corporation, the Executive Officers of DoD must immerse themselves in business process ssues.

The Chief Information Officer (CIO) and Chief Financial Officer (CFO) roles today in ma y federal
Departments/Agencies, including DOD, are weakly structured, staffed and operated. The resident-
elect can add massive value to operations across government by ensuring that his CEO& OS (e.g.
Secretaries/Deputy Secretaries) receive the same types of support provided to corporate c *eRains.
The Secretary of Defense must demand the same from his key staff offices. /

To be simplistic, DOD needs “operational” executives in these key roles. The Comptroller CFO is
not simply the “budget liaison” to the Congress, but the CFO of a Fortune 10 corporation. The
ASD(C3I)KIO is not simply an OSD staff executive, but the Chief Information Officer of a Forb.me
10 corporation, Filling the roIes as defined in this way demands different mind/skill sets.

Just as war is “too important to be left to the generals,” information technology is too imp rtant to
be left to the information technicians. Corporate America has learned the hard way that ei
utilized to implement well-designed business processes or default technical processes end p driving
business practice and process with very unpredictable (and often unfortunate) results.

I

er IT is

In s 0% the
Corporate CIO needs a seat at the table in meetings ranging well beyond technology.

The entire issue of the federal workforce in an increasingly technilogic world demands fu her study
and immediate action. As noted in the next bullet, there must be a balanced partnership w th
industry as opposed to excessive reliance on industry for technology solutions. This is no

i
ifferent

nor more permissible than permitting.the “IT shop” to make major corporate business deci ions.
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Urgent Management Issues for the New SecDef
PAGE TWO / Jim Wolbarsht 0 1/04/O 1

The government remains “way behind” the private sector in the application of technology b t the
answer is much more complex than to simply “buy it commercially.” The government nee s to be
an educated buyer and maintain an active role in the process rather than simply “abdicating ”

::

This
problem is particularly acute across the entire Intelligence Community, much of which is ithin
DOD, A joint SecDefJDCJ effort to upgrade applied technology is a critical short-term nee .

The National Security Agency is just one example of many agencies reporting to the DOD ont
office which are in severe trouble. The Director’s External Review Team wrote extensive1 on this

e

in 1999 and the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board did, as well, in 2000. Not a lot has
changed. In addition to problematic leadership at the Agency itself, there has been an abdi ation of
responsibility at the Cabinet level on this and similar issues. Who’s accountable?

As a member of the five-person Director3 External Review Team at NSA it’s difficult  not to
comment more here on this particular situation. Suffice it to say that, in the opinion of mar y,
America is “slowly going deaf’ due to a continued lack of leadership in several quarters, to critical
structural problems and the absence of a meaningful planto resolve them, to overreliance oln
contractor support in inappropriate places and to morale issues of an extraordinary magnitude.

This NSA example raises the important question of “chain of command.” For NSA, offrci 1
reporting, as supported by Congress, is direct to the Secretary/Deputy Secretary. As a practical
matter, however, the Director of NSA has had no contact with the Secretary but been routinely
referred to an already overloaded ASD(C31) whose CIO title would be enough to preoccupy him.

Similarly, the important and topical area of missile defense raises the reporting question fo” the
Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. Problematic relationships with the Militq
Services and the critical need for coordination with DISA and the Corps of Engineers high,ight the
question of how this Administration will resolve reporting structures/incentives. In short, Ae
Secretary needs to incent executive behaviors to create alignment with desired business ou:comes.

One pointed suggestion is that the new Deputy Secretary look for common managerial issues across
the span of his control and seek expert advice on resolving them. Looking at just the Defense
Agencies, it strikes this observer that NSA NIMA DIA, DSS and DISA (among others) all Suffer
from many similar managerial problems and that they might be amenable to some comm0.l
solutions. There is no element in the entire thousand-person OSD with such a mandate.

Despite the mythology of leadership, we frequently select senior executives to positions f r which
they have not been extensively trained. Running a large military organization, for exampl is not
the same thing as running a large civilian bureaucracy in a highly-politicized public envir nment.
Consideration should be given to providing new types of managerial support for many

1
ex cuti~w

across DOD. Again, there is no element in the OSD structure working such issues.

AS Tom Peters w&es in his best-selling management handbook “Thriving on Chaos -- dbook for
a Management Revolution” (Knopf, New York, 1988): ‘IIf it ain’t broke, you just haven’t ooked
hard enough. Fix it anyway.” RemarkabIy, many items here are relatively short-term fix S. There

i
is no middle ground. Like electrons in orbit around an atomic nucleus (either in one quan um state
or the next) DOD is either going to stay broken or get fixed. America demands the latter r sultl
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Jim Walbarsht

r.Lc14m4

Mr. Wolbarsht is an accomplished business leader with 30 years of operational experi nce in
Information Technology and Finance, He has repeatedly led successful business recess
initiatives for Fortune 500 companies and the U.S. government on critical

I
managerial issues.

He is a nationally-known expert at introducing technology-based change in large torpor tions.

Mr. Wolbarsht is President and CEO of DEFCON@,  Inc., a national security technology dvisory
firm with a select domestic and international client base siuce 1985. F&ml clients have incl ded the
Commander of the U.S. Army Software Development Command, the Commissioner of GSA’s Federal
Techology Service, the Chief Information Officer of Treasury’s Bureau of Alcohol, Toba o and
Firearms and the Director of Intelligence prom at The MITRE Corporation. Over the 1 t eight
years, Mr. Wolbarsht has also served as a top executive in several companies f sed on
commercial electronic business systems, reputedly producing dramatic growth in custo ers and
revenues.

r

His firms have brought residential real estate brokerage to the Web, adva the
Internet “clickstream”  business by offering unattended server-side dynamic site realignm nt, and
systematized the electronic distribution and control of software and other intellectual property.

Mr. Wolbarsht is “credited with turning the once-troubled agency around.”

As Chief Financial Officer and Chief Information Officer of the U.S. Pension Ben&
Corporation during the Bush Administration, Mr. Wolbarsht directed all of PBGC’s ticial p ograms,
systems and technology, including the Treasury, Controller, Budget, Acquisition, estment
Management and IT functions while managing a corporate budget exceeding $100 millio anuual
revenues exceeding $1 billion and investable assets exceeding $6 billion PBGC insures 67,000 pension
phs covering 41 million Americans and the Council on Excellence in Government called his position

ti

aranty

“one of the toughest f&n&l management jobs in Washington” Mr. WoIbarsht  assembled an led the
team which, in ody 18 months, accompli&d the major systems reengineer@ that (aceor * to the
General Accounting Office) turned an audit disclaimer into the first “unqualilied”  opinion in PBGC’s
1%year history and resolved a large backlog of business issues, According to 2%e Wmhing?o nm@s,

He has extensive experience in defense programming, budgeting, acquisition, information t ology
and intelligence issues: as staff on the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in the Nnon Administration as head
of case writing for the Defense Agency Review during the Carter AdmInistration; and as

!I

xecutive
Secretary for DOD’S Acquisition Improvement Task Force in the Reagan Administratio before
becoming Staff Director for the President’s Commission on Industrial Competitiveness in Th Reagan
White House. He served at PBGC during the Bush Administration. In 1998, he was appoint
Pentagon’s Ballistic Missile Defense Advisory Committee and last year to the
Review Team at the National Security Agency. Hb has advised numerous federal agencies
the Departments of Defense, State, Treasury, Commerce and Transportation and he has s
paid expert for the U.S. General Accounting Office and for the Defense Contract Audit Agen

Mr. Wolbarsht received an A.B. with honors from Harvard College, an M.B.A. from the Harvard
Business School and served to the rank of Lieutenant in the UnifZI States Navy. He is a M her of
the Military Order of the Carabao and resides in McLean, VA with his wife and their two d ughters.
He served on the first George Bush for President Steering Committee in America in 1978

i

d ~8s a
member of the original Issues Management Committee at the Fund for America’s Future in 19 6.
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TO:
cc -b
FROM:

April 9,200l 3:31 PF

SUBJECT: Congressional Message on Reports

Do we have a final draft of this March 29 paper of yours? It certainly is getting
be in good shape.

I think after Dell’Orto,  Di Rita and Dauer have seen it, you might want to run it
Wolfowitz, Cambone,  Chris Williams and Bill Schneider, or even do that now a
then we will end up with a fmal draft sooner.

Thanks very much. It is a good piece of work.

Attach.
3/29/01 Draft Congressional Message on Reports’

DHR:dh
04090 I-44
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To:

March 29,200l

Mr. Dell’Orto,  acting General Counsel
Mr. DiRita, acting Legislative Affairs
Mr. Dauer, acting Comptroller

From: Rudy de Leon

Re: Draft Congressional Message on Reports

After many hours of hard work and great support from your organizations
I have a new draft message to the Congress requesting their support and
cooperation for reviewing and reducing the number of reports they
annually mandate through the authorization and appropriations process.

I would like your final edits.

\v

5
i b.
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, - 3129101  551  PM Reports4

[MESSAGE TO CONGRESS]

I write to initiate  a dialogue on how the Department of Defense can be more respon
to the Congress by improving and establishing a more meaningful system of communicatic
exchange. As I stated at my confirmation hearing before the Senate Armed Services Comr
I am fully committed to working “closely with the committee  and with the other appropriai
committees of the Congress to develop, fund, and implement  an overall defense program tl
achieve our goals for the future.”

Working together,  I believe the legislative and executive  branches can develop poli
that will lead the armed forces of the United States through a time of transformation. As tl
Department continues  building  a strategic framework and budget for the new fiscal year,
however, I find that through various statutes  and legislative  language, the Department  of D
in the coming fiscal year is responsible  to the Congress  for more that 900 reports and
notifications. A specific  break down follows:

Department of Defense Congressionally Mandated Reporting Requirements
Total Reporting Requirements:
[FYO 1) Mandated Reports (List Attached):
l One-time reports

905
531
465

l Recurring reports in Committee  reports 16

l Recurring reports in law (to be moved to Recurring reports data base) 50
Reports  in Permanent Law (List Attached): 374
l Codified Recurring Reports 374

These numbers exclude  the almost xxxx letter and telephone  inquiries  the Departm
receives each month.

Exchange of information between the legislative and executive branches is essentil
shaping our national security policies.  The success of our partnership in working together
critical to the young men and women who wear the uniform of our armed forces.

Yet the sheer volume of reports threatens to undermine  the very system of effective
congressional oversight they are intended to enhance. With so many reports, the quality a:
value of individual  products are diminished.  As a result,  leaders within the Department  hE
long expressed concern about the time and money devoted  to preparation efforts. Similar1
congressional leaders have long expressed reservations about the utility of the products the
receive.

The Department’s Responses to Congress’ Need for Information

ve
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The reporting regime that has evolved over the decades reflects the unique relations ip
and responsibility of the legislative  and executive branches in matters of national security.

:

his
relationship derives from the United States Constitution.  As Article I states,  Congress shall
“raise and support Armies” and “provide for the common defense.”

This constitutional responsibility,  in turn, rests on the ability of Congress to access
accurate information concerning the United States Armed Forces. Accurate information is t e
foundation of effective and responsible  oversight. Many reports provide information and
analysis otherwise unavailable to Congress and contain  information and analysis that are
indispensable to effective decision-making. It therefore is clear that the Department of Def nse
should  provide that information to the Congress in a timely and usable manner. t

The challenge for any Secretary of Defense is to determine how best to meet the
Congress’ need for information while also meeting the larger purpose of those obligations
strong, capable military forces supported  by an effective and efficient Department of Defen e.
Along with our emerging defense team, I face the same challenge  today. We are working h

1

d to
conduct a strategic defense review that will determine the structure and shape of U.S. forces for
decades to come. We are selecting, nominating, securing Senate confirmation for, and inst ling
senior appointees who will guide the Department. Moreover, we are preparing a Fiscal Ye
2002 budget and beginning the process that will lead to the Future Years Defense Program
(FYDP).

Within the Department: Changing the Culture

There are important steps the Department can take on its own to change the culture
surrounding these congressional reports and to improve its management of complying with hese
two requirements. t

Continuing to Seek Effective Alternatives to Reports. Leaders from the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and the military Departments already work with congressional commi tees
whenever possible to meet legitimate oversight needs for information without formal reportI that
are intensive  in time, labor and money. Defense leaders regularly negotiate agreements wit
committees to eliminate, find alternatives, or consolidate reporting requirements not require by
statute. Indeed, without  briefings, consolidation of submissions,  or accepting information  r ther
than official reports, the present figure would be significantly higher. The Department  will
continue  to vigorously respond to these inquiries.  In fact almost 500 people  - military and
civilian - in the Department (OSD, JCS, Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, CINCS, Agenci:s)
have duties associated with liaison and support to the legislative  branch.

2 I
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Include Cost Estimates in Congressionally Required Materials. Under the current
regime, the financial costs of preparing reports rarely enter into the decision of whether to
request a report. Introducing that factor would be a simple and significant step toward
measuring-and  then reducing-the oversight burden. Each office that prepares a report c
be required  to include a formal cost estimate similar to that made for responses to Freedon
Information Act (FOIA) requests. A logical first step would be to include estimates of tim
costs involving the transmittal  of letters for required reports. In lieu of measuring costs fol
submission,  costs for recurring reports could be estimated  annually or at some other interv
Costs of preparing budget justification  material could be estimated  both on an aggregate  bi
and for large discreet  elements.  Finally, cost estimates  might be included  in replies to lettt
other requests that require a substantial or unusual  effort.

.ild
,f
and
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Working with Congress

Additionally, the Department of Defense and the Congress  should:

l Conduct  a review of all recurring requirements, with the goal of re-evaluating,
prioritizing, and reducing the number of these requirements;

l Agree that those reports requiring the use of outside contractors be specified an the
requirement re-evaluated; P

l Adopt self-imposed limits  on the number and length of new reports requested
annually;

l Establish limits on the number or actions required by the Department; I

l Use “sunset” dates to reduce the number of supposedly  ‘&one  time only” report that
often return each year despite the formal request by the Department  in each ye
budget and authorization request that such statutory reports included in the pre
years not be repeated; and,

i

r’s
ious

l Publish the financial  cost and manpower required  completing a prepared repo .

Taken together, these initiatives would greatly enhance  congressional  oversight to the
benefit of both the Congress and the Department. Members of Congress and staff would e able
to focus on the most critical issues,  The Department would be able to devote greater time
attention  and resources to those reports and requirements remaining. Responses to Congr

congressional oversight would improve to the ultimate  benefit of our men and women in
uniform. I

ss
would be timely. The quality and value of each remaining report would increase. As a w ole,

[SIGNED]

3 I
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Enclosures:
1. Overview of Required Reports
2. FY 01 Mandated Reports
3. Reports  in Permanent Law
4. Proposed Legislation
5. Roster of Legislative Support

4
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March 13,200l

To: Secretary Rumsfeld

cc: Deputy Secretary Wolfawitz
Mr. Dell’Orto, acting General Counsel
Mr. DiRita, acting Legislative Affairs
Mr. Dauer, acting Comptroller

From: Rudy de Leon

Re: Draft Congressional Message on Reports

Attached is a working draft of a message to the Congress  requesting their
support and cooperation for reviewing the number of reports they annually
mandate through the authorization and appropriations process.

I will also coordinate this draft with other interested  parts of OSD.
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3/13/01  IO:24  AM Reports4

[DATE]

[ADDRESSEE(S)]

Dear [ADDRESSE(S)] ~

I write to initiate a dialogue on how the Department of Defense can be more respon
to the Congress by improving and establishing a more meaningful reporting system. As 1 s
at my confirmation hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee, 1 am fully corn
to working “closely with the committee  and with the other appropriate committees of the
Congress to develop, fund, and implement  an overall defense program that can achieve
for the future.”

Working together,  1 believe  the legislative and executive branches can develop
that will lead the armed forces of the United States through a time of transition. As 1 start
work of completing a budget for the new fiscal year, I find that as a result of various
requirements the Department of Defense owes the Congress over 530 reports.

This is not to argue that these reports are improper.  Exchange of information betw
legislative and executive  branches is critical.  Yet the sheer volume of reports threatens to
undermine the very system of effective congressional oversight they are intended  to enhan
With so many reports, the quality and value of individual  products  is diminished.  As a res
leaders within  the Department have long expressed concern  about the time and money
preparation efforts. Similarly, congressional leaders have long expressed reservations abo
utility of the products they receive.

The Department’s  Constitutional Obligations to the Congress

The reporting regime that has evolved over the decades reflects the unique relation
and responsibility of the legislative and executive branches in matters of national security.
relationship is as old and as clear as the United States Constitution.  As Article I states,
shall “raise and support Armies”  and “provide for the common defense.”

This constitutional  responsibility, in turn, rests on the ability of Congress to access
accurate information concerning the United States Armed Forces. Accurate information i!
foundation of effective and responsible oversight, Many reports provide information and
analysis otherwise unavailable to Congress and contain  information and analysis that is
indispensable to effective decision-making.  It therefore is the clear responsibility of the
Department of Defense to provide that information  to the Congress  in a timely and usable
manner.

sl the

11-L-0559/OSD/2833



The challenge for any Secretary of Defense is to determine  how to best meet the
Department’s clear constitutional  obligations  to Congress while also meeting the larger pu ose
of those obligations-strong:  capable military forces supported by an effective and efficien
Department of Defense. Along with our emerging defense team, 1 face the same challenge
today. We are working hard to conduct a strategic defense review that will determine the
structure  and shape of U.S. forces for decades to come. We are selecting: nominating, set ring
congressional approval for, and installing senior appointees  who will guide the Departmen .
Moreover, we are preparing a Fiscal Year 2002 budget and beginning the process that will ead
to the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). This would be a daunting task for any new
administration. With this process now in progress, I am reluctant to transfer manpower fro
these assignments to the mandated  reports. I

Within the Jlepartmcnt:  Changing the Culture

Clearly, there are important  steps the Department can take on its own to change the.
culture surrounding  these congressional  reports and to Improve its management of complyi g
with these requirements. b

Continuing to Seek Efictive Alternatives lo Reports. Leaders from the Office of th
Secretary of Defense and the military services already work with congressional committee
whenever possible  to meet legitimate  oversight needs for information without formal repo s that
are intensive  in timer labor and money. Defense leaders regularly negotiate agreements wi h
committees to eliminate:  work around: or consolidate reporting requirements not required J
statute. Indeed, without  briefings. consolidation of submissions,  or accepting information

i
ather

than official reports, the present figure of 530 annual reports would be significantly higher.

The Department will continue  to work with the Congress to find effective
reporting  not required by statute. As a start, [I am directing]  department leaders
reliance  on reports as a negotiating tool during congressional markups. Additionally,  [I
directing] all Department leaders to cease promoting congressional reporting as
of justifying  programs and budgets.

Reducing the Volume, Impact and Cost of Reports that Remain. Even with an
Department efforts to reduce the number of incoming report requirements: a
will  remain. /I am therefore directing the Department] to take a series of
culture surrounding these reports by mitigating the volume: impact and
remain. Specifically, [I am directing] Department  leaders to:

l Better distinguish between relatively  significant and insignificant reports, there ore
devoting more time and attention to reports that reflect congressional fpriorities;

l Take an active interest in determining the most efficient way to respond to
congressional  reports assigned to their organizations;

2
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l . More closely monitor the progress of reports to ensure congressional deadlines re
met;

a

l Use expensive contractor  support only as necessary and when appropriate; and, ~

l Work with Congress  to review budget justification materials? with an eye towar
greatly reducing overall volume and eliminating marginally useful exhibits. f

Include Cosi  Eslimales  in Congressionally-Required Malerials.  Under the current
regime. the financial costs of preparing reports rarely enter into  the decision  of whether to
request a report. Introducing that factor would be a simple and significant step toward
measuring-and then reducing-the oversight  burden. Each office that prepares a report could
be required to include a formal cost estimate  similar to that made for responses to Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) requests.  A logical first step would be to include  estimates of time and
costs involving the transmittal of letters for required reports. In lieu of measuring costs for each
submission,  costs for recurring repotis could  be estimated annually or at some other interval.
Costs of preparing budget justification material could be estimated  both on an aggregate  basis
and for large discreet  elements.  Finally, cost estimates might be included  in replies to letters or
other requests  that require a substantial  or unusual effort.

Working With Congress

Working together: the Department of Defense and the Congress should:

l Conduct a review of all recurring requirements. with the goal of re-evaluating
prioritizing, and hopefully reducing the number of these requirements;

l Adopt self-imposed limits on the number or length of new reports requested annually:

l Establish  limits on the number or actions required  by the Department; I

l Use of “sunset” dates to reduce the number of supposedly “one time only” repo s
that often return each year despite the formal request  by the Department in eat
year’s budget and authorization request that such statutory reports included  in t

4’
e

previous years not be repeated; and,

. Publishing  the financial cost and manpower  required to complete a prepared repbrt.

I look forward to working with the Congress on these and any other reforms that will
improve both our communication and your oversight. I [am directing] senior Department
officials to work with the senior congressional leaders and committee staff directors to find
mutually beneficial alternatives  to the reliance on annual reporting requirements.

3
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Taken together, the reforms 1 have outlined would greatly enhance congressional
oversight to the benefit of both the Congress  and the Department. Members of Congress ar
staff would be able to focus on the most critical issues. The Department would be able to d
greater time: attention and resources to those reports and requirements remaining. Respon:
Congress would become more timely. The quality and value of each remaining report wou
increase. As a whole. congressional  oversight would improve to the ultimate benefit  of OUI
and women in uniform.

[SIGNED]

Enclosures:
I. Congressionally-mandated  reports for Fiscal Year 2001.
2. Growth of congressionally-mandated  reports, Fiscal Years 1970-2001.
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Congressional  Reporting  Requirements/Assignments  2001

Report
106-290
106290

106290

106-290

106290

106290

106-290

106-290

IMI-290

lM-2w

106-2%I

106-614
106614

104-614

106-614

Action
Page Subject Action Due Date Office Brief
SAC-MILCON Subcommittee Rpt (on S 2521, Rpt’d 9 May 00)
012 Transfer Authority Notify “After the fact” OUSDNZ Transfers between any accounts in the bill could be

accomplished at the determination of the SECDEF. SECDEF
report.

020 Armed Forces Institute of PathoIogy Facility Report “Without  further OASDRIA Evaluate alternatives  for improving the AFRO  facilities.
delay” SECDEF report.

020 Weapons Storage and Maintenance Facility, Ft Report 06/15101 JCS Needed improvements in the overall infrastructure required to
Bragg,  NC ensure the safety certification and efficiency of those foreign

weapons.
021 Antilles Consolidated School System Report 08/01/00 OUSDPgiR Deficieucies  of the school system, corrective  measures to be

implemented, and an associated time line for resolving the
issues.

022 Weapms  of Mass Destruction -- Civil Support Report 2JlYOl NGR Distribution of funds for unspecified minor construction funding
Teams (WMDCST) to directly support WMDCST requirements.

025 NATO Security Investment Program  Funds Notify 21 days prior to OUSD/P Before using NSrP  funds for NATO enlargement or Partnership
obligation for Peace (F+P)  purposes.

053 Support for counter-drug activities of the Report Within 45 days of OUSDP Outline specific uses for all funds  appropriated in account.
Government of Colombia enactment SECDEF report.

053 Support  for counter-dnrg  activities of the Notify (if 15 session days prior OUSDIC Limit on funds made available.
Government of Colombia necessary) ‘to obIigation  of funds

OS3 Support for counter-drug activities of the Report Monthly OusI~/P Identify private sector firms providing support, the number of
Government of Colombia Americans overseas in execution of supporting COntraCts,  the

number of military personnel and U.S. Government employees

ut assesses facilities needs, and Form

The budget request pm
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Action

Report Page Subject Action he Date Offwe Brief
106614 008 RecycIed  foundry sand Report 03/30/01 Army I Navy prior  and potential use of foundry sand in military construction.

106-614

106-614

106-614

106-614

106-614

106-614

10~414

008 BMDO Construction Projects Notify

011 Child Development Centers Plan

0 I4 Ft BeIvoir:  Army Museum Report

015 Lemoore  NAS Quality of Life and Work Space Report
Conditions

015 Puerto Rico-Roosevelt Roads Naval Station Report

020 Facilities Backlog Report

020 Armory Infrastructure Report

30 days prior to BMDO The Committee is concerned about this request and wants prior
obligation notification of specific projects with detailed justification.
02115101 OUSD/P&R Creation of 25,000 additional child care spaces through

constructing child development centers over the next five years.
Within 90 days of Army Determine whether  Fort Belvoir  is an appropriate site for the
enactment NatiouaI  Museum of the U.S. Army.
03115foo Navy Explain the execution of the Tnfras&%ure  Improvement Plan.

including any changes or modifications that have been made to
the plan and the reasons iherefor.

Withln 90 days of Navy Outline options available for development of the land, a
enactment timetable, the Navy should develop with the Municipality of

C&a, and actions to be taken by the Department.
With ihe budget Army I NGB Current backlog of facilities requirements of the Army National

Guard.
01/01/01 AllIly  lNGB Status of armory infrastructure.

106614

106-614

106614

106-614

106614
lO66I4

106-614
106-614

106-614

024 NATO Security Investint  Program Report

024 NATO Expansion Notify

026 New housing consbuctiou Notify

026 Construction improvements Noti@

027 Fore&u Currency Savings, O&M Report
027 Operation and Maintenance, Reprogrammings  Noti@

0 2 8  DomesticLeases Report
028 Foreign Leases Report

029 Asbestos and Lead-based paint removal Notify

Quarterly OUSDiC NATO nations share of cost and NSIP project costs and cost
shares.

21 days prior to OUSDlp Before using NSIP funds for NATO enlargement or Partnership
obligation for Peace (PFP)  purposes.
30 days prior OUSD/AT&L Funds appropriated for a new construction project may be

transfmed  for purpose of a private sector pilot project at the
same Iocation.  SECDEF rep&.

30 days prior OUSD/AT&L Funds appropriated for a construction improvement project may
te transferred for purpose of a private sector pilot project at the
same location. SECDEF report.

12101100 OUSD/C Aliowcatiou  of savings from foreign currency re-estimations.
Within 30 days of OUSDIC Proposed transfers of funds in excess of ten percent to all
transfer of funds primary acconnts  and subaccounts.
Quarterly OUSDK: Details of certain new or renewed leasing agreements.
21 days prior to OUSDEC Perform an economic analysis on all new leases DT  lease/contrac
entering  into an agreements; report  details of any new or renewal lease exceedin
agreement $20,000 per year (as adjusted for foreign currency fluctuation,

. .
but not atIJw.

As required Services When asbestos andlor  lead-based paint removal costs cause
maintenance and repair thresholds to be exceeded.
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0 ensure smo

excessive amounts are not bein
et-we to ensure

Medium Armored Combat Vehides comparison of existing versus new hardware implementations.

Contain analysis to support the nxommendatmn  011 %quence  0
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Report Page Subject
Action

Action Due Date Offke Brief
106-292

106-292

106292

1 M-292

106-292
106292

106-292

106292

142 Army Future Combat Systems (FCS) Report

176 Refuel Los Angeles-class SSNs  or convert Ohb Report
class SSBNs

177 Shipboard simulators for Marine Corps Report
OperatiOnS

212 National Missile Defense (NMD) Report

2 16 Complex systems design Report
221 Management reform for DoD test and evaluation Report

centers
222 Crusader Report

224 Joint Training and Experimeutation Report

01/31/01 OUSD/AT&L Include the schedule for this initiative; funding required for FY-
02 and future years; and a description and assessment of the
acquisition sbategy. SECDEF report.

W/FY-02  Budget Navy [AT&L] Report the attributes used to analyze the options and the
distinctions among these attributes in the near- and long-term.

03101101 Navy Assess Marine Corps training for Marines afloat; a program to
deveIop  and field additional simulation capabilities; and plans tc
support the fielding of new training simulation systems.

04/01/01 BMDO Report the analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of a
competitive approach to follow-on GBR development and
deployment.

When completed Army Conduct a review of the project.
When funds are OT&E Report on the allocation of PE 6494OD  funds and the criteria
awarded used to determine the recipients.
03101/01 OUS!YAT&L Describe how the current development and acquisition  strategy

will fit with efforts designed to field the objective force
described in the Army transfom-tatiou  initiative.

03/01101 KS Assess the advisability and feasibinty of estabtishing  a joint
national training center, include a summary of actions taken,
planned or under consideration.

uested  in the m-02  budget request to

Tuesday, March 6,200I
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Report Page Subject Action
l&292 286 Charlestown Naval  Auxiliary Landing Field, Report

CharIemwn,  R.I.
106-292 286 Inventory of financial management and feeder Plan

systems

lob-292 287 Joint Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Report
Support (JCALS) program

I06292 289 Revised requirements for report ou use of smart Report
card as PIU authentication device carrier

106-292 302 Funeral honors  for memkrs  of the uniformed Report
services

106292 302 Infmmation related to alternatives to the Report
Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP)

106-292 303 Study on the use of peyote by military personnel Report

I Ob292 3 19 Financial assistance for those beneficiaries Report
requiring animal assistance

lob292 3 19 Health care benefits for retirees living overseas Report

1 M-292 319 Implementation of DOD  and VA sharing Report
initiatives

1 M-292 320 Notitkatkm  of persons  affected by unanticipated Report
adverse outcomes of medical care

104-292 320 Special pays for military health care Report
professionals

Action
Due Date Office Brief
01/01/0~  if MY If the site demolition wwkplan cannot be  executed in FY-01,
OeCeSSary then the Afmy needs to explain their inaction.
Addition to cunznt OUSD/C Additional matters to be covered under the original report, e.g.,
requirement identify each system listed in the inventory as critical or non-

03101 IO1 OUSDIAT&L Report progress made to restructure the program to expand the
functionality and use of the JCALS  program beyond the
technical manual capability.

l2/ol/cKl OASDIC31 Report on the cost and feasibility of existing hard disk storage
technology or other technologies that couid be used, include a
comparison of the technologies on a cost and performance basis

03fOl/OI OUSDIpBtR Following a conference with VA, HHS and Commerce, report if
findings and recommendations. SECDEF report.

NLT 01/30/01 OUSD/P&R Describe  the TAP program and its content by service, incIude  a
description of tha methods of exposure; various numbers on
particpates,  and those who declined SBP. SECDEF report.

Upon completion of OUSD/P&R Report the findings of a study and any recommendations prior t#
study finabzing  a Department directive. SECDEF report.
None  speciIied OUSD/P&R Study requirements for dependents of military personnel whose

medical conditions may require such assistance, include an
assessment of the economic impact of obtaining such animals.

NET 03/l  201 OUSD/F’&R Report on the desirability and feasibility of providing health car
benefits to these military retirees. SECDEF report.

NLT OI01/01 OUSD/P&R With the VA, deveiop-  a plan and report on the formation of
problem solution groups and regional liaisons to facilitate _
sharing opportunities. SECDEF report.

NLT 03fOlfOl OUSD/P&R Review the current notification process and any additional
requirements the Secretary deems necessary.  SECDEF report.

NLT 03/01/01 OUSD/P&R Conduct a review and report on the adequacy of special pays an
bomms.  SECDEF report.
Report the findings of sampled purchase  card transactions from
selected commands to determine whether the prices paid were

Tuesday, March 6,20H
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appropriate and the

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania include the funding levels needed in future budgets to provide
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Report Page Subject Action Due Date
106416 193 Advanoed  anti-radiation guided missile Report With the FY-02

(AARGM) budget request
106-616 199 Common Command and Decision (CC&D) Report With the FY-02

System budget request

106416 200 Composite advanced sail development Report With the FY-02
budget request

106-616 200 CVNX aircraft carrier design prnduct  modeling Report With the PY-02
budget request

Action
Office
N%VY

Navy

NW

Navy

Brief
Provide results of the developmental testing of the ARRGM
seeker and the Navy’s plans for further development.
Report on the Navy’s program plan and funding for the CC&D
P31 program and for insertion of advanced technology in the
CFC/SSD  integrated combat system.
Provide the Navy’s plan for further development of a composite
advanced sail for the Virginia  class submarine.
After conducting an assessment of the cost-effectiveness of
developing a product model for the CVNX report the results,

Tuesday, March 6,2001 Page 7 of 37
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c

Action
Report Page Subject Action Due Date Office Brief
106-616 332 Army Apprenticeship Program Report 01n1/01 hY Report on plans to implement an apprenticeship program for

Army maintenance depots.
106616 332 Army Workload and Performance System Report 02/01/01 -Y Update the AWPS master plan to incorporate GAO’s

recommendations and submit a revised master plan.
106-616 333 Civilian Air Traffic Controllers Report ou3imi OlJSD/P&R Determine the best  method to solve the recruiting and retention

problem and report any recommendations. SECDEF report
106-616 334 Container Freight Station (CFS)  operations RWfi 180 days prior to any JCS Report results of the MT&K  business case analysis and assess

action on any the effects of the proposed transfer on military readiness.
function  transfer SECDEF report.

106616 336 Defense Personnel Records Imaging System- Report O!?JO1/00 N a v y Identify the strategy  for sustainment of this system.
Electronics Military Personnel Records System

106-616 337 Dep&ment  of Defense Civilian Personnel Report 01/31/01 OWSD/AT&L Develop a comprehensive plan to attract high quality scientists
(Recruiting and Retention) and engineers, and report the findings and recommendations.

SECDEF report. AT&L can sign.
106-616 340 National Maintenance Program (NMP) Report 02mimi hY Identify the proliferation of depot-level maintenance that is

performed outside of the public depots.
106-616 341 Naval Audit Service NOtitj within IO days of N a v y Submit  documentation to support any decision to close audit

decision being made sites in major fleet concentration areas.
106-616 342 Urban Warfare Training Report 02/OIlOl JCS Report on master plan for a DOD-wide strategy, with

milestones, for improving service and joint capabiiities  to

-

deterrrdm  if an extension of the time limitations  is us&d and

Tuesday, March 6,200I
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ation  as to why the concerns are not valid. SECDEF

evlew current
eservist  and Reserve corn

Procurement of Mili

Requirements Prionties
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Report Page Subject Action Due Date
Action
Office Brief

106-298

106298

106-298

106-298

106298

106298

106-298

106298

106-298

106-298

1 (xi-298

014 Container use maximization Report Within 1 year from JCS Outline in detail the inventory of DOD-owned container
enactment equipment and its readiness condition, the percentage being

containeriml,  and provide an analysis of steps taken.
018 Unutilized plant capacity Report NLT 09/15/00 AlI!IY Study the scale and capacity of arsenals and ammunition plants,

in an effort to mitigate the need for further cash subsidies.
023 Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard Rfwt NLT 01115101 Navy Report  on the status of the conveyance and remediation of this

property.
028 Civil Air Patrol (CAP) Report 04/01/01 Air Force Report on the status of the relationship between the

organizations and the governance and management of CAP, e.g..
the cost of Aii Force oversight of CAP.

033 Real property  maintenance, Army National Report 04/15/01 NGB Detail  how all funds appropriated for real proper@  maintenance
Guard to the ANG will be allocated.

034 Distributive Training TeehnoIogy  program Report 02/15#1 NGB Report on how the Department intends to allocate funding for
this program in FY-01.

034 Homeland Defense Initiative, Camp Gruber,  OK Report 03/05/01 NGB Report on a feasibility study to assess the establishment of
and Camp Dawson, WV combat training centers for local, State and Federal entities in

response to weapons of mass destruction (WMD)  threats.
035 Angel Gate Academies Report NLT 02/15fOl OUSD/P&R Should this program be included in the civil-military program

and should it be expanded to additional locations.
035 ‘8 19th Red Horse Squadron Report lo/15100 At Force Report on the plan and time line to provide this standard vehicle

allowance to the 819th Squadron.

036 6’ Infrastructure Requirements for C-17 Plan 1 l/15/00 Air Form Provide a plan and time line for satisfying these funding

Beddown commitments.

036 Notification of environmental contract awards Notify Upon release of draft Servkes Notify interested State and local  authorities and interested
solicitations Members of Congress upon release of draft solicitations for

contracts anticipated to exceed $5.000,000.
106-298 037 Museum of the Rockies Report 10101100 OUSD/AT&L Provide a report on plans to fund and build this facility, and the

overall construction schedule, to include the DD form 1391.
106-298 059 STAR-T Certify wbennecessary  Amy Certify, when appropriate, that the program no longer has any

software integration problems.
106-298 083 C-130 modifications Not specified Air Force ftepat  on the potential acquisition of existing simulators to

support this effort, and the Iocation of tk simulator training site
to support the Pacific Air Forces.

106298 083 Commando Solo Rem NLT OUl5l01

Assessment 04/01/01

Air Force Conduct an analysis of options for effective airframe
alternatives, to include the investigation of cost effective,
commercial  aircraft replacement options.

OUSDIAT&L Provide a analysis of each system’s capability and potential for
enhancement, including a specific assessment of each system’s

Tuesday, March 6,ZlOf Page 11 of 37
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c

Report Page Subject
Action

Action Due Date Office Brief
104-298 098 Objective Crew-Served Weapon (OCSW) Report Within 60  days of AlmY Provide a status of the program.

passage
106-298 118 Combat Training Ranges Rew-t I l/01/00 Air Furce Inform the Committees of the earliest expected implementation

of ADOSM to achieve initial operational capabiIity.
106-298 127 PAC-3INavy  Area Defense Report 04115101 OUSD/AT&L Conduct a study of the potential for the missile to he used as the

interceptor in the Navy Area program.
106-298 136 Defense Working Capital Funding Adjustments Report NLT 10/3O/lXl OUSD/P&R Report on the usage policies, categories, reimbursement, etc. of

the commissaries. SECDEF report.
106298 139 Deseret  Chemical Depot Report Within 30 days of Army Report the findings from safety investigations conducted at

investigation Too& Chemical Agent Facility UOCDF).
106298 140 Clinical Coupler Demonstration Project Report 03101101 OUSD/P&R Report the results of the clinical couplers demonstration,

including a recommendation on whether they should be fully
incorporated into the CHCS II system.

106-298 144 Off& of the Inspector General Report Semi-annually IG Submit a semi-annual expenditures report in compliance with
the requirements contained in sec. 127 of title IO, U.S.C.

106-644 HAGDefense  Subcommittee Rpt (on HR 4576, Rpb’d 25 May 00)
006 Information Assurance and Computer Network Report with the PY-02 OASDICI Provide details on planned obligation of funds.  as well as

Security budget request funding proposed in the FY-02 budget. SECDEF report.
014 Interim Brigade Combat Teams (IBCT) mfy With FY-02 budget OUSDlc Certify the budget submission fully funds an additional two

IBCTs,  as well as in each of the suczeeding  years of the FYDP

Tuesday, March 6,200l
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Report Page Subject
Action

Action Due Date Office Brief
106644

104-644

106644

104444

ltM-644

106444

106-644

lOM44

052 O&M Budget Execution Data Notify

052 O&M Reprogrammings Notify

053 Public transit vouchers Report

062 Naval Sea Cadet Program Report

067  c-5sparePam Report

067 AF cargo distribution hub Report

071 DOD  Schools Report

085 Depleted Uranium Environmental Restoration Report

30 days prior OUSDK Notify prior to executing procedures to rebaseline  O&M
accounts.

If necessary OUSDK Notify of the cumulative value of any and all transfers in excess
of %lS,OOO,ooO  from any of the O&M budget activities and
subactivity group categories.

NLT lu31100 OUSWP&H Delineate measures that the DOD  has taken to implement E.O.
13150.  and estimate the funding required to support the
Executive Order. SECDEF report.

NLT lu31100 NW Lists the benefits of tk program to the Navy, and identifies
financial, material and manpower resources the Navy shouId
make available to the program in order to expand it.

NLT 01/3l/Ol  and Air Force Report the overall status of the spare and repair parts program,
09130101 including whether necessary resourczs  are programmed to

address future requirements.
NLT 12/31/00 Air Force Assess the feasibility of using Youngstown-Warren Airport as a

hub for the distribution of DOD  cargo.
01115101 OUSD/P&R Report on school teacher compensationklIowances and fees for

teacher/dependent medical servces, include recommendations
and legislative proposals, if appropriate. SECDEF report.

11123/(K) AMY Define responsibilities for restoration of the site. if any, plans to
meet them, and identify funding requirements, how the Army
has financed them, and a detailed schedule for completion.

091 Ground Proximity Warning System (GPWS)

093 Short Range Air Defense (SHORAD)
ModemiZati~

098 Ammunition Management

103 Up-armored High Mobility Multi-m
wheeled Vehicles (I-lnmwv)

108  EP-3 Modernization

118 Aviation requirement for Joint Tactical
Terminals

Report 04/01/01 -Y Report the viability of installing GPWS on Army transport
helcopters.  include a cost analysis of the latest generation on a
single circuit card and an acquisition plan.

Plan 01/15/01 hY Submit a plan for modernization of the force, and include an
analysis of the threat against the current, mid-term and future
threat forces, alternatives for meeting the threat and their cost,
and the plan to fund modernization.

Report Within 3 months of Amy Report  the effectiveness of the Triad at managing amItIUOitiOn,
enactinent include readiness measurements; on-time delivery; reduction in

backlog, and modernization of production base.

Report NLT 07/lO/OO -Y Outline Army’s acquisition objective, current inventory levels.
and the funding required to alleviate the shortfall.

R e p o r t  01/15!01 Navy Identify the outyear requirements for a SLEP, including any
requirement to replace sensors.

Report 03/15/01 Navy Review and report tbe requirement for aviation joint taCtid
t#XlTlillalS.

Tuesday, March 6,200l
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geting pods, and st

protect business sensitive information protect business sensitive information, and development of

technologies from small companies being considered, along WitI
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Report Page Subject
Action

Action Due Date Office Brief
006 Sec. 113, Proposed miIitary exercises Not@ 30 days prior KS Provide plans and scope of proposed military exercise involving

U.S. personnel if amounts expended for construction, either
temporary or permanent, are anticipated to exceed $100,000.

007 Sec. 119,  Transfer of Funds &port 0205 Annually OUSDlp  & C Provide details of the specific actions proposed to be taken to
encourage nations of the NATO, Japan, Korea, and U.S. allies
bordering the Arabian Gulf. SECDEF report.

007 Sec. 123, DOD  Family Housing Improvement Noti@ 30 days prior to OUSDIAT&L Additional amounts as may be determined may be transferred to
Fund transfer the DOD  Family Housing Improvement Fund from amounts

appropriated for construction in “Family Housing” accounts.
048 /Sec. 125, Transfer of funds (miIitary family Noti@ NLT 60  days before OUSD/AT&L Provide notice of any guarantee  (including making mortgage or

housing) issuing any rental payments) proposed to be made by the Secretary to the
solicitation private party under the contract invoived  in the certain events.

09 Sec. 127,0&M  for family housing, including Report Annually OUSDlc Report all O&M expenditures for each individual flag and
flag and general officer quarters geneml officer quarters for the prior fiscal year.

009 Sec. 128, Family Housing Master Plan Plan 07101101 Services Demonstrate how the plan will meet the year 2010 housing
goals with traditional construction, operation and maintenance
support, as well as privatization initiative proposals.

010 Sec. 135, Marine Corps Barracks, 8th and 1 Notify 30 days prior to the Navy Authorization to use funds received for the construction,
SiTWS use of funds improvement, repair, and maintenance of the historic residences

011 Sec. 136, Brooks Air Force Base Development Plan 30 days prior to Air Force The Secretary may not exercise any authority  under this section
Demonstration Project exercising any until after the submission of a master plan for development of

authority theBase.
014 Sec. 136, Brooks Air Force Base Development Report 30 days prior Air Force Section 2662 of title 10, U.S.C., applies to transactions a! the

Demonstration Project Base during the Project.
015 Sec. 139, Transfer of Funds Report NLT 60 days after OUSIM Report on construction, security and operation of Forward

enactment Operating Locations (FOL) in Manta, Ecuador, Aruba, Curacao,
and

Ol7 Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide Certify 30 days prior to Navy Certify that the integrity and accessibility of the training range i!
(including Tranfer of Funds) funds becoming uninterrupted, and aspassing  and other intrusions on the range

available have ceased.
017 Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide Recertify 90 days after initial Navy SECNAV shall recertify the status of the range 90  days after the

(including Tranfer of Funds) certification initial certification, and each 90 days thereafter.
019 Sec. 104,  Abrams  MlA2  SEP Upgrades certify prior  to funds being Army certify that these funds will be used to upgrade vehicles for an

obligated average unit cost (for 307 vehicles) that does not exceed
55.900.m.

020 Sec. 106.  Defense Health FVogram Notify Before charging OUSD/P&R Notify the committees before charging  an obligation or an
adjustment to obligations under this section. SECDEF  report

020 Sec. 1% Defense Health Program Report NLT  30 days after OUSD/P&R Report on obligations made under this section. SECDEF report.
the end of FY-OO
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Report Page Subject Action
106710 022 Sec. 113, Patriot missile program Plan

106-710 023 sec. 118, NMD  Program Notify

106-710 061 Drug  Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, Report
Defense (including Transfer of Funds)

106-710 062 Sec.  3101, Counter-drug activities of the certify
Govemment of Colombia

106710 064 Sec. 3201, Conditions on Assistance for Certify
Colombia -- Waiver

106-710 065 Sec. 3202. Regional Strategy Report

106-710 066 Sec. 3204, Limitations on supjort  for plan Report
Colombia and on assignment of U.S. personnel
in Colombia

106-710 067 Sec. 3204, Lhnitations on assignment of U.S. Report
personnel in Colombia - Exception

106-710 067 Sec. 32N  Support for Plan Colombia Report

106-710 067 Sec. 3204, Bimonthly report Report

IOb710 087 Real hoperty  Maintenance: Reporting Notify
Requirement

106-710 088 Alkali Silica Reactivity w)o~

106-710 089 Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Report
Simulator

106710 094 DOD  Family Housing Improvement Fund Report
contractor  Support for Family Housing
hivatization)

lo&710 094 DOD  Family Housing Improvement Fund Notify
(Reporting Requirements)

Action
Due Date Offke Brief
NLT 30 days after BMDO Submit a revised plan for $125,000.000  to remain avallabIe  unti
enactment September 30,2002,  and be available only for this program.
15 days prior BMDO Notify prior  to issuing any type of information or proposal

solicitation with a potential annual contract value greater than
$S,OOO.OOO  or a total contract value greater than $34000,000.

I5 days prior to OUSDIP Report on the value, duration and purpose of contracts for
obligation or baining,  bgistics  support, planning or assistance contracts for
expenditure of funds any overseas activity.‘
15 days prior to OUSDK’ Address the support provided under this section by the
obligation or Government of Colombia. FECDEF  report.
expenditure of funds
If necessary QUSDK’ Assistance may be furnished if to do so is in the national

security interest. President reporf.
Within 60 days of OUSDlp Current  policy and strategy regarding U.S. counternarcotics
enactment assistance for Colombia and neighbors. President report.
When  necessary OUSDff Request the availability of funds. Prestierrt  report.

If necessary OUSDK’ Request the limitation not apply. President report.

Semiannually from OUSDIP Delineate any costs (including incremental costs) incurred by
om1101 any entity of the Executive branch during the two previous fisca

quarters. President report.
Within 90  days of OUSDff Includes the aggregate number, locations, activities, and lengths
enactment and every of assignment for all temporary and permanent US. military anr
60 days thereafter US. individuals retains as contractors. President repoti.
21 days prior services Submit prior to carrying out any repair project with an estimatec

cost in excess of $7JoO,OOO.
NLT  OS/O1100 OUSD/AT&L Assess the overall condition of facilities and infrastructure With

respect to ASR, also address the long-term strategy and
recommendations to manage this issue.

NLT 02/28/01 Air Force Conduct a comprehensive cost/benefit analysis and standard
return on investment criteria in the relocation study now being
performed arid provide a report.

Quarterly OUSD/AT&L Review quarterly, and report the expenses of each component t(
ensure excessive amounts are nd being spent on contractor
support.

45 days prior to Services Submit notice  of the nature and terms of the privatization
entering into any contracts following a 45&y  review period..
mtract
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transfer of finds

funds into the ac 1. SECDEF  report.

Defense (Plan Colombia) execution of supporting contracts, and number of personnel

war reserve
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basis, the Secretary of the service responsible for the

m-01 and indicate the dollar value of items

ulation is declining and civiiian

and installation of ment for the renovation will not excwd
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106-754 035 Sec. 8071, Defense exports loan guarantees Report QuarterI  y OUSD/AT&L Report  on the implementation of these loan guarantees.
SECDEF report.

106754 037 Sec. 8078, FY-02 Budget Request reductions Report 02/01/01 OUSDfC Identify, by amount and by separate budget activity, activity
group, subactivity  group, line item, program element, program,
project, subproject, and activity any reductions.

106-754 038 Sec. 8084, RDT&E  funds to procure end-items Certify If necessary OUSD/AT&L May waive the restriction on a caseby-case  basis by certifying
for deIivery  to military forces that it is in the national security interest. SECDEF  report.

106754 038 Sec. 8086, Funding reductions of 0.7% Report 60  days after OUSDlc Amouots provided in all approprlaticm  accounts in titles III and
IV of the Act are affected and reductious  shall be applied ou a

requirements on a time

Certify a waiver if a department or agency IS more t

I

i
of the aircraft have been
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fense Reserve Fleet ng. and the schedule and costs for scrapping these

review of technologies currently in
development and assess cost and feasibility

I

t
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Action
Report Page Subject Action Due Date Office Brief
106-754 264 Joint Ejection Seat hogram plan 30 days prior to OUSD/AT&L Address all specific applications for the ejection seat or ejection

contract award INAFI seat technology developed. Specifically address the cost and
commonality benefits. SECDEF repmt.

106-754 264 Joint Ejection Seat Program certify Prior to obligation of Navy I Air Certib  that a joint program office is in place to manage to
funds Force program.

106754 281 Information Technology Center Repofl NLT OSfol/Ol JCS Outline plans for proceeding with establishment of the centers.
SECDEF report.

106-754 284 National  Defense Sealift  Fund (C-17) Notify When necessary OUSDK: NDAF should conform to the requirements for other DOD
procurement accounts.

1 M-754 287 Peer Reviewed Medical Research Program Report 03m1101 AMY Report the status of the program, and include the corresponding
funds provided in previous fiscal years,

106754 291 T-AGOS support Report NLT 03/30/01 OUSDK’ Analyze the operationa  effectiveness of the T-AGOS  ships and
provide a summary of suggested alternative platforms or assets
and their associated costs.

106-945 Authoriwtion Conference Rpt (H.R. 4205 (HR 5408), Rpt’d 6 Uct Became P.L. 106-398  on 30 Ott 00
106945 029 I 642  Sec. 111,  Multiyear  procurement  authority Certify Prior to execuling  a Army Certio  that the vehicle has successfully completed the initial

(M2A3  Sradley) contract operational test and evaluation and milestone III review.
106-945 029 Sec. 113, Objective Force Development Process Report 30 days prior to AMY Include envisioned operational environments, threat assumptionr

obligation of 80% of on which R and D efforts are based, and potential operational
the funds and organizational concepts.

106945 030 / 643 Sec. 113, Objective Force Development Process Report 03101101 JCS Report on the process for developing the objective force in the
transformation of the Army, including joint warfighting and lift
requirements. SECDEF report.

106-945 030 / 643 See. 113, Costs and Effectiveness of Medium Plan 30 days prior  to Army Compare costs and operational effectiveness of infantry carrier
Armored Combat Vehicles for the Interim obligation of funds variant  and troop-carrying medium armored vehicles currently ir
Brigade Combat Teams the Army inventory for the use of infantry battalions.

106-945 031 Sec. 113, Costs and Effectiveness of Medium Certify 30 days after hY After completion of the comparison of costs and operational
Armored Combat Vehicles for the Interim submission of effectiveness, certify approval of the obligation of funds, the
Brigade Combat Teams Army’s plan force structure and subquent  operational capability will not

diminish ule combat power. SECDEF report.
106-945 032 Set 122, Arlelgh Burke class destroyer program Report 1 l/01/00 Navy Update infommtion  provided in the report of the SECNAV

entitled the ‘Arleigh Burke (DDG-51)  Class Industrial Base
Study of 1993’.

106-945 033 / 644  Set 123, Virginia class submarine program Report with m-02  budget OUSD/AT&L Report on a plan for maintaining at least 55 fast attack
request submarines; two productiOn  rate assessments of potential

savings; and an analysis of various ccmtracting strategies.
SECDEFreport.
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106-945 034 / 644 Sec. 124, Limitation during fiscal year 2001  on Report 04115101 Navy Required force. structure to support the national military sb-ateg
changes in submarine force stmcture and include the acquisition strategy and fleet maintenance

requirements. PwkdeW  r~~fi.
1 i6945 035  ! 645 Sec. 127. Alternative funding mechanism for Report With m-02  budget Navy Include a detailed description of the funding mechanisms and

naval vessels and other naval capabilities request (NLT effect of each funding mechanism on production stability of
02/05/01) other shipbuilding programs funded within the Navy.

106945 036/646  Sec. 131, B-2 Bomber Report 03101  Annually Air Force Tnclude  the capabiIity to carry out missions; ongoing and
pIarmed  technology efforts to improve capabilities and meet
expanded threats; and a fiscally-phased program for each of
three firnding scenarios. SECDEF report.

106-945 036 I646 Sec. 132, Modernization of Air National Guard Plan 02/01/01 Air Furce A plan to modernize and upgrade the combat capabilities of
F-l 6A units those units that are assigned F-16A  aircraft.

1 O&945 037 / 647 Sec. 141, Study of final Assembly and Check Report NLT  180 days after OUSD/AT&L, After award of a contract for engineering and manufacturing
Alternatives for the Joint Strike Fighter program date of award of a development provide the results of a study of final assembly ant

contract checkout alternatives for that aircraft. SECDEF report.
106945 038 I647  Sec. 152, Federal economic assistance for Report @4/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on impact of the DOD  destruction program on

communities impacted by Chemical communities in the vicinity of stockpiie  storage sites and
DemiIitarization  activities associated activities at certain faciiities.  SECDEF report

106-945 040 / 717 Sec. 2 12,  Joint Strike fighter program fiport 12115100 OUSD/AT&L Describe the criteria for exiting from the demonstration and
validation phase, and entry into into the engineering and
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Provide any steps intended to
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Report Page Subject
106-945 054 [Sec. 251.  Merits of Moblle  Offshore Base

I I Concept

Action Due Date Office Brief
1 Report INLT 03/01/01 OUSD/AT&L Report on the cost-benefit analysis, using operational concepts;

I I I I
recommendation regarding whether to proceed as a progr&  and
if so state which service is to be  designated to have the lead

I responsibility; and include a schedule. SECDEF report.
106-945  1 054 /Sec. 251, Mobile Offshore Base potential use for)Report [NLT 03Ml101 (Navy IRepon  on the potential use of technologies asmiated with the

I Icertain purposes  of associated technologies 1 I I jumcept, including an assessment of the potential application and
feasibility of using existing technologies.

106-945 063  I 759 Sec. 312, Certain environmental restoration Notify Before paying costs OUSD/AT&L Upon determination that such permanent relocation is part nf a
activities of permanently and Services response action. SECDEF report.

I relocating I I
106-945 1065  /762[Sec.  318, Ship disposal project /Report [NLT  12)31/00 INavy Include a description of the competitive procedures used for the

solicitation and award of task orders including a description; an
assessment of the results; and a strategy for future procurement.

106-945 066  / 762 Sec. 3 19, Defense Enviroumental  Security Report NLT 60  days after OUSD/AT&L Include a mission statement and strategic objectives for the
Corporate Information Management Pro&n - enactment Program+  recommendations of the Secretary for the Programs

future mission and objectives. SECDEF report.
106-945 066  I 762 Sec. 320,  Plasma Energy Pyrolysis System Report NLT OuOl/Ol hY Analysis of information and data on fixed-transportable unit and

on mobile unit  demonstration phase; recommendations on future
applications of system; and statement of projected funding.

106-945 069 I764 Sec. 336, Effects of availability of slot machines Report NLT 03/31/01 OUSD/‘P&R Evaluate the effects of the availabiIity  of slot machines as a
on U.S. militarv  installations overseas MWR activity, the morale of military communities overseas, ant

members’ personal financial stability. SECDEF report.
106-945 071/ 764 Sec. 341, Centers of Industrial and Technical Report If necessary OUSD/AT&L Report the extent to which a loan guarantee program modeled

Excellence and public-private partnerships to after the Armament  Retooling and Manufacturing Support
increase utilization of such centers Program would help to achieve the objectives. SECDEF report.

106-945 075 Sec. 343. Arsenal Support  Program Initiative Report NLT 07Eo1/01  & AMY Specifying the amount of loans guaranteed during the preceding

I M-945

106-945

2002 caleudar  year.
075 Sec. 343, Arsenal Support Program Initiative Report NLT 07KWOl -Y Report on the implementation of the demonstration program, ana

include a review of contracting at the manufacturing arsenals
and recommendations appropriate regarding any changes.

079 Sec. 344, Codification and improvement of Repoa NLT 07/01101 hY Report on the procedures and controls implemented to carry out
armament retooling and manufacturing support this program. SECDEF report.

Programs
106-945 080 I 765 Sec. 35 1, Additional information required before Certify If necessary OUSD/AT&L  Certhj

conversion of commercial or industrial type and the decisions made, did not include any predetermir
r the factors considered in the examinations pertormed,

led
~1.  SECDEF report.

Tuesday, March 6,2001
Page 24 of 37

11-L-0559/OSD/2860



Congressional  Reporting  Requirements/Assignments  2001
A c t i o n
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106-945 08 I I 766 Sec. 353. Consolidation. restructuring, or PIan AnnuaIIy with OUSDlATgiL Submit each SWategic  Sourcing Plan of Action for the

reengineering of organizations, functions, or budget request Department (as identified in the DOD  Interim Guidance), for the
activities following year, SECDEF report.

106-945 082 Sec. 353, Consolidation, re&uctnring,  nr Report If a decision is made OUSDIAT&L Describe the decision, include a projection of savings compared
reengineering of organizations, functions, or with cost; describe missions, duties, or requirements affected;
activities: Decision to execute plan and various certifications and schedules. SECDEF report.

lV6-945 082 I767 Sec. 353, Consolidation, restructuring, or Notify 30 days prior to OUSDlATBiL Plan may not be implemented until notification of the intent to
reengineering of organizations, functicms.  oc implementation of carry out such plan is provided.
activities ttaepklll

106-945 083 I 767 Sec. 354, Savings resulting from workforce Repott NLT 02/W  ammany  OUSDIAT&L Report on the results of the monitoring perfcnmed under the
reductions as part of conversion  of functions system established. SECDEF report.

1 M-945 084 / 767 Sec. 355. Performance of emergency response Certify FYiCKtO~~ hY Certify the plan for conversion is consistent with
functions of chemical weapons storage conversion recommendation contained in GAO Report NSIAD-W-88,  and
installations provides for a lmnsition  to conbactor performance.

106-945 084 / 767 Sec. 356, Suspension of reorganization or Repofl 180 days prior Navy Detail plans and justification for the reorganization or relocation
relccation  of Naval Audit Service of the performance of the auditing functions, as the case may be.

106945 090  I 769 Sec. 373, Effects of worldwide contingency Report NLT 180 days after JCS Assess the effects of operations on the readiness of equipment,
operations on readiness of military aircraft  and date of enactment and the capability of the Amxd Forces to maintain a high level
equipment of equipment readiness and to manage a high operating tempo.

SECDEF report.
106-945 091 I 769 Sec. 374, ID of requirements to reduce backlog Report NLT 03/15/01,  with OUSD/AT&L Identify, develop and annually update a strategic plan for the

in maintenance and repair of Defense facilities annual updates reduction of the backlog. SECDEF report.
106-945 093 / 770  Sec. 377, Air Force spare and repair parts Report NLT  OIIol/Ol and Air Force Report on the overall status of the spare and repair parts

program for C-5 09/30/01 program.
lOM45 094 I770  Sec. 381, Public sale of m-bin  military Report NLT March 31 DLA Identify each public sale conducted by a military department or

equipment identified on U.S. Munitions List annually defense agency and cover various elements of the public sale.
SECDEF report.

106945 097 I 772 Sec. 386, Additions to plan for ensuring Plan NLT  180 days after OUSD/AT&L Submit any revisions made to the plan that are required by any
visibility over all in-transit end items and enactment law enacted after October 17.1998. SECDEF report.
secondary items

availability of technologies capable of preventing, treating. or

Guard to provide internet  access
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106-945 100  / 773  Sec. 391, Additional conditions ou certify If necessary OUSD/C Will the system meet required functionality for Users; acquisition

implementation of Defense Joint Accounting standards; applicable Milestone requirements; and requirements
System of the Qinger-Cohen  Act. SECDEF report.

106945 100  I 773 Sec. 392, Defense Travel System Report 11mmo OUSDK: Provide a schedule and discussion of the development, testing,
and fielding of the system; and analysis of the costs and benefits
of fielding this system. SECDEF report.

1 Of%945 104  / 78 1 Sec. 415, Increase in numbers of members in Ileport NLT 03/3  1101 OUSDIPBiR Report on management of the grade structure for reserve-
certain grades authorized to be on active duty in component officers enlisted members subject to sec. 12011 and
support  of the Reserves sec. 12012 of title 10. U.S.C., respectively. SECDEF report.

low45 116 Sec. 507. Grade of Chiefs of Reserve R&-W NLT 02101  101 OUSD/P&R Report on a study of changing the grade authorized for the Vice
components and Directors of National Guard Chief of the NGB from major general to lieutenant general, and
components include recommendations/conclusions. SECDEF report.

106-94s 122 Sec.  534, Review of allocation of Junior Reserve Legislative If necessary, with FY OUSD/P&R Based on the review of the allocations of units it is determined
Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC)  units among proposal 02 budget request that an increase in the statutory maximum number of such units
the services is warranted. SECDEF report.

106945 I23 Sec. 535, Authority for NF’G  School to enroll certify Prior to the start of Navy Providing instruction during that year will flier the military
certain Defense industry civilians the academic year, mission of the school; enhance the design and development of

annually defense systems; and wiIl be on a space-available basis.
106945 124 Sec. 535, Authority for NPG  School to enroll Report NLT 60  days after Navy Submit the Navy report on the program, together with any

certain Defense industry civilians comments that are considered appropriate. SECDEF report.

military recruiting purposes

assignment of women  to duty on su
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106-945 149 / 795 Sec. 574, Management and per diem Report 03/31/02 OUSD/P&R Report on the administration of this provision and make

requirements recommendations for revision. SECDEF report.
106-945 150 Sec. 576,  Test of ability of Reserve component Report 71112002 & 2003 OASDIc31 Submit interim reports on the status of Ihe test program.

intelligence units and personnel to meet current (Interim) SECDEF report.
and emerging Defense intelligence needs

106945 150 Sec. 576,  Test of abiIity of Reserve component Report NLT lU1/2004 OASDlc31 Submit a final report with recommendations for changes.
intelligence units and personnel to meet current (Final) SECDEF report.
and emerging Defense intelligence needs

106-945 152 Sec. 578, Study of use of civilian contractor Report NLT 6 months afkr JCS Study the feasibility and cost of using civilian contractor
pilots for operational support missions enactment personnel as pilots and other air crew members to fly

nonmilitary Government aircraft. SECDEF report.
106945 157 Sec. 604,  Supplementa  subsistence allowance Report NLT 03/012001- OUSD/P&R Postponement authority of up to 180 days may be exercised, as

for low-income members with dependents 2006 determined by the SECDEC after consultation with the FRTIB
Executive Director. SECDEF report.

106-945 168  I805 Sec. 633, Authorization of retention bonus for Notify 90 days before any OUSD/P&R In advance, of each military skill to be designated as critical,
members of the armed forces qualified bmus notice shall be  submitted. SECDEF report

106-945 168 Sec. 633, Authorization of retention bonus for Report NLT 02/l 5 annually OUSDIp&R Analyze the effect of bonuses on retention of members qualified
members of the armed forces qualified for which the bonuses were offered; and describe the intentions

regarding their continued use. SECDEFreport.
106945 I78 / 808 Sec. 661, Participation in Thrift Savings Plan Notify If necessary OUSDP&R Postponement authority of up to 180 days may be exercised, as

VW determined by the SEKDEC  after consultation with the FRTIB
Executive Director. SECDEF report.

106-945 184 / 812 Sec. 702, Chiropractic health care for members Report NLT 01131/01 OUSD/-P&R Plan to phase in, over a period of five years, services for all
on active duty active duty service personnel, also continue to provide services

and benefits as provided during FY-00.  SECDEF report
1 M-945 188 / 814 Sec. 7 12, Conditions for eligibility for Notify If necessary OUSD/P&R Continuation of program would be contingent upon SECDEF

CI-IAMPUS  and TRICAm  expansion and and I-IHS jointly developing and implementing terms and
mcdification of Medicare subvention project conditions for both agencies. SECDEF report.

106-945 190 Sec. 7 12, Conditions for eligibility for Report Annual Report OUSDrPgrR Report on the program and its impact on costs and the provision
CHAMPUS  and TRICARE;  expansion and of heaIth  services. SECDEF report.
modification of Medicare  subvention projeti

106-945 190 Sec. 712, Conditions for eligibility for Report 60 days before OUSD/P&R Justify changing the designation of a site; applying comparable
CHAMPUS  and TRICAW  expansion and -ges requirements; making significant changes in payment amounts
modification of Medicare subvention project or methodology, and operation of the program; or terminating

the agreement. SECDEF report.
106-945 190 Sec. 712, Conditions for eligibility for Notify Upon negotiating an OUSD/P&R Transmit a copy of a proposed agreement with HHS and all

CHAMPUS  and TRICARE; expansion and agreement related agreements and supporting documents. SECDEF report.
modification of Medicare subvention project
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106-945 214 Sec. 762, Study on comparability of coverage for Xeeport NLT 03131101 OUSD/P&R Report on the findings of the study comparing coverage and

physical, speech, and occupational therapies reimbursement for covered beneficiaries to coverage and
reimbursement for such therapies. SECDEF report.

106-945 215 I 824 Sec. 801, Acquisition pilot programs Report NLT Ol/Ol/Ol OUSDIATBiL Describe. for each acquisition program identified in Sec. 5064(a:
of the FASA of 1994, quantitative measures, recommended
revisions to statutes or the FAR, any new innovative business
practices, etc. SECDEF report.

106-945 216 Sec. 802, Multiyear  service contracts Notify If necessary, at least OUSD/C Head of an agency may not Initiate under this section a contract
30 days in advance for serviti  that includes an unfunded contingent liability in
of contract award excess of $2O,OOO,ooO.  SECDEF report.

lW945 217 Sec. 802, Multiyear service contracts Notify If necessary, 10 days OUSDK Head of an agency may not terminate a multiyear procurement
after notification contract for services until notice is provided. SECDEF report.

106-945 217 Sec. 802, Multiyear service contracts Notify If necessary, 30 days OUSDlC Before any contract  contains a ciause setting  a cancelIation
after notification ceiling in excess of $loO,OOO,OOO  may be awarded. SECDEF

report.
l&945 219 / 826 Sec. 806, Reporting requirements relating to Report Annually, NLT OUSD/C Contains information on each muItiyear  service corm-act  or

Multiyear Services Contracts w/President’s budget extension of an existing contract entered into, or planned. by the
request head of an agency during the current or preceding year’.

SECDEF report.
106-945 219 I826 Sec. 806, Reporting requirements relating to Report Prior to entering into OUSDlc Provide a report containing information described in paragraph

Multiyear Services Contracts a multiyear  contract (4) of this amendment with respect to the contract (or contract
extension). SECDEF report.

106-945 224 Sec. 811, Acquisition and management of Notify NLT 30 days after OASDfc31 Whenever during FYs 2001,2002,  or 2003 a system previously
information technology thedateof designated as a major automated information system is changed

designation to another category.
106-945 224 Sec. 8 11, Acquisition and management of Report NLT  60 days after OASDK31 Specify systems previously designated as a major automated

information technology enactment information system currentIy in another designation category
inchiding as a “special interest major technology initiative”.

106-945 224 Sec. 811, Acquisition and management of Report NLT 04/W of FYs OASDIC3I Report on implementation of the requirements of this WliOn
information technoIogy 2001,2002  & 2003 during  the preozding  fiscal year, including each major automaw

information system approved. SECDEF report.
106-945 226 I 828 Sec. 8 12. Tracking and Management of -pofl NLT  03115 Annually OASDK331 Summarize data cokcted  for each purchase of information

information technology purchases technology products and services in excess of the simplified
acquisition threshold.  SECDEF report

106-945 228 I828 Sec. 814, Navy-Marine Corps Intranet certlry Prior to obligation or Navy CertiQ  a review of the business case and comments provided bJ
expenditure the OSD(C)  and the Director of UMtl  and aetermme tMI

implementation of the contract is in the Navy’s best interest.
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IO6945 229 I 829 Sec.  8 14. Navy-Marine Corps Intranet  (phased Certify
implementation)

106-945 231 See. 822, Financial analysis of use of dual rates Report
for quantifying overhead costs at Army
ammunition plants

1 Q6-945 232 Sec. g24,  Extension of waiver  period for live-fire Certify
survivability testing for MH-47E  and MH-
6OK  helicopter modification programs

106-945 233 I 83 1 Sec.  831, Impact  of foreign sourcing of systems Report
on Icug-term  military readiness and related
industrial infrastructure

106-945 235 I831 Sec. 834, Requirement to conduct study on Report
contract bundling

106-945 238 I 835 Sec. 905, Additional components of Chairman ofl Report
the JCS annual report on combatant command
requirements

106945 241  I 836 Sec. 911, Western Hemisphere Institute for Report
security cooperation

106945 241 I 836 Sec.  912.  Regional centers for Security Studies Notify

106-945 242 / 836 See. 912, Regional centers for Security Studies Report

106-945 244 I837 Sec. 916, The Joint Requirements Oversight Report
Council reform initiative

1 (M-945 246 Sec. 921,  Institute for Defense Computer Plan
Security and information  Protection

106-945 250 Sec. 922, Information Security  Scholarship Phlrl
Program

lO6-945 250 / 838 Sec. 931, Shortfalls in equipment procurement Report
and MILCON  for the Reserve components in
future-years defense programs

106945 250 I 839 Sec. 932, Number of p%onnel assigned to Report
legislative liaison functions

106945 250 Sec. 933, Joint report on establishment of Report
natioual  cullaborative  information analysis
capability

Prior to exceeding Navy After a review of the operational testing and cost review have
threshold determined that the implementation of the contract is in the best

interest of the Navy.
NLT 02/t 5101 hY Report results of the analysis carried out on the costs incurred

and the benefits  derived from implementation of a policy of
using various sets of rates for quantifying overhead costs.

If necessary OUSDIAT&L May waive the application of the survivability and lethality tests
if live-fire testing of the programs would be  unreasonabIy
expensive and impracticable. SECDEF report.

NLT one year after OUSD/AT&L Study whether parts, components, and materials of certain
enactment systems are obtained through domestic source-s or from foreign

sources, and the impact on military readiness. SECDEF report.
Before the FY-02 OUSD/AT&L Report the results of a study cm the practice of “contract
budget request bundling”, and the effect on smalI businesses. SECDEF report.
With the budget JCS Identify the extent to which  the FYDP includes funds to address
request the capability shortfaIls identified during the Joint Readiness

Review conducted during first quarter of fiscal year.
NLT 03115 Annually Army Detail activities of the institute for the previous calendar year, in

consultation with tk Secretary of State. SECDEF report.
Upon intent to OUSDff Upon intent to establish the center, including a description of the
estabhsh mission and functions, and justification. SECDEF report.
NLT 02/01101,  then OUSDlp Report on operations during  the preceding fiscal year, including
Annually budgetary and international participation information for each

center. SECDEF report
Semiannually from JCS Focus on the progress made on the initiative of the Chairman t0
03/01/01  - 03/01103 reform and refocus the Joint Requirements Oversight Council.
NLT 04/01/01 OASDIC3I Submit a plan for establishing and contracting to organize and

operate the institute. SECDEF report.
NLT 04/01101 OASDK3I Submit  a plan for implementing the programs under chapter 112

of title 10, U.S.C.
NLT 15 days after OUSDK’gLR Adds reporting  requirement to Sec. 10543(c) of title 10, U.K.
budget request

NET  luOlloO UASiH.4 Report the number of personnel,  shown by organizationa  entity
and by pay grade, rrerfororing legislative liaison fbnctiOnS  aS of
April 1,2COO.  SECDEF report.

NLT 03101/00 OASD/C3I Assess alternatives architectures  for the establishment of a
national capability.
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Report
TEz

106-945

106-945

1 M-945

1 0 6 - 9 4 5

1 O&945

1 0 6 - 9 4 5

106-945

106945

lOf%945

106945

106-945

1 o&945

!60  / 842  Sec.  1005,  Limitation on Funds for Bosnia and Certitj
Kosovo Peacekeeping Operations for W-01

!60  / 842  Sec. 1005,  Limitation ou Funds for Bosnia and Report
Kosovo Peacekeeping Operations for FY-01

261 Sec. 1006, Requirement for prompt payment of Report
con&act vouchen

2 6 2 Sec. 1007, Prompt recording of obligations of PIaIl
funds for contractual transactions

263 Sec. 1008,  Electronic submission and processing Plan
of claims for contract payments

2 6 9 Sec. 1022, DOD  expenditures to support foreign Report
counter-drug activities

2 6 9 Sec. 1023, Recommendations on expansion of Report
support for counterdrug  activities

269 Sec. 1024,  Review of riverine  counter-drug ReW
Drorn

When necessary OUSDK’

When necessary OUSD/p

If necessary DFAS

NLT 1 l/I5/00 OUSD/C

NLT 03p30101 OASDPCJI

NLT Ol/Ol/Ol OUSDlp

NLT OuOl/Ol OUSDff

NLT 02JOl/Ol OUSDK’

If a waiver is necessary and wili not adversely affect the
readiness of U.S. military forces or national security interests.
FreSidmf report.
Reasons for waiver, in&ding  impact of military invoIvement  in
Balkan peacekeeping operations on miIitary readiness, and
specific reasons additional funding is required. President
If for any month of the noncompliance reporting period the
requirement is not met, a report on the magnitude of the unpaid
contract vouchers shall:  be  submitted. SECDEF report.
Ensure that each obligation under a transaction be recorded not
later than 10 days after the date on which  the obligation is
incurred. SECDEF report.
PIau  for the implementation of the requirements imposed under
Sec. 2227 of title 10, USC (as added by subsection (a)).
SECDEF report.
Detail  the expenditure of funds during m-00 In direct  Or
indirect  support of the counter-drug activities of foreign
governments. SECDEF report.
What, if any, additional countries should be  covered or
additional support provided to covered countries. together with
the reasons;  and a plan for providing support. SECDEF report.
For each countty receiving support, provide an assessme@ of ti
effectiveness of the program, and a recommendation regarding
responsibility for managing the program. SECDEF report.

Report NLT 05&H/01 OUSD/P Report on the status of the TARS used to conduct detection and
monitoring and border security and air sovereignty operations.
SECDEF report.
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Report Page Subject Action Due Date
Action
Office Brief

106-945 271 Sec. 103 1, Preparedness of military instalIatiou Report NLT 90 days after OUSD/P Describe the overall program, deficiencies of installations to
first responders for incidents involving weapons enactment respond to an incident; schedule and costs associated with
of mass des&uctlon

106-945 274
implementation; and plans. SECDEFrept.

Sec. 1033, Lmn guarantees to improve domestic Report NLT 03/01  annually OUSD/C Report on the loan guarantee program. SECDEF report.
preparedness to combat cyber-terrorism

106-945 274 ! 849 Sec. 1034, Status of domestic preparedness Report 03/31/01 OA7’SDKS Report on the status of domestic preparedness against the threat
against the threat of biological terrorism

106-945 275 I 849 SW. 1034, Status of domestic preparedness
of biological terrorism. President  remt-i  .

Report 03miio1 DIA An intelligence estimate of the threat posed by a biological
against the threat of biological terrorism weapon and the consequences of a biological terrorist attack

modernization of U.S. strategic nuclear forces threats and satisfy

106-945 279 I851 Sec. 1052, Report on submarine rescue support Plan With FY-02  budget Navy Report on the plan of the Navy for providing for submarine
vessels request rescue support vesseIs through m-07.

106945 279 / 852 Sec. 1053, Report on Federal Government Report NLT 01/15/01 OA SD/C31 Detail the specific steps taken by the Federal Government as of
progress in developing information assurance the date of the report to deveIop  critical infrastructure assurance
strategies strategies as outlined by PDD-63. Frestienr report,

106-945 279 / 852 Sec. 1054, DOD process for decisionmaking in Report 02101/01 OUSD/AT&L Describe  policies and procedures in cases of claims; include any
cases of false claims changes in policies and procedures, and how such procedures an

being implemented. SECDEF report.
106-945 289 Sec. 1063,  Relationship of Defense information Report Annual OASDK31 An addition to the annual report requirement is made by

assurance program to government-wide amending  Subsection (e) sec. 2224 of title 10,  U.S.C. SECDEF
information security program repm.

106-945 289 Sec. 1071, Limitation on granting of s%urity Report OUOl  Annually OASD/C31 Report each waiver issued authorizing an exception to
clearances prohibitions during the preceding  year with an explanation for

each case. SECDEF report.
106-945 298 Sec. 1078, Coordination of nuclear weapons Reeport NLT  05miiol OUSD/P&R Report the resuIts of the review, including any changes made or

secrecy policies and consideration of health of recommendations for legislation; and the status of the
workers at former DOD  nuclear facilities notifications required. SECDEF report.

1 O&945 298 / 855 Sec. 1081, Funds for administrative expenses Report Prior to providing OUSD/AT&L Report  on operation of the DELG Program and determination as
under Defense Export Loan  Guarantee program funds for admiu to which agency, office, or other  a&v@ should admn’M%

expenses manage, and oversee the prop. SECDEF report.
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Congressional  Reporting  Requirements /Assignments  2001
I Action

Report
106945

106-945

1 m-945

106-945

106945

106-945

106-945

1 M-945

lW945

106-945

106945

1 o&945

106-945

Page Subject Action Due Date Offke Brief
327 1 Sec. 1105, Study on civihn personnel services Report [NLT  01/01/02 OUSD/P&R Assess the manner in which personnel services are provided for

]civilian personnel and report. and include, if appropriate. a
prbposal  for a demonstration Program. SECDEF report.

329 1 Sec. 1112, Work Safety Demonstration Program  (Report INLT 12/l/2001 lOUSD/AT&L lsubmit au interim report  on demonstration program containing
[at a minimum, for each site of the demonstration program
certain baseline information and comparisons. SECDEF report.

329 I Sec. 1112, Work Safety Demonstration Program 1 Report INLT lU1/XO2 lOUSD/AT&L IFinal  report containing, at a minimum, for each site a

340 Sec. 1203,  Furnishing of Nuclear Test Report FromPflY  after Air Force
Monitoring FIquipment  to Foreign Governments entering into any

determination on safety practices: comparisons of lost workday
injury rates, and direct/indirect costs. SECDEF report.
Tdentify  the country with which the agreement was made, the

Ianticipated costs to be incurred. and the national interest that is
agreement 1 furthered by the agreement. SECDEF report.

343 I 847 1%~.  1204,  Additional matters for annual report 1 Report 1 Annual ] OUSD/AT&L 1 Include in annual report a description of actions taken on
on transfers of militariIy sensitive technology to
countries and entities of concern

recommendations of inspectors general contained in Previous

341 i 867 Sec. 1211,Assessingeffectofcontinued Report NLT 04101  Annually OUSDlp
operations in the Balkans region on readiness to

annual reports. Pmident report
[Making the report on the readiness impact of U.S. military
operations in the Balkans an annual report. Preshfent  report.

execute the national military strategy
341 Sec. 1211, Assessing effect of continued Notify When necessary, but OUSDlp Notice that the annual report  is no longer required after U.S.

operations in the Balkans region on readiness to NLT the latest date military operations in the Balkans region have ended. SECDEF
execute the national miiitary strategy

342 I868 Sec. 1212. Situation in the Balkans
(Benchmarks)

342 / 868 Sec. 1212, Situation in the Balkans
(Comprehensive Strategy)

342 I 869 Sec. 1213, Semiannual report on Koscvo
peacekeeping

343 I 869 Sec. 1221, NATO fair burdensharing (Costs)

Report

Report

Report

RfPfi

of next annual rpt report.
06’30101 and OUSDlP Report on progress in achieving benchmarks for conditions that
Semiannually would achieve a sustainable Peace and ultimately withdrawal of
thereafter U.S. military presence in Kosovo. President  repoti.
06/30/01  and OUSDIP Report on progress in deveIoping  and impIementing  a
Semiannually comprehensive political-military strategy for the Balkans.
thereafter Prestint report.
12/1/2OQO  and OUSDK: Report ou the contributions of European nations and
Semiannually organizations to the peacekeeping operations in Kosovo.
therea& Presiaht report.
30 days after a OUSDfc Report on costs of mtion Allied Force, incIuding  ordnance
military operation expended, fuel consumed, personnel; and estimated cost of

I I
_ _

begins, or later, if.. . reduced service life of U.S. aircraft, etc. SECDEF report.
U I M6Y Sec. 1 ZL 1, NA 1 U rair numensnanng trurure ncp1 I NLT 90 days after OUSDIC Report  on costs of Operation Allied Force, including ordnance

h--rG-n\ mmnletinn nf the extended. fuel consumed, personnel; and estimated cost ofv~“.“yu-.u,

345 I 870 Sec. 123 1, Joint Data Exchange Center with
Russian Federation

RePort NLT 30 days after OUSDIP Repml  on plans for a center on early warnmg systems and
enactment notification of ballistic missile launches. SECDEF report.

Tuesday, March 6,2001
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Congressional  Reporting  Requirements/Assignments  2001
I I I I [Action 1

Report Page Subject Action Due hate Office Brief
106-945 1345  I 8711  Sec. 1232, Sharing and exchange of balIistic 1 Repofl ~03/15/01 OUSDP Report current and planned activities with respect to sharing and

missile launch early warning data exchanging early warning data; include an assessment of the
benefits and risks of sharing  such data. SECDEF report.

106-945 346 I 871 Sec. 1233, Communist Chinese military Report NLT 03A31101 DIA Make a determination of those persons operating in the U.S. or
companies operating in the U.S. any of its territories and possessions and submit a list in

106945 1 346 Sec. 1233. Communist Chinese military [&port 102/01  Annually IDIA
Icompanies  operating in the U.S.

106-945 [ 346 I 8721  Sec. 1234,  Adjustment of composite theoretical IReport ~04/01/01 1 OUSDlp

classified and unclassified form. SECDEF report.
To make.additions  or deletions to the list. SECDEF report.

Report on national security implications of trends in the R & D,
manufacture. use, and proliferation of information technology in
the commercial sector. SECDEF report.
Report the purpose and the amount for which funds will be
obligated or expended CTR. SECDEF report.

performance levels of high performance
computers

106-945 355 Sec. 1302, Obligation or expenditure of funds Rem 30 days prior to OUSDIP
for Other  purposes (Cooperative Threat obligation or
Reduction) expenditure of funds

106-945 356 Sec. 1302, Obligation or expenditure of funds Notify 15 days prior to OUSDlc Provide notification of the intent to obligate amounts
for Other purposes (Cooperative Threat obligation of funds appropriated for FY-01 in excess of the amount specifically
Reduction) authorized and the justification for doing so. SECDEF report.

IO&945 356 Sec. 1304, Limitations on use of funds for funds Notify 15 days prior to CTR OUSDK For construction of a second wing for the storage facility.
for fissile material storage facility fund use SECDEF report.

106945 356 Sec. 1305, Limitation on use of funds to support Notify 15 days prior to CTR  OUSD/C When the U.S. has reached an agreement with Russia,  which
warhead dismantlement processing fund use shall provide for appropriate transparency measures, regarding

assistance by the U.S. SECDEF report.
106-945 357 I876 Sec. 1307,  Limitation on use of funds for Rwfi Within 60 days of OUSDK Detail options for assisting Russia in the development of

coustruction  of fossil fuel energy plants enactment alternative energy sources to the three plutonium production
reactors remaining in operation in Russia. Presidenr report.

106-945 357 I 876 Sec. 1308, Reports on activities and assistance Report OUO5101  and each OUSDP Consolidate reports on activities and assistance during the
under Cooperative Threat Reduction programs first Monday in preceding fiscal year under CTR programs. Fre&fer~f repoti.

February
106-945 360  I 876 Sec. 1308, Reports on activities and assistauce Report NLT  30 days after OUSDP Assess Russia’s arsenal of tactical nuclear warheads, include a

under cooperative threat reduction programs enactment summary of U.S. efforts to work cooperatively with Russia.
SECDEF reporI.

lW945 360 I 877 Sec. l309, Russian chemical weapons Report NLT 90 days after OUSDff IdentiQ  the amount of money spent; assistance provided by the
elimination enactment interna&&  community for the storage and elimination of nerva

agents; countries  providing assistance; and vaIue of assistance.
SECDEF report.

106-945 361 Sec. 1310, Limitation on use of funds for Report 30 days prior to 50% OUSDfl Report on agreement behveen  the U.S. and Russian  FBdad~n
elimination of weapons grade plutonium being obligated or regarding the shut down oc conversion  of the reactors of the

expended Russian Federation. SECDEF report.

Tnesday,  March 6,200l
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Congressional  Reporting  Requirements/Assignments  2001

the U.S. from Electromagnetic Pulse Attack Commission’s report scenarios evaluate the likelihood of an EMP

appropriation of each proposed transfer shall also be submitted
to the committees.

constructed a

requirements of travel funds for the chief of Engineers.

Tuesday, March  f&2001
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Congressional  Reporting  Requirements/Assignments  2001

Report
1 M-945

1 MI-945

106-94s

106-945

106-945

1 or5945

106-945

106-94s

106-94s

lo&945

106-945

106945

106945

1 M-945

1 M-945

106945

for a Iow-cost reusable lower stage booster, and how it could fit

environmental compliance at Fi Wainwright.
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Congressional  Reporting  Requirements/Assignments  2001

Report
106-945

106-945 8 15 Sec. 7 12, Medicare subvention project Plan 03/30!01

106-945 815 Sec. 7 13. Accrual funding for health care for Report 02/08/01

1-&X)45

106-945

106-945

Page Subject
811 Armed Forces Retirement Home fees

Action Due Date

I
Report 03/3~01

Medicare-eligible retirees and dependents
824 Acquisition programs  at the National Security Rem With IT-02 budget

Agency request
825 Sec. 802, Multi year services contracts tieport 02!01/01

832 Management of acquisition of mission~%sential  Report 03/01/01
software for major defense acquisition programs

865 Sec. 1142, Increase in number  of positions Report 03/15/01
authorized  for the Defense Intelligence Senior
Executive Service

Action
Office Brief
3IJSDIpBiR Foilowing  a review, report the results and any recommendations

for changing the current fees or operations of the Armed Forces
Retirement Home. SECDEF report.

OUSD/P&R A plan for universal, continuous enrollment of all eligible
beneficiaries beginning in fiscal year 2002. SECDEF report.

OWSDIp&R Report results of an independent study. including any
recommendations. SECDEF report.

OASDK3I  & Outline an oversight pIan, including the changes the plan will
NSA make in the acquisition process. SECDEP report.
OUSDPC Contains information comparable to that required by Sec.

2306b(l)(4)  for each multiyear service contract and each
extension of an existing contract entered into, or planned, during

] the current or preceding  year. SECDEF report.
OUSD/AT&L 1 Report on the roles of the USD(ATL)  and the CIO in

developing, managing, and reviewing  policies; and the amount
oAsDlc31ilr used to support  weapon systems. SECDEF report .

How will the additional senior executive service positions be
allocated within  the defense intelligence community? SECDEE

Tuesday, March 6,200l
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AUTH
HASC SASC CONF HAC

51 43 179 126 77 122 69 9

52 32 184 77 55 181 88 11

49 35 185 101 57 165 105 22

77 44 219 92 53 96 80 0

133 76 308 72 70 115 87 0

74 78 232 80 56 91 46 19

52 67 180 90 86 166 46 47

60 66 233 67 95 86 36 11

92 66 248 86 80 86 18 0

108 57 216 68 93 138 27 2

65 45 254 47 32 64 48 0

76 50 189 47 40 81 51 0

126 86 220 36 15 62 49 27

60 74 287 38 20 69 41 8

62 50 184 35 36 88 52 0

64 46 222 36 24 62 76 0

SAC
APPN Suppd
CONFMilCon  Other
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April 9,200l 1:24 PI

TO: Steve Herbits

cc: Paul Wolfowitz
Steve Cambone
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Eisenhower Transformation Paper

Attached is a paper that Bill Schneider gave me on the Eisenhower transformati~
It seems to me that there is some good material there that we should weave into
the writing that we are doing and conceivably give a copy to the speechwriters,

Thanks.

Attach.

DNR:dh
040901-28

11-L-0559/OSD/2875



POLICY

l We have an opportunity today to reshape the national
establishment that has important parallels to the situation faced
President Eisenhower in 1953. The World War II era was over.
defense establishment had to be transformed to
technology (e.g. nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles,
submarines, jet aircraft, etc.) to enable the US to cope
World War II threats. The former Soviet Union shifted from bei
an ally to an adversary between 1945 and H 1950.

l The Eisenhower “new  look” strategic review led to
transformation that set the pattern for the remainder of the 2
century. The Reagan buildup was the decisive measure that enabl
us to defeat the Soviet Union in the Cold War, but it was
“transformational.) It was a strategy of sharply focusing investme
in key areas that imparted the maximum stress on Soviet pow
ultimately “dissuading” them from attempting to pursue the
War through arms competition.

l President Bush has directed that we have our strategy lead
defense policy, programs, and resource allocation decisions.
review will be aimed at making certain that we have a
understanding of the state of US forces and their readiness to me
the 21Sf  century security environment,

l Our aims are to: I

> Restore trust with the armed forces;
> To have the capability to defend against missiles, terrorism, and n

I
w

threats against our space assets and information systems.
p To assure the readiness of currently deployed forces to meet t e

threats of today;
> To take advantage of the new possibilities offered by mode n

technology to create the military capabilities for the 21St century; an
1> To reform the DOD’S structure and processes allow the DOD to foe s

on what it does best - defending the national interests of the Uni d
States.
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April 9,2OOl 1256 Ply

TO:

c c :

Paul Wolfowtiz

General Shelton
S t e v e  Cambone
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Paper on Effects-Based Operations

Please read this paper on effects-based operations. I think it is important that we
give very careful thought to his suggestion that the security review, the defense
strategy and defense planning guidance imbed this concept into the thinking and
move towards capabilities to fulfill and exploit this framework.

Why don’t you think through with Rudy de Leon how we should do this and talk
to General Shelton to see if he agrees. ~

Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-22

uo7301 qo1*
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BACKGROUND PAPER

EFFECTS BAS;; OPERATIONS

Effects-Based Operutions (EBO)  is a strategic and operational framework for planning,
executing and assessing military operations designed to take the focus off attrition and
destruction and place it on the attainment of effects that, in conjunction with other elements of
national power, compel positive political outcomes.

Why is EB.0 Important?
l It demands a fundamental change in US military operational thinking

l The American military has a legacy of “grinding down” an opponent through brute
force-a lesson embedded by the experiences of World War II

l EBO will emphasizes control of the adversary’s operational level systems and capab lities
l Control means limiting options, demonstrating capacity for further action, paral zing

the ability to act effectively at the strategic level-control is the goal, not destru tion

l Incorporates a broader view allowing the better integration of all elements of national p wer
l

1

Requires re-thinking our intelligence and planning structures from National level do
l Leads the joint force to the development of new operational concepts that leverage mod r-n

technology to achieve positive effects with less cost in terms of time, lives, and dollars
l Forces military commanders to assess campaigns using different metrics that emph ize

operational effects that are linked to strategic outcomes

l Deepens understanding of “jointness”  as using the most effective force - right force t the
right place and time for the right effect

l Demands a change in current simulation models, which rely heavily on attrition mo els
l Suggests force structure alternatives congruent with these new operational concepts-

lighter, more deployable, armed with better information :

l Force structure alternatives evaluated on cost per effect instead of cost per platform
l Results in a US military that expands the nation’s strategic options rather than allo

c
ing

emerging anti-access threats to encroach on, or cripple, our power projection capability

Ongoing Efforts to Develop Effects Based Operations
l Has largely been an Air Force initiative that the joint community is gradually accepting
l 1A high level military working group recommended CJCS initiate development of effec s-

based joint operations for “operationalizing” JV 2020 (Future Joint Force Concept)
l JFCOM’s Initial Concept Report from experimentation with Rapid Decisive Operation

(RDO) highlights effects based operations as central for achieving rapid victory
l The Air Force Chief of Staff had chartered numerous studies and is sponsoring a panel ‘n

April to develop recommendations for “operationalizing” the EBO concept 1

Recommendation: SECDEF Security Review embed this concept into the Defense Strate
Defense Planning Guidance, and develop the capabilities to fully exploit this new framew
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EFFECTS-BASED OPERATIONS NARRATIVE
DAVE DEPTULA, Brig Gen, USAF
EDITED SHORT VERSION OF PAPER TO BE PUBLISHED APRIL 01

In the predawn darkness of Jan. 17, 199 1, Air Force Maj. Greg Biscone piloted his uge
B-52 bomber toward Wadi Al Kirr Air Field, a fighter base in central Iraq and one of the G If
War’s prominent first-night targets. Nearby, another Air Force B-52 also was speeding tow rd the
base. The BUFFS’ aimpoints on that night were the taxiways linking Wadi Al Kirr’s runwa and
hardened aircraft shelters. The bombers dropped low for the approach and, in a matter of

1

minutes, the B-52s executed a textbook multi-axis attack, crippled the airfield, and turned or
home.

By that time, stealthy F-l 17s already had struck targets in downtown  Baghdad.
Tomahawk cruise missiles followed, blasting electrical and communication systems in the ~
capital. F-l 5E fighters over western Iraq attacked launch facilities from which Scud missil s
could hit Israel or coalition nations.

As Biscone’s B-52 turned toward home, coalition raids commenced at four more fi hter
bases. Elsewhere, 13 F- 117 attack aircraft bombed command bunkers, communications
exchanges, interceptor operations centers, and satellite downlink  facilities. In western Iraq 30
aircraft attacked chemical weapon facilities. Thirty-eight others shut down Shaibah airfield north
of Basra. Forty-four blasted surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) near Al Taqqadum airfield, :

Habanniyah oil storage area, and three chemical weapons precursor facilities. Republican
k

uard
headquarters came under attack. Suspected biological weapons storage sites were hit. So w re
critical oil storage facilities.

Conventional air launched cruise missiles--launched from B-52s after an epic, 15-h ur
flight from the US--hit key electrical facilities at Al Mawsil in the country’s northern reach s.
This all happened in the first few hours of the Gulf War. And by the end of the first day, c

1
alition

warplanes also had hit bridges, military support factories, and naval facilities.
Coalition aircraft forces had in a single 24-hour period flown some 1,300 offensive,

sorties against 152 targets--the most separate-target air attacks in the history of air warfare.
Indeed, the Gulf War began with strikes against more targets than were hit by the entire 8
Force in 1942 and 1943,

It was not just the sheer number of sorties that made Day One so unusual, 1

Air

however. Just
as important, if not more so, were the specific effects produced by this bombing activity. The
war’s first night demonstrated that the conduct of war had changed. It marked the birth of I
“effects-based” operations, or EBO as a principal means of conducting warfare.

The air campaign capitalized on emerging capabilities and was built around highly
adaptive attack plans. These plans were shaped to paralyze Saddam Hussein’s ability to coItrol
his forces, neutralize the ability of those forces to fight, undermine their will to fight, redu e the
size of Iraq’s military production base, and create conditions needed for control of Iraq’s ca acity
to build weapons of mass destruction.

This approach allowed coalition forces to avoid Iraq’s principal strength--its vast, h avily
armored defensive armies--and thwart Baghdad’s ability to inflict massive casualties. It is

1concept that has come to be known as “parallel warfare,” and was based upon the coalition s
ability to achieve specific effects on, not the absolute destruction of, targets.

The concept can best be understood through an analogy. Electrical circuits are oft
basic types--serial and parallel. In the series circuit, one closes a switch and electrons flow
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the power source to the first bulb. Current must pass through each light before it can light
next. In the parallel circuit, closing the switch sends current to all bulbs simultaneously,
each lights up in an independent way. The concept, in war, describes an operation in wh
forces attack all major targets at more or less the same time, to attain cascading effects.

The object of parallel war is to achieve effective control over the set of systems r
by an adversary for power and influence--leadership, population, essential industries,
transportation, and forces.

Before the Gulf War, air campaigns took on targets sequentially, striving to “roll
enemy defenses so aircraft could attack targets of highest value. Area and point defense
be eliminated before war planners could gain access to what they really wanted to attac
target clears the way for the next one until finally the target of value can be hit. The e
time required to suppress enemy defenses limits the number of targets that can be attacke
time.

Simultaneous attack on all objectives opens a door to major changes in warfare, It
permits surprise at the tactical level, a larger span of influence, fewer casualties, paralyzing
effects, and reduction in time required to gain control over the enemy, Leadership fa
refined oil and electricity, transportation nets, connectivity between the leadership and the
population, and fielded military forces are attacked at the same time. This dramatical
the ability to control enemy actions.

Parallel war entails more than compressing sequential attacks into a single m
attack. Parallel war exploits time, space, and levels of war to achieve rapid dominance, In t e
opening hours of the Gulf War, coalition forces exploited all three dimensions:

l Time: Coalition aircraft struck more than 50 targets in the first 90 minutes of w r, and
over 150 in the first 24 hours.

l Space: Attacks ranged over the entirety of the Iraqi battle space. Distance did n t bar
attack on any target.

l Levels of war: The allies mounted simultaneous attacks on targets of tactical, ;
operational, and strategic significance.

Vigorous exploitation of time, space, and levels of war to achieve specific purpose is the
essence of EBO. Rendering an enemy force useless is just as effective as eliminating it
altogether.

Traditionally, military forces have achieved their goals through destruction of ene y
forces. Centuries of surface warfare created a common view that such destruction was the1

intrinsic purpose of military forces and combat. However, war’s ultimate purpose is to co pel a
positive political outcome. Use of force to control rather than destroy an opponent’s abili to act
opens up new possibilities.

Control--the ability to eradicate the strategic freedom of the adversary--does not
necessarily mean eliminating all of that enemy’s tactical actions. In the Gulf War, Iraq nev r lost1
the capability to fly individual aircraft sorties. However, these air sorties were of little or n
consequence to the outcome of the conflict.

Critical to the concept of control is the ability to affect essential systems on which
enemy relies. Using force to inject incapacitating effects in an entire system can yield effec ive
control over that system. You could also “control” a system by destroying it, but it would r quireI
much more military force for no better or more useful result.

Pursuit of effective control conserves military forces otherwise needed for
This in turn expands the number of systems subject to control through force application, in

2
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point: it takes a certain amount of force to obliterate the air defense system around Baghda
a much smaller amount to shut down a power grid supplying electricity to the system. Atta king
in this way frees up aircraft for other purposes.

parallel at rates so high that Iraq had essentially no chance to repair lost assets or find alte
and continue its resistance. i

, but

Effective control of enough of the adversary’s enabling operational level systems w 11
paralyze his ability to function at the strategic level. Ultimately, the enemy will be compel1 d to
acquiesce to the will of the controlling force. In the Gulf War, coalition forces attacked in

atives

Military planners have always seen the desirability and value of simultaneous attac s, but
they had never been able to produce them. This was due to three factors:

l Effective air defenses, which forced the attacker to divert aircraft away from th main
attack.

l Inaccurate weapons, which produced a need to mass aircraft and bombs in orde to
have a chance of hitting the target.

I
l Lack of an operational-level concept focusing on the use of effects rather than

destruction.
The first two shortcomings required technological solutions--namely, stealth and

precision-guided weapons--which did not mature until the late 1980s.  When they were in
planners were able to tackle the third factor. h

and,

For decades, air-power theories suffered from weakness in execution. The World W II
campaigns against German ball bearing and aircraft industries took seven months, The anti-
transport campaign took five months, and the oil campaign took six months. These relativ ly
long operations gave the enemy time to recover in other systems and escape a rapid paraly ing
blow.

;

In the Gulf War, however, precision munitions obviated a need for mass. Coalition forces
dropped 9,000 laser-guided bombs, but that understates their impact. In some cases, a sing e
aircraft and one precision-guided munition (PGM) produced the same result as a World W II
raid of 1,000 airplanes delivering 9,000 bombs. In short, the arrival of PGMs offset the ne d for
mass attacks to.achieve  a high probability of success.

By the 197Os, radar detection and radar-guided surface missiles and guns had beco
lethal fact of the battle space. Experience in Vietnam and the 1973 Arab-Israeli war indica ed that
highly defended targets would yield to successful attack only when protected and attacked
large ‘force packages’ to get strike aircraft into and out of a target area. 1:

e a

y

A typical force package during the 1972 Linebacker I campaign consisted of 62 co bat
aircraft (less air refuelers) to get 16 fighter-bombers into and out of a target area. This cut own
the number of targets that could be attacked at any time,

Stealth--in the form of the F-l 17--provided the solution to this problem. Stealth ra ically
reduced the number of aircraft, supporting personnel, and infrastructure required to effecti ely
strike a large number of targets. In the Gulf, F- 117s flew less than two percent of combat s rties
but attacked 43 percent of targets on the master target list. In a typical attack comparison,

: *

non-
stealth package of 41 aircraft was needed to hit a single target with three aimpoints in the asra
area. At the same time, 20 F-l 17s were sent against 37 aimpoints in areas of equally high t eat,
with no losses,

Conventional planners and intelligence personnel tend to think about targeting in t rms of
“required number of sorties” to achieve “desired damage against each target.” An intellige

%
ce

evaluation of Gulf air war progress demonstrates how one can be misled by a focus on ind vidual
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target damage.
On Feb. 15, 1991, the coalition target-planning cell received a report on the electric target

set. Not all targets included in the primary and secondary electric target set had been destroyed or
damaged to a specific percentage. Thus, the analysis concluded, the coalition had not met its
objective. In reality, Baghdad’s electricity system had ceased to function. The planning cell knew
the true situation and reduced the number of planned strikes. Some Iraqi power plant managers
even shut down their plants to avoid attack. Coalition air forces achieved their goal without
exposing themselves to danger,

Planning for effects raises complex issues. Planners, working with intelligence offic rs,
must determine which effects on each enemy system will contribute most to the attainment f
military and political objectives of the theater campaign. This depends upon the specific po itical
and military objective, enemy vulnerabilities, individual target systems, and weapon syste

%
s

capabilities.

The Gulf War’s initial attack plan called for shutting down Iraq’s air defense comm d
and control system through complete destruction. However, it was determined that there w re not
enough stealthy F- 117s to destroy each of the nodes of the air defense system simultaneous y,
The solution lay in effects-based targeting. Not all nodes had to be destroyed; attacks neede only
to make them ineffective and unable to conduct operations during specific periods. The att ck
plan was rewritten in a way that allocated fewer F-l 17 loads to some targets. This greatly
multiplied the number of stealth/precision strikes available for use elsewhere. The opening 24
hours of the air war saw the fleet of F-l 17s carry out attacks on 76 separate targets. For
comparison, under the traditional destruction-based way of war, plans called for the F-l 17s to
attack only two targets on the first day.

A campaign plan is highly dependent on the weapon systems available. Thus, an ef ctive
plan squeezes maximum impact from those systems--not in terms of absolute destruction o a list
of targets, but in terms of effects desired upon target systems.

Strategy means matching means and ends. Assigning certain air assets (means) to c rtain
target systems to achieve specific effects (ends) is the basis of the new-style air campaign. I is
generally articulated in a concept of operations (CONOPS) that describes friendly force
intentions and integration of operations to accomplish a commander’s objectives. 1

Of concern here is not so much the CONOPS process or format but rather the philo ophy
underlying the air strategy. s

In Vietnam, the Air Force developed a command and control organization to plan a d
execute air-to-surface attack. Known as the Tactical Air Control System (TACS), it empha ized
allocating sorties to individual targets in support of ground operations. At the center of the ACS
process was the Tactical Air Control Center (TACC). To a large extent, targets processed
through the TACC were chosen and prioritized not by airmen but by ground commanders.

1

Battle damage assessment focused on destruction of individual targets. The functio and
organization of the TACS led many to confuse the efficiency of hitting individual targets w th the
effectiveness of achieving campaign objectives. TACS was established in doctrine as the a r

I

command and control system for conventional war. Post-Vietnam change focused on exped’ting
responsiveness, enhancing sortie generation rates, and incorporating modern systems to qui kly
process large air tasking orders (ATOs). The process received great emphasis, while develo ment
of air strategy got almost none.

In the 198Os, USAF’s Tactical Air Command and the Army’s Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) developed extremely close ties. This helped elevate the Army’s doct ine

4 I
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of AirLand Battle as TAC’s de facto air strategy in regional conflicts. In time, USAF attitu es
changed. Basic Air Force instructional documents on target planning boasted a full chapter on
targeting for AirLand Battle but contained no principles or guidelines for conventional stra egic
attack.

In short, the Air Force’s largest and most influential conventional air command, TA ,
entered the 1990s with its vision of conventional war almost totally focused on supporting he
Army--a critical but by no means only capability of conventional airpower.

These thought patterns and views were apparent among TACC planners and intelli ence
personnel assigned to Central Air Forces in Riyadh in the summer of 1990. Attention was
focused exclusively on tactical operations. The prevailing procedures for designing an AT
produced a purely mechanistic application of sorties to targets in sequence.’ They called it F
“servicing a target list.”

The architects of the Gulf air campaign, who began work in late August 1990, did ot
limit themselves to the “servicing-a-target-list” approach, The design of the air campaign g
out of thinking about how to hit an enemy’s systems to achieve specific effects contributin

:

ew
to the

military and political objectives of the Coalition.
Planning was based on a “center-of-gravity” approach. It began with a critical

examination of potential strategic centers of gravity, their constituent operational systems,
led to identifying the set of individual targets making up each system.

Decisions about whether to stop or continue an attack depended on whether the coa ition
had achieved a specific effect. Individual targets were important only if the system was stil
operating. If the effects desired were achieved, it did not matter that individual targets may
have been hit.

:.

d

ot

There is a significant difference between “destruction-based” and “effects-based”
operations. The serial approach targets elements of an adversary’s defenses that restrict act

I

ss to
certain targets--early warning radars, air defense systems, command and control nodes, and
airfields. They are to be hit before production, government, and leadership facilities.

Series methodology can be applied to an entire target base or group of individual t gets.
However, attacking one system at a time allows the others to continue operations or recove from
previous attacks.

‘In a parallel attack scheme, application of force is accomplished against all targets
y
in each

target system at one time. With correct identification of target systems, the desired effect is
likely. The simultaneous application of force in such a manner would enable friendly control
over the adversary systems. When a force faces a target set too large to be struck through single
attack, then planners should first focus on hitting those aimpoints that will produce the greatest
impact. Planners also weigh early attack operations to paralyze the air defense areas in which
non-stealthy assets would operate.

However, intelligence about the enemy never will be total. Moreover, an enemy will
attempt to negate the effects of attacks. As a consequence, parallel war may involve more than
one case of force application, even if there are sufficient resources to attack all known elements.

The advent of EBO calls for a basic realignment in war planning. The combination Iof
stealth and precision redefines the concept of mass, No longer is a large agglomeration of forces
the only way to achieve the effects of mass. Surface forces will always be useful, but massng
surface forces to overwhelm an enemy isn’t required to gain control of an enemy.

Nor is it necessarily the smartest course. It takes more aircraft to transport a single l:.ght
infantry division to a war theater than it took to move all of the PGMs used in the Gulf War of

5 I
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199 1. Early deploying forces should be those with a demonstrated ability to effectively
influence an adversary. If the measure of merit for service transformations became one of d

1

sired
effect per unit of lift--the degree that combat effectiveness increases for each quantity of li
expended--future lift requirements might actually be reduced.

Massed forces--air, ground, or sea--present a lucrative target to an enemy, Therefor , the
traditionally accepted concept of “mass,” a valued principle of war, becomes in some situat ons a
vulnerability. Potential adversaries may capitalize on the massing of forces and associated uild-
up time to deny US access to a war theater. These anti-access strategies become more prob ble as
delivery systems such as accurate ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, and weapons of mass
destruction proliferate among potentially hostile states.

achieve a particular effect. If the same effect can be imposed without physical presence or
1

ass
is influence. The operative element of achieving influence is the threat or actual use of fort

Since the ability to impose effects is independent of the massing of forces, the proje tion
of force becomes more important than the development of force. The object of presence or

to
ass,

then in some circumstances deployed forces can be replaced by power projection.
Systems-based intelligence analysis is critical to the application of EBO. Planners n ed to

know what an enemy needs to exert influence and conduct operations. Without that informL.tion,
parallel war won’t be effective. Exploiting advances in space-based systems, communicatio:ls
technology, and rapid information transfer can reduce this potential vulnerability by reducirg the
need for forward-based organizational elements.

Redefining the concept of mass, relying to a greater degree on force projection rather than
force deployment, and aiming to control adversary systems rather than destroy them requires
changes in the current approach to force management. The changes needed may include more
reliance upon out of theater command, control, communications, computer, and intelligence
(C41) organizations, distributive intelligence architecture, and “off-board” systems that can
provide information direct to the user.

We are in a transition phase of the ongoing revolution in military affairs. Parallel w
achieved through EBO departs from traditional strategies, but we fight with the tools availa le
today. We must carefully manage the transition to the new instruments of war to assure the’r
development is not restricted by the theories of the past, and to adapt current systems to mo e
lucrative strategies.

It is proving to be a difficult transition. The tendency to retain orthodox concepts
doctrine is strong when the means on which those concepts and doctrine were based still m e up
the bulk of the inventory. Military doctrine is invaluable in establishing a basis for force
application, but it must not be allowed to constrain effective forms of application just beta se
they are different and non-traditional, :

EBO provides a useful construct on how to conduct war that can bridge the gap bet
jr

een
the weapons of today and the weapons of the future. It allows useful application of current 1
weapon systems as we acquire a new generation of tools needed to fully exploit the concep .

The air campaign in the Gulf War and in the air war over Serbia used bombs and m ssiles
on individual targets to achieve a specific effect within the parent system. These air campai ns
gave us a view of the leverage that stealth, precision, rapid and secure information transfer, ready
access to accurate positional information, and other cutting edge technological systems can
provide. However, while the aircraft/PGM match of the 1990s far exceeded the capability f the
systems used during World War II, it still is crude compared to the ideal means for the con uct of
EBO. We must continue to develop systems that will provide even higher leverage teffects.

6 I
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As technological innovation accelerates, “non-lethal” weapons and cyberwar enabl d by
information operations will become operative means in parallel war.

The ability to achieve effects directly against systems without attacking individual
components would allow a concept of parallel war preferable to that of today. Indeed, the
ultimate application of parallel war would involve few destructive weapons at all; the objective is
effects, not destruction. Non-lethal weapons, information warfare, miniaturized highly accL,rate
munitions, and space-based systems might make such concepts a reality.

While non-lethal weapons and information warfare will allow us to further capitalize on
the concept of targeting for effects while continuing to limit casualties, only new organizat:ons
and doctrine aiming to exploit EBO can fulfill the full potential of this concept. Non-lethal
weapons and information warfare should enhance the ability of our forces to conduct operations
to directly achieve desired effects. In this respect, recent attempts to develop and write join:
military doctrine are helpful when their focus is on weapon systems capabilities and effects-based
planning rather than employment environment or presumptions of attrition and annihilatior..

Parallel war through EBO does not exclude any force component in time, space, or Bevel
of war at the outset of any political-military challenge. However, that does not equate to each
force always participating in every operation or to a degree in some proportion to their size or
presence. Whoever can perform the operations to achieve the desired effects best at the tim:
should have it assigned to them.

Optimum parallel war is dependent upon a functional organization encompassing n t just
the air component, but the entire theater campaign (i.e., a joint force land component I
commander, a joint force naval component commander, as well as a joint force aerospace
component commander) with a true joint force commander (not dual-hatted as a componen
commander as well) orchestrating the synergies of the entire force.

I

EBO can be applied in every medium of warfare. Even so, aerospace power’s relati

:

e
advantages--speed, range, flexibility, precision, perspective, and lethality--fit hand-in-glov with
this new strategic construct. Joint aerospace power has the potential to achieve effects at e
level of war directly and quickly. As a result, it will remain the dominant means for
parallel war through EBO in conflicts of the future.
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April 9,2OOl l:oo P

TO: Steve Cambone

cc: Pete Aldridge

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Lagrange Points

Please take a look at this note from Andy Marshall  on Lagrange Points. Don’t
think we ought to think about having this addressed  by our space folks?

Thanks,

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-23
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What are Lagrange Points?

Lagrange  Points are areas where the gravitational pull between two large celestial

objects are equal. They are named after the French mathematician Josef Lagrang

who discovered them in the late 1700’s. (see attached slide 1 and 2)

In growing recognition of space “military terrain’ the five points of the Earth-

Moon system may be useful as strategic “high-ground”  because they can allow

positioning of satellites in relatively stable orbits at a much greater distance than

the current set of orbital distances. (See slide 3) There is already one US satellite

SOHO, a NASA solar observational satellite, positioned at Ll of the Sun-Earth

system.

Because these orbits are a&nuch further away from Earth than the current set, the

could be essentially invulnerable to most forms of Anti-Satellite Attacks. First, i

there were self-defense  measures on or supporting the L-Satellites, there would t:

sufficient time available to interdict any kinetic attack. Second, these distances a

well beyond the range of any ground or earth orbital energy weaponry or jarnrnir

systems.

It may be possible to migrate some space-based  capability out to these points wii

an eye to using them as a backup system, should the current set be damaged and,

our ability to reconstitute those capabilities  be untimely. Capabilities  that could

e

r
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, not migrate would be terrestrial  ISR and SIGINT. However, a backup

communications system, Global Positioning System signals, and reconstitution

capability may perform well from these points. There are some identified

complications which include a 1.3 second delay on communications systems,  an

a 2 % day non-propulsive travel time from L positions to Low Earth Orbit for

reconstitution.

Unlike the moon’s surface, there are no legal prohibitions on occupying these

points or using them for military purposes.
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April 9,2OOl l:oo PI

TO: Steve Herbits
Steve Cambone
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Asymmetric Advantages Paper

Here is a paper that Andy gave me on our asymmetric advantages. I think they
ought to be fed to the proper people. Then I think the speech shop ought to have
them and the people who are going to be preparing testimony.

Thanks

Attach.

DHR:dh
04090 l-24
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TO: RDML, Quinn

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Asymmetric Advantages

March 9,2001 6:28 Pl’

Ask Andy Marshall to give me a piece of paper that shows what our asymmetric
advantages are.

DHR:dh
030901-26

11-L-0559/OSD/2897



TO: RDML Quinn

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: High Tech

March 9,200l 6:30 PI

it a bit likPlease ask Andy Marshall if we go high tech, can we take a hit-isn’t
having a glass jaw? How do we avoid that vulnerability?

DHR:dh
030901-28
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Asymmetric Advantages of the U.S.

. The key fundamental asymmetries are in the U.S. geostrategic position: our distance

from the rest of the world, the strategic buffers we have and have maintained, o r

1
size, our resources, and the history of the last sixty years, which has left us with ases

in key,areas and a network of powerful allies around the globe. The principal military

asymmetry in the U.S. position flows from that: the U.S., to a degree unique in

history, is in the long distance power projection business in a way that no other

military is.

. However, many aspects of these U.S. asymmetries have eroded somewhat and ill

continue to do so. The strategic buffers are somewhat less significant as weapo
1

s

such as ballistic and cruise missiles have diminished the importance of distance, and

new emerging areas of competition, such as information warfare, may further er de

the value of geography. The U.S. network of alliances might weaken now that t
I

e

decline of Russia has removed the central motive behind many of our alliances.

Power projection itself is becoming more difficult as Weapons of Mass Dest-ruc
t
ion

(WMD), sensors, and precision strike systems proliferate, allowing other nation
f

to

develop enhanced anti-access capabilities. In addition, through the use of these pd

other measures, such as Information Warfare or terrorism, some nations are

developing the means to threaten the U.S. homeland.

. Despite this erosion, U.S. geostrategic asymmetries and the U.S. strategic adva tage

1in power projection will continue to be critical for some time to come. In additi n to

the geostrategic asymmetry, and all of its implications, the U.S. has developed,

the course of the past sixty years, basic strengths that create asymmetric advant

particular warfare areas:
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3/13/01
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Aerial Warfare: The U.S. exerts absolute control over aircraft in U.S. airspac

(CONUS as well as U.S. airspace in-theater) and maintains the ability to fly p anes

and deliver weapons anywhere in the world. ;

Long-Range Precision Strike: The U.S. military, has the wherewithal to target’and

strike targets in the heart of any country with great precision, minimal risk of

friendly losses, and little collateral damage.

Strategic Deterrence: With a heavily-protected second-strike force, secure

command and control, a sizeable arsenal, a range of strike options, and subst

strategic strike capability, the U.S. can probably deter large-scale attack agai

the U.S. homeland (though deterrence of more limited attacks from smaller

nations, which will be a growing problem for the U.S., is for a variety of reas
less certain).

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance: The U.S. collects, analyses, Qnd

exploits ISR better than any nation, and can focus ISR on any region of the world.

Command and Control: For forces in the field, as well as for the strategic

deterrent, the US. leads the world in being able to track forces, receive

information, and relay commands across vast distances and into virtually an
J’

region of the world.
I

Space Operations/Exploitation of Orbital Space: The ability of American for es to

make near-real-time operational use of the information supplied by space

:systems-including GPS precision-location and timing-is well ahead of th t of

any military.

2
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l Carrier Operations: The US. maintains the most advanced, powerful carriers .n

the world, and can operate these at a level entirely beyond anything competit

could attempt.

. Undersea Operations: Through nuclear-powered submarines and other assets, the

US. can exert virtual control over the seas while going undetected when it ’

chooses.

l Anti-Submarine Warfare: While the U.S. could be much better in this area, t

military holds a tremendous advantage, relative to others, in detecting,

and destroying enemy submarines.

. Expeditionarv Warfare Capabilities: Including amphibious operations and fo. ced-

1
entry operations (i.e., parachute operations), the U.S. excels at placing forces in

hostile locations, often to prepare for large-scale joint operations to follow. ~

l Complex Integrated Joint Operations: The American military has a long

of being able to orchestrate and support large-scale, complex military

and can integrate air, land, sea, and space assets to defeat any nation in large

warfare.

. Long-Range Lift/Logistics: With familiarity with large-scale, worldwide

transportation systems, substantial numbers of planes, ships, and ground

transportation, systems for identifying and tracking quantities of materiel, the U.S.

leads the world in procuring and delivering vast quantities of materiel. ~

l In addition to these asymmetries in specific warfare areas, the U.S. has also

an enormous asymmetry in training. The scale and scope of this advantage in

tremendous: U.S. forces have far superior first-battle competency and can

3 I
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in large-scale, complex military operations that competitors are incapable of

undertaking. Indeed, with the exception of only a few selected elements of a fe\:

other militaries, U.S. forces have a first-battle competence that is greater than an

other forces’, particularly smaller or less developed nations’, and in many respec

unprecedented in history. This asymmetry rises in part from substantial investm

made by the U.S. in the wake of the Vietnam war, but also from social and cultu

factors such as our capacity for honest self-appraisal, interest in innovative solut

and so on, and underlies many of the asymmetries the U.S. has in specific areas

warfare.

l Another overall asymmetry underlying more specific areas. of military asymmeb

the size and quality of the U.S. defense effort. In 1997, U.S. defense expend&

exceeded the total of the next six highest military budgets in the world. The sea’

scope of the US. defense effort allows the nation to achieve efficiencies other

militaries cannot: for example, the U.S. can procure vast quantities of high-quali

low-cost precision munitions that are mass-manufactured. This asymmetry also

leaves the U.S. with a large defense industrial base and experienced workforce.

l Many asymmetries in the U.S. position derive from social or cultural factors tha

nations will find it difficult, if not impossible, to emulate. For example, the U.S

tends to be a particularly innovative nation, due in part to a general tolerance for

failure: bankruptcy laws and other institutional factors are structured to allow

companies or individuals to try new ways of doing business and recuperate if thl

turn out to be mistaken or flawed. The U.S. is also aided in this respect by havii

high percentage of its population familiar with the kinds of technology - particu

information technology - that appear to be of high value in the future.
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April 9,2OOl x:07 PI

TO: Steve Herbits

cc: Steve Cambone
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
F

SUBJECT: “Glass Jaw” Paper from Andy Marshall

Who should this “glass jaw” paper that Andy Marshall  had prepared.  for me be
circulated to? Certainly the speech shop. But it is interesting and does raise the
question about the Predator.

Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
04090 l-25
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Question: Is the U.S. military use of high-tech systems creating a “Glass Jaw?”

Answer: High-tech systems undoubtedly carry new risks, however it isn’t clear wh

i

ther

the increased  combat capabilities  these systems provide are offset by vulnerabilities I

potential  adversaries  can leverage against the U.S. military.

Vulnerabilities  associated  with using high-tech systems include:

- Most new U.S. combat systems, including individual battlefield weapons, halve

imbedded microprocessors performing a variety of functions that enhance their

capabilities. However, microprocessors and other electronic devices are vulnerable to

electromagnetic pulse (EMP) and other high-energy radio frequency  (HERF) weapons.

- Beyond the electronic vulnerabilities of new systems, new logistic ~

vulnerabilities may be emerging, The Army and Marine Corps have noted the batteb

demand of man portable electronic systems is high. Since battery technology is bas
1
d on

heavy metals, the theater logistic burden has increased, I

- Unlike most competitors who operate regionally,  the U.S. is in the long-r
“I

ge

power projection business, operating far from CONUS. While competitors can base

much of their networks on buried terrestrial fiber optic cables, the U.S. depends,  to a.

greater extent, on radio frequency-based networks. These networks increase U.S.

vulnerability to EMF and HERF weapons, as well as providing adversaries with gateways

for information warfare attacks designed to corrupt network data or deny services.
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- Recently, commercial  off-the-shelf (COTS) systems have been used to red ce

the cost of U.S. information systems and components. COTS use may also introduc

vulnerabilities since the equipment is not specifically designed for combat conditio s, n

is it “hardened” against EMP or other electronic weapons.  Moreover,  COTS syste

(hardware  and’ software)  are not produced  in (‘secure” or controlled  environments. i

s

hes

systems could contain malicious software code and be triggered by a variety of means tc

degrade the U.S. government or military systems in which they reside.

- It is our understanding that the U.S. no longer tests the vulnerability of 1

electronic components and networks against EMP and other disruption sources.  If t at j

true, assumptions  are being made regarding the survivability of current systems wit out

supporting  data. ’ :

- To varying degrees, competitors  are less reliant on microprocessor-based

equipment and networks for defense and civil infrastructure  capabilities.  Accordingly,

they are less likely to be deterred  from attacking U.S. infrastructure elements. U.S.

retaliation in kind might have a limited effect against less sophisticated countries.

- The U.S. is becoming increasingly  reliant on unmanned systems and syste s

I
beyond man’s ability to operate without machine assistance,  For instance, long-ran e

cruise missiles are completely dependent  on their electronic brains,  and most new h
i
gh

performance aircraft are “fly-by-wire, ” meaning computers actually manipulate co+ol

or

is
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surfaces to keep the aircraft stable.  In the past, computers provided assistance that

improved existing capabilities, whereas  many current  systems are completely depen dent

upon computers  for even fundamental  operations. This is especially true for U.S.

unmanned systems that are becoming mainstays of U.S. military capability. Unman
1’

ed

systems can significantly reduce force protection concerns  and can provide intellige
n

ce,

surveillance  and reconnaissance information difficult to obtain by alternate

low risk. Systems such as the Predator unmanned aerial vehicle can provide tremen

value, however they may be vulnerable to electronic attacks as discussed

to lasers used to neutralize their sensors. Air, ground and sea-based  lasers can pose

similar problems for U.S. reconnaissance assets. This particular vulnerability can b ae
point of great leverage for competitors.  The cost of building, launching and maintai ing

satellite, aircraft and unmanned vehicle based reconnaissance systems is high. The :ost

of building a ground based laser system that can neutralize  these systems is relative1Y
low.

On the other hand, high-tech systems provide U.S. forces with great advantage incl
II

ding:

- Networks by their nature are robust. Destroying,  inhibiting or disrupting

individual network nodes does not destroy the entire network. A successful  attack n one

\ship’s or aircraft’s electronic systems, no longer dooms that platform, since coopera ive

engagement capabilities allow platforms to share data and provide for common defhse

needs. Similarly, data sharing via networks provides for economy of force in weap ns
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expenditure  and allows commanders  to plan collaboratively,  significantly improvin

command and control.

- Technological competitions are nothing new. Competitors have always so

to develop counters  to new capabilities. When radar was an emerging capability, U

operators had to deal with electronic jamming and deception. These competitions d

the development of countermeasures,  counter-countermeasures and even better

capabilities.

- Technologies alone do not produce improved combat capabilities.  Operatic

concepts are an important aspect of those capabilities,  and are often years behind th

fielding of new technologies. If the U.S. experiments with new information age

technologies and their vulnerabilities,  and develops different operational  concepts a

even new ways of organizing forces, it can effectively reduce its technology-based

vulnerabilities.

;ht

ve

al

1

Increased  U,S. reliance on high-tech systems is likely to provide incentives for

competitors  to attack those capabilities. Daily attempts by foreign hackers to penet ate

:U.S. military information systems are indicators as to how serious opponents may b .

Also, the U.S. has known since the late 1960s that the Soviet Union had several seri
1

us

programs aimed at exploiting U.S. use of advanced information based systems.

However,  attacks against networks,  information systems and other high-tech capabilities
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are difficult to model or simulate. Unlike kinetic attacks, there is less certainty regar ing

the efficacy  of the offensive weapon and the vulnerability of the system being attackId.

This situation significantly complicates an adversary’s planning and makes it less 1,

he would rely solely on such capabilities  for defense.

i ely
“,

The U.S. increasing reliance on high-tech systems may induce an electronic “glass j

but it also provides significant new combat capabilities. Learning how to bob and

to protect that jaw, while delivering a high-tech knockout may be operational  conce

the U.S. needs to develop to ensure success. It is likely that until the U.S. faces a cr

adversary  with the ability to conduct  large-scale  information  and other electronic at acks,
1

it will not know the answer to this question with a high degree of certainty.

Consequently,  it is important that the U.S. develop a sustained experimentation pro$ram

that allows U.S. forces to engage credible opposing forces with equipment and

capabilities  we are likely to encounter in future combat scenarios.
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April 9,200l 1:42 1

TO: Steve Cambone

c c : Robert Soule
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld$h

SUBJECT: Notes from Senate Budget Committee Hearing

Attached are some notes from the Senate Budget Committee hearing. We ougl
weave some of these thoughts into our work.

Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-29

3
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Date:

Committee:

Subject:

Witnesses:

February 13,200 1

Senate Budget Committee

Hearing on National Defense Spending

Admiral William Owens, USN (ret), former Vice Chairman of the JCS
Andrew Krepinevich, Executive Director, Center for Strategic and
Budgetary Assessments
Robert Lieberman, Deputy Inspector General, Department of Defense

Members in Attendance (those that made statements or questioned witnesses):

Senator Domenici (R-NM), Chairman
Senator Allard (R-CO)
Senator Conrad (D-ND), Ranking Minority Member
Senator Byrd (D-WV)
Senator Bill Nelson (D-FL)

Executive Summary:

This was a hearing that covered the defense budget at the macro level, Of the three
witnesses, only Robert Lieberman was there as an Administration witness (DOD IG).
central focus was the question of an increase to the defense budget A number of
different estimates offered in recent past were discussed, for example - $50 billion no
by the CBO last fall, $100 billion by CSIS, and $38 to $58 billion by the Joint Chiefs
fall. The Committee tried to get estimates on what increase is needed from the witnes
- they were very non-committal, but offered rough estimates of $5 to $10 million as a
minimum. The consensus was that we should let the Bush Administration and DOD c
out their reviews, then come forward with a proposal. An overall theme - we’re not
prepared to meet the security challenges of the 21St century, and our future budgets ml
address that. Senator Byrd reiterated his concerns over DOD financial mismangement
(comments were similar to those made at Secretary Rumsfeld’s confirmation hearing
on the floor of the Senate 8 February). Finally, a great deal of time was spent discussi
the President’s proposed tax cuts, and how they relate to defense spending. A more
detailed breakdown of individual statements and concerns is attached.

Y

1
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Date: February 13,200l

Committee: Senate Budget Committee

Subject: Hearing on National Defense Spending

Key Issues Raised:

Senator Domenici
l Senator Domenici noted the various estimates that are out there for necessary

increases in defense spending (CBO-$SOB, CSIS-$lOOB, JSC-$38-58B). He noted
President Bush’s call for a top-level review of national security strategy and the
complex challenges of the 2 1 st century.

Senator Conrad
l Senator Conrad discussed defense spending from 1946 to the present, noting that i

the last two years we’ve moved to increase spending. He also offered comments o
the proposed tax cut plan of the Administration.

Admiral Owens
l Admiral Owens noted that we can’t recapitalize our military platforms on the budg t

today in the present way we do things. The services are not interoperable. We are
not using the strengths of America’s commercial technology. . I

l We have great redundancies in the Defense Department: the four great enablers
(logistics, communications, intelligence, and medicine), R&D structure, TACAIR, air
defense, and ground forces. These redundancies account for about $40 billion per
year.

l We must force the services to go joint.
l We must be more innovative.

Andrew Krepinevich
l Are our current resources spent wisely.7 Do we have a strategy to minimize the

overall risk to our security? Is the level of risk acceptable given current defense
resources?

l We continue to employ Cold War-era performance metrics
for our military missions (national security strategy).

l Do we have the force to address tomorrow’s threats?

l

Joseph Lieberman:
l 10 formidable management areas that DOD must address.

l DOD has a very poor track record for developing or acquiring information
systems;

l Information system security is a major chaws;.
security concerns need continued attention;
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l Defense remains unable to identify many operating costs and to compile
auditable annual fmancial statements;

l Acquisition reform remains a work in progress;
l The military health care system faces the same challenges as do public and

pr iva t e  sys t ems ;
l \; Sunpmement remains a challenge;“.--_l..^,...
l Defense must address unfundedLrequirements in infrastructure areas;
l Widespread consensus that the readiness of our military is suffering;
l We need to manage human capital resources more effectively.

Senator Allard I

l While it is expensive to replace older systems, it is also very expensive to incorpor te
new technology. How do we make this transition without spending a great deal of d
money? (Joseph Lieberman - management reforms don ‘t normally yield savings
the near-term. Short-term, the only way to solve our problems is to with add
to defense or to cancel certain programs.)

Senator Conrad
l Do we need an increase in overall defense spending? If so, how much? (Joseph

Lieberman - we should wait for the new administration to reshuffle the deck and
determine our strategic objectives. He offered no cost estimates.)

Senator Domenici I
l Why is this the right time for a strategic review by DOD? (Admiral Owens - It sho Id

have been sooner. The new Administration deserves the chance to review the key
issues.)

l He questioned the timing of the internal DOD review (Andrew Marshall’s
assessment).

Senator Byrd
l Reiterated the same concerns on DOD financial management expressed in Secretv

Rumsfeld’s confirmation hearing. Problems in DOD’S system acquisition and
inventory management.

l Are inter-service rivalries encouraging the DOD to neglect original thinking on the
nature of the threats and the strategic environment of the 2 1 st century? Are
organizational changes necessary?

l How does the development of a national missile defense system fit into the budget
plans?

l Pulsed Admiral Owens and Mr. Krepinevich on the future of the V-22 (their
thoughts).

vi

Senator Bill Nelson
l Concerns on the terrorist threat - in the budget, how do we protect against it?
l Will advocate a serious increase in defense spending over the next decade.
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Senator Allard
l How can we put together a reasonable budget while we wait for the results of the

various reviews proposed? What is a reasonable increase in defense spending?
l We need to look at our defense structure and needs 20 years from now.

11-L-0559/OSD/2913



April 9,200l 2:05 PI

TO: Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Benchmarking

Whoever is doing benchmarking might want to look at this paper on the state of
the military.

Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-36

M
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State Of The Military 

January 26, 2001 



11-L-0559/OSD/2916

-

. . " 

UbJectives 

0 Describe trends (FY 1990 - 2001) and characterize the current 
state of the U.S. military in terms of 

0 Operations 
0 Force Structure 
0 Manpower and Quality of Life Programs 
0 Procurement Programs 
0 RDT &E Programs 

0 Summarize DOD and Congressional budget actions during FY 
1993-2001. 

D Identify budget shortfalls and budget alternatives (FY 2001 
Supplemental, and FY 2002 - 2007 FYDP). 

1 
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Current State of U.S. Military 

HToday, we have the most precise, most lethal, most 
versatile, best-equipped, and best-trained forces on 
earth; and we have a defense program that ensures 
forces will maintain their superiority in the new 

century. 

**** 
My successor will inherit a Department and military, 
not only far better than that which won the Persian 
Gulf, but given o~r rapid application of lessons 
learned from Operation Allied Force, better than that 
which prevailed in the conflict with Belgrade." 

Secretary of Defense Cohen, Annual Report to Congress, February 2000. 

Bllt .......... . 
2 
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Extensive Force Aging Is rraking l'lace 
Will Drive Future OPLAN. and Budget Decisions 

Service Average Age In 

W eagon Category Half-Life FY 1992 FY2000 FY 2010 
(Yrs) (Yrs) (Yrs) (Yrs) 

Strategic Bombers 15-30 21 25 33 

Attack/Fighter Aircraft 
Air Force 10-15 10 18 20 

Navy/Marine Corps 10-15 10 11 14 

USAF Tanker 30 30 38 48 

Strategic Airlift 20 23 24 22 

Tactical Airlift 20 20 23 18 

Attack Submarines 12-15 15 14 20 

Surface Combatants 17-20 ·14 14 17 

Amphibious Ships 20 20 20 16 

Army Attack Helicopters 15 4 12 22 

Tanks & Infantry 20 6 11 15 
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DOD Science 8i Tecltnology Progran1 

By Component 

FY 2001 Dollars (B) 
12 -----~~~~~~~~~-----, 

10 

Agencies 

4 Navy 
Air Force 

2 

Army 
0 

'U 181 192 t" 102 · '01 

Fiscal Year 

By. Category 
FY 2001 Dollars (B) 
12 ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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6 6.3 
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6.2 
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6.1 
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Change Since September 199q 
(Percent of FY 1990 Levels) 

DOD 
Budget 

65o/o 63°/o 

Active-Duty Civilian 
Manpower Manpow_er 

ave 

72°/o 

Defense 
Industry 

agge 

82°/o 

Military 
Bases 

12 
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Budget Authority 

In Billions of FY 2001 Dollars 
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April 9,200l 11:21 Ah

TO: Steve Herbits
Paul GebhaI’d

FROM: Donald Rumsfel

SUBJECT: General Schwartz Memo on Incentives

Here is a memo from General Schwartz on how to incorporate incentives into t2-
military. How do we feed these into the studies in the proper way?

l-h&S.

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-16

uo7313R”m
I
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Headquarters,  United States Forces, Korea
Unit t15237

APO AP 962054010

REPLY TO
AITEMION  OF:

Commander in Chief /3j

Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301-l 000

Dear Mr. Secretary:

1. Reference your request for recommendations on how to incorporate incentives intc
military.

2. From our perspective, we need to formally recognire  that the military is no longer a
blue-collar Industry but a high-tech and high performing organization . . . that requires
talented personnel. Accordingly, we need to make military pay and compm
@th&c+stry  - not with the rest of the federal government - and develop incentives fa
individuals and organizations that recognize excellence, enhance morale, entice
reenlistment/retention, and generally reinforce positive habits and operating procedur
following paragraphs outline some specific proposals.

a. Individuals.

(1) Pav and Compensation.

- Base pay. Increase the base pay for the senior NC0 ranks (E7 to E9) by 20%
immediately. (We have a crisis of service members at 20 years)

) ttie U.S.

350s
#W
@ve

. The

- Merit Pay. Provide substantial merit or incentive pay for officer, enlisted and civilian
positions that demand unusual time/commitment and responsibility. Tie the pay to an
equivalent position in industry.

- COLAIOHA. Cost of Living Allowances and Overseas Housing Allowances ust be
standards based. ( If military are living  in sub-standard housing, initiate partial BAH
immediately.) !

- Hardship Overseas Duty Pay. Pay hardship overseas duty pay for all ip duty
location assignments (like Korea) to offset the “second household costs” and
opportunities for spousal employment. Additionally, reduce federal and state taxes
overseas service in all locations.

- Locality Pay. Provide adequate locality pay to military and DOD employees I the
situation warrants (overseas, serving in remote or high cost CONUS locations...).

- Leave. Allow officers and enlisted personnel to cash in unused leave if they desire.
Additionally, do not count weekends/holidays as leave periods and allow individuals t accrue
days across FYs so they are not forced into a “use or lose”’ situation. :

11-L-0559/OSD/2937



- BAS. Do not take away Basic Allowance for Subsistence when deployed or I field
conditions.

m Family Compensation. Recognize the value added of military famliies and
compensate them with non-financial incentives such as travel with a spouse, . . . ”

- Thrift Savings Plan. Modify the program to more closely resemble a standar 401 K
in terms of matching contributions provided by the employer. 0

(2) SchoolindEducatlon.

- Private Schooling. Reimburse families for private schooling when assigned ‘o areas
with substandard schools.

- In-State Tuition. Allow family members to pay “in-state” college fees if assigned to
that state at time of entry into college.

m Degree Programs. Fully fund off-duty degree programs for officers, enlisted and
civilians . . . go beyond the 75% funding avaliable now.

- Civilian Workforce Education. Develop a DOD career civilian formal education
program and tie salaries to grade and education level.

(3) Housinq.

m PCS costs. Implement corporate-style compensation during permanent charge of
station moves, to include providing reasonable dislocation pay and spouse work seve*ance
Pay.

c Family Quarters. Transform military housing into modern middle-class horn 8
through rapid privatization or leasing, and establish a housing buy-back program that
obligates the government to purchase/sell the home of any service member forced to ove
with less that 90 days notice.

- Temporary Sponsorship Status. Allow single parents to assign “temporary
sponsorship” in terms of commissary/Post Exchange/medical benefits to
grandparents/parents or others who are watching their children during overseas miss ons.1

(4) Performance.

I Awards. Incorporate a monetary payment into military awards, similar  to the system
already in place for Department of the Army civilians.

c Promotions. Grant Commanders and Command Sergeants Major the author y to
execute “spot promotions” to E6, E7, Captain, Major, GS-12, and GS-13. Additionally, grant
promotion boards the authority to selectively authorize personnel who are passed ov r for
promotion to remain on active duty until eligible for retirement.

b. Organizations.

(1) Funding. :

- To both reward efficient management of funds plus avoid the
splurge, allow organizations to carry unexpended funds into the next FY.
and the services should set performance goals, resource the.goals,  allow
apply the resources to achieve the goals, . . . and then allow the commands to retain a
savings generated by internal efficiencies.
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I I

I Build flexibility into the civilian workforce management process. Specifically, provide
commanders the flexibility to balance the number of positions, talent, and changing
requirements.

- Reward effective energy conservation programs by returning a percentage of the
savings back to the organization.

- Raise the threshold for reprogramming and approval of projects.

- Allow organizations to immediately present financial rewards to individuals ho
identify/create efficiencies and save money.

(2) Budnet Execution. Move the military to a multi-year budget process.

:

b-f
3. My staff is prepared to provide addltlonal  details and answer any questions on the e
proposals if necessary.

Very Respectfully,

Commander in Chief
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TO:

c c :

April 9,200l 1:21 PI

Paul Wolfowitz

Pete Aldridge
Steve Cambone
Paul Gebhard

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Memo from Rich Armitage

Attached is a memo that was given to me by Rich Armitage during the transitio:
I think it has some useful ideas.

We really do have to focus on the Joint Forces CINC and what ought to be dont
there. It is in no sense leading the transformation at the present time, and we ha
to fashion a way to do it.

ri.

:v1 1
Thanks.

Attach.

DHR:dh
040901-27
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DRAFT
l/10/01

For Hearing Remarks

1) Return to Warrior Ethos

-Devolve decision making to lowest levels possible (at present O-6 and 0-7’s are

making decisions which should be made at O-3 level.) Empower company grade

officers and NCOs.

v

2) Make the point that in addition to more money for 051, we need to make wise

choices on upgrades of legacy equipment.

;To review the TACAIR programs, me must also look at support A/C (i.e. tankers,

AEW, suppression, AWACS, etc.) and bomber fleet. The long legs on bombers ma

them particularly vulnerable.

-6.1,6.2,6.3 R&D budgets are our “seed corn” we must invest here now. -I

-ANOTHER BRAC ROUND FREE OF POLITIZATION.
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3) ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES
r\\ ’

Suggest change in ASD/S&E to ASD/Transformation

Suggest upgrading C4ISR to an undersecretary and give responsibility f

space ( high ground in military terms.)

At present, our dependence on space architecture is akin JO a fine crystal

wine glass, although exquisite, a share rap will render it a shattered

system.

4. Indicate an intention to focus the Pentagon on the new vision areas

a. What was

b. Projection of power without access to forward basis k

c. Info assurance/info dominance A-

d. Strategy to defeat access-denial scenario.

/ . \ e. Your Joint Forces CINC in peace time is your most important team

member - He leads transformation

A-

f. Strong pitch for reserves, National Guard - Real world missionary for OI

citizen-soldiers.
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c
.’

. I

.

g. Civilian workforce - although dramatically reduced from the past, it is E

older force and is not renewing itself.. .particularly the acquisition

community. Indicate a willingness to re-energize this citizen.

From your point of view, it is essential to show in this statement that yol

are going to embrace the First General Order - to take charge of all

government property.

Finally, friend and allies will be watching your statement. We need to indicate

willingness to share technology with allies so that we don’t get a situation when

the U.S. is so advanced and allies so behind, that we can no longer participate ir

coalition warfare. They live in fear of a situation where the U.S. is all seeing, al

knowing. And the allies have to be the folks down in the mud, blood, and beer.

3. Qualities for USD-P

a.

b.

C.

d.

Foreign affairs expertise

Energy

Ability to articulate

Management skills
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e. Self-confidence

USDIA

a. Corporate experiencer

b. Tech expertise but not an engineer

c. Should look to leap-ahead technology and not get bogged down on day

day decision or systems.

d. International experience (cooperative agreement with allies, etc.)
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

April 9, 2001 1 I:13 AM

General Franks

Donald Rumsfeld -9b

Comments on Strategy Review

Thanks so much for your very thoughtful comments on April 1 with respect to the
paper y&u read.

Your suggestions will be fed into the process. I certainly appreciate them and
value the source as well as the quality of the suggestions.

Dt-IR:dh
040901-14
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April 9, 2001 IO:16 AN;

TO: General Tom Schwartz
HQ, U.S. Forces, Korea

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Strategy Review

As I have indicated, the materials you sent in were exceedingly helpful. I though
your suggestions on the paper were first rate.

Your memo on how to rebuild trust is an excellent outline, and I can assure you I
will see that those thoughts are communicated to the folks here. We will try to gc
to work on them.

1 also appreciate your paper on incentives and will see that gets moved to the righ
people.

Thanks so much for your very thoughtful work.

DHR:dh
040901-12
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April lo,2001 7:58 A

TO:

FROM:

Paul Gebhard

Donald Rumsfeld ,v

SUBJECT: Khalilzad Memo

Please take a look at this memo from Zal Khalilzad on transformation. What hl
you done with it, if anything? If nothing, what do you propose to do about it?

Please get it in the right hands. I suppose it will have to be dismembered to do
that.

Thanks.

Attach.
2/7/01 Khalilzad memo: ‘“Transforming US Forces: RAND Recommendations”

DHR:dh
041001-24
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TO: Secretary Rumsfeld

FROM: Zal KhalilzaZ+

SUBJECT: Transforming US Forces: RAND Recommendations

DATE: February 7,200l

Enclosed is a RAND paper, which I had requested during the abbreviated transition, on
how to stimulate the development of innovative system concepts that will be necessary
for any transformation of American forces and how OSD might be organized to enable
play a stronger role in making sure that such a transformation comes to pass. The RAIi
paper argues that the current DOD acquisition process impedes transformation and is nc
nimble and adaptive enough given that potential belligerents and their weapons can
appear with short notice and that the new forces challenging the US might operate in vc
unconventional ways.

The paper recommends five steps for revitalizing the process and argues that you can ta
them in the few weeks and months:

Support selected Service programs, which are truly transformational such a!
UCAV and Airborne Laser.
Stimulate competition of new ideas among the Services and abandon ex ant1
allocation decision making. The Service that comes with the best idea shou
be given the resources to perform the assignment.
Develop a “second acquisition path” for novel system concepts. Acquisitior
policies in place today were basically designed to-deliver new systems at hi;
rates that could be operated with full support in the field. The new path
would include our willingness to accept some risks in return for faster
fielding of the product; and, field systems early and refine them later based
that field experience.
Reorganize AT&L. The current AT&L is responsible for too many things.
The paper proposes two different reorganization options: a) Focused on thre
functions-science and technology, concept formulation and development,
and acquisition; and, b) Redistribute AT&L functions-sharpen the
acquisition management by defining a new office with a narrower charter ar
places other functions dealing with technology and logistics in separate
offices.
Identify and select advocates of change and promote them in positions of
responsibility.

C: Paul Wolfowitz and Bill Schneider
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The Role of the Acquisition Executive in Transforming the U
Military

The orientation and structure of the Defense Department’s acquisition efforts are caugh

time warp that is a decade or more out of date. While the DOD over the past 15 years has embr

novel management approaches in such areas as greater use of commercial technology, lean

production, outsourcing, and joint warfare, the department’s approach to acquiring weapons s:

remains similar to its approach in the late 1980s or early 1990s.

However, today’s defense environment is placing growing pressure on defense policyrr

to be nimble and adaptive, particularly with respect to acquisition systems and processes. This

come about because of two intersecting factors:

l Needfor  shorter response times. In the future, the composition of potential belligerent

and their weapons are likely to be varied, and some can be expected to appear with

relatively short notice. This puts new demands on the timeliness of response by the

acquisition process when called upon to deliver new kinds of systems to counter the

new challenges.

l Greater need for novel system concepts and employment concepts. The new forces challen

the United States are likely to include at least some that operate in very unconventio

ways and that require response mechanisms not found in the established U.S. force

structure. All Services and the joint force structure are vigorously experimenting wii

concepts and potential solutions to challenges confronting them. As presently

administered, the acquisition process impedes rather than encourages experimentati

and actual transformation. Our force modernization process must enable us to field

and novel capabilities quickly, with less emphasis than in the past on maximizing th

effectiveness of each particular system.
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By putting in motion a series of initiatives over the next year, the Secretary of Defense c: 1 set

tig stage for revitalizing and revamping the Pentagon’s acquisition process to respond to the al: we

S.

factors. The five initiatives described below are steps that Secretary of Defense can take over the next

few weeks and months that will markedly improve the timeliness, quality and cost of weapons I

systems that the DOD intends to acquire.* In particular, the DOD should I

1 This paper focuses on the Acquisition and Technology  roles  of the office, and does  not address  the Logisti/cs
management  function.

-l-
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. Support selected Service programs

. Stimulate competition of new ideas among the Services

l

Develop a second acquisition path for novel system concepts

Reorganize AT&L so that it can play a stronger role in integrating and catalyzing tl

military after next

Identify and select qualified and supportive flag officers and civilian managers for I

acquisition assignments within the Services and the organization

1e
1: I

The DOD should start each initiative early in the new Administration. None needs

congressional approval or a budget line item. While all of the initiatives will improve the DOD,

acquisition processes eventually, several could pay off relatively soon, within a year or two.

Support Selected Service Programs

An early initiative of the Administration should be to join with the Services to ensure th

important new weapons systems that are truly transformational are successfuLly developed am

produced. Each Service is sponsoring a few such major projects. The new administration shou

ensure that the most promising of these transformational projects are vigorously supported. SL

strategy will involve forging supportive relationships with the individual Services and their

acquisition executives to help them acquire the technologies, systems, and sub-systems that wil1
transform their forces into those envisioned in Joint Vision 2020.

We suggest selecting one or two systems from each service. Candidates might include: IP
“Future Combat System” for the Army, the UCAV and Airborne Laser for the Air Force, the DIiI-1
for the Navy, and the V/STOL version of the Joint Strike Fighter for the Marine Corps.

rcial

h a

1e

21

Stimulate Competition of New Ideas Among the Services

Over the longer term AT&L should encourage a climate of competition among the Servnij,es for

innovative concepts and ideas. A continuing weakness in the current system is that decisions o

which Service will provide forces that contribute capability toward a stated mission area or
n
1

operational objective are made ex ante. That is, they are made before the Service presents a set 4f

options (concepts), and certainly before it has an opportunity to demonstrate how well the prodosed

-2- R A  D
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concept might carry out the stated objectives. Ex ante allocation decisionmaking precludes the

possibility of having multiple concepts to choose among.’

Had the United States adhered strictly to ex ante assignment according to missions, the $avy

presumably would not have been allowed to pursue long-range ballistic missiles. Intent on ha$ng a

role in the mission of deterring nuclear attack on the United States, the Navy devised what clea ly

became by the late Cold War years the most viable solution to the operational objective of a :
survivable nuclear force-the submarine-launched ballistic missile. Having additional options

available on a more systematic basis would be an improvement. II
A central element of a new strategy should be to stimulate competition of new ideas among the

Services. The best ideas would translate into that Service being assigned the responsibility for ~

implementing the concept and given the resources to perform that assignment. (We need not bb

limited to one solution or a single innovative idea for a needed capability. Having multiple wa s to

fperform a military task provides robustness that has intrinsic value to our war-fighters while ad ing

complexity and cost to our enemies as they try to develop and field defenses.) Competition managed

in this manner would promote choices and thus set the stage to make informed choices among ~

promising new concepts--choices made on the merit of the case, unhampered by a preconceive4

notion of “assignments” of particular role and function to a particular Service. Of course, not epy

proposal should be funded. In fact, most probably should not be. The successful use of competition

as a management tool requires the Secretary of Defense to make explicit decisions about winners and

losers. Otherwise, the Department of Defense will proliferate solutions, squandering its resour es on

less competitive ideas. f
,

Develop a Second Acquisition Path for Novel System Concepts3

Facilitating and enabling innovation demands a departure from the practices of the past/. In

addition to the traditional need for relatively large forces equipped with weapon systems produced in

large quantities and operated over long periods of time, there is now a growing need to responb

quickly to novel threats by developing and fielding innovative systems, and to turn to

technologies to improve and upgrade existing systems. These demands for new

present new challenges to the acquisition process.

’ For  more details,  see Birkler  et. al.,  Gaining  New Military  Capability:  An  Experiment  in Concept  Devdopmenf~  RAND,
h4R-912~OSD,  1998 ~

3 The  ideas  outlined here  are  developed  in greater  detail  in Birkler,  et al,  An  Acquisition  Strategy,  Process  an4
Organizationfor  Innovative  Systems,  RAND,  MR-109%OSD,  2000.
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Acquisition policies in place today were basically designed to deliver new systems that Were

ready to be produced at high rates and that could be operated with full support in the field. Su{h a

process has been appropriate when the quantities to be produced have been large and where thb

systems have been expected to be operational for many years. These processes are unfriendly afid

inappropriate for management of new concepts that involve some combination of true urgency and

uncertainty.

New, innovative system concepts inherently pose many uncertainties for development ~
outcomes (cost and performance of the system, and operational effectiveness in the field). The ~
characteristics of novel systems are so different that “tinkering” with the present process will be

inadequate. The most efficient way to develop novel systems is to identify a “second acquisition

path.” Such a second path would

. emphasize flexibility of the process,

. include an overt willingness to accept some risks in return for faster fielding of the

product, and

l field systems early and refine them later based on that field experience.

The last element is the most radical, poses the most challenging problems of implementa ‘on,
Y

and contains potentially the most powerful tactic for moving an innovative new system concepq  to

early operational capability. The concept of “experimental” operational units, designed to receibe

and operate systems that are not quite technically mature and that are not fully provisioned wi$

support and training aids, lies outside the main thrust of the traditional h4DAP acquisition poli 4y.
The “field demonstration” phase of the ACTD process suggests that this approach can work

systems where the system configuration and the operational concept are likely to evolve as earl

operational experience is accumulated.

Reorganize AT&L so that it Can Play a Stronger Role in Shaping the Military Aft+

Next’
I

As the strategy and process change, so too must the organization. AT&L must transform its

enterprise and structure to meet these new defense challenges and demands. By enterprise, we ~mean

’ For  additional  discussion on this  topic  see  Bracken,  et al, Shaping  and Integrating  the Next  Military;  Organization
Optionsfor  Defense  Acquisition  and  Technology,  RAND  DB 117-OSD,  1996.
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the primary purposeful activities of the organization. What activities should preoccupy the ~

organization? We argue above that the primary enterprise of AT&L should be the successful ~

development and production of important new weapons systems that are truly transformational.

This is the traditional enterprise and the one at the core. An acquisition organization should be’

focused on those activities that are central to its purpose of providing cost-effective systems.

If AT&L were to support selected Service programs and to develop a second acquisition Iath

for novel system concepts, it would need to change its organization. Such a step would require

sharpened emphasis on identifying, selecting, and rewarding senior military and civilian execu1‘ves

to drive the changes.

OSD should realign the organizational structure along separately managed enterprise 1’111es.

Such changes are needed to reflect the above new strategy, policies and procedures and to help ~

institutionalize a new acquisition culture. ~

There is no single best way to organize the office to further achievement of these objectiv 4s, and

it is premature to recommend explicit and detailed organization structures. The notions shown,below

are offered as illustrations of concepts for future organization. Both have as a central element that the

current USD(AT&L) is simply responsible for too many things and is spread too thin.

Reorganization Option One-A Three Function Organization for AT&L

We assume that the five principal activities of AT&L are:

l Discovering new technologies

l Demonstrating and maturing selected technology aggregates and sub-systems

l Participating in formulating and defining new system concepts and new operationa

concepts
1

l Managing the acquisition of systems and weapons.

l Advising the Secretary of Defense about matters of modernizing. II

A set of functions and relationships that accommodates these activities is shown in Figur e 1.

In addition to discovering and advancing new technologies, the Science and Technolo
841

Office should have a broader charter, having responsibility for maturing selected technologies, ~

especially those identified in the Concept Formulation and Development Office. The Science d

Technology Office should also function as the technology steward and advocate.

-5- RAND
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Discover new
technologies

Participate  In formulating
and deffnfng  new system
and qpemtkwl  ca/Icspra

Manage acqulsltlon
of systems and

WBapa”S

Malure  selected Demonstrate selected
technologr system and opewtfpnet
Gw-Pt= concepts

Act w bridge behwen
experimentation and
oonoept  dawelopmant

Figure 1-A Possible Three-Function Reorganization for AT&L

The Concept Formulation and Development Office would work with the individual See

to formulate, evaluate, and define new system concepts in each mission area and those that spa$

multiple mission areas. Its charter should include both novel systems concepts and novel opera ions

concepts, This office would identify technologies and concepts and initiate second-path
t
I

development, promote purposeful competition among the Services, and develop new concepts b take

advantage of nascent technologies. In addition, this office would be the primary DOD acquisitio/n

community interface with the Service and joint experimentation processes. It would seek out ~

candidates for the second acquisition path. At the same time it would look for transformation ststem

“overlap” and synergy.

The Acquisition Office would manage Major Defense Acquisition Programs using well ~
I

established procedures.

Reorganization Option Two-Redistribute AT&L Functions

This option, outlined in Figure 2, sharpens acquisition management by defining a new of ‘ce

with a narrower charter. This new office would be the principal “customer” representative for
h

weapons systems acquisition and serve as the DAB chair. Other functions dealing with technol@y

and logistics currently in AT&L should be placed in separate offices. I

-6s RAN/I
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. .

With such a customer focus, the office should be recast as the Under Secretary of Defens

(Acquisitions), with the staff provided by what is now the Directorate of Strategic and Tactical

Systems. The Under Secretary could conceivably be given responsibility for OT&E, too, prefer

through a legislative change, but perhaps in the interim by dual-hatting the appointee (which 1

at the least require Congressional consultation). Such responsibility would be consistent with

Under Secretary’s oversight role; with advocacy for new ideas lodged elsewhere, the conflict o.

interest that now requires OT&E to report independently to the Secretary would be removed (:

below). USD(A) should gain functions from C31 that are consistent with its new role, i.e., it she

in charge of telecommunications and the “information revolution”; DISA would report to it. It

likewise be charged with acquiring those systems that provide battlefield situational awarenes

remainder of what is now C31  becomes the nucleus for a new Assistant Secretary of Defense fo

Intelligence, charged with carrying out the Secretary’s agenda of building a cooperative partne

between DOD and the intelligence community, including development and operational use of

“national systems” for application to DOD missions.

Figure 2-A Recast Acquisition Focus
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In this scheme, USD(A) would retain Defense Procurement, Acquisition Reform, Industri/al

Affairs, and Small Business, which might productively be merged into a single organization, ~4th

some staff savings taken. I

USD(A)  should not also be the purveyor of new ideas-that’s a potential conflict of inter
“i
st, as

represented by the Service views that much of what OSD pushes consists of “pet rocks”. The )
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enterprise of the second acquisition path should be organized by having DDR&E report direct+

Secretary of Defense, but retain a seat on the DAB. In this scheme, DARPA would report to the

DDR&E, as it does now, but DDR&E becomes the proponent of novel systems, responsible for t

“second path” described earlier. In an effort to secure Service buy-in, the Services should be giv

some voice in “steering” DARPA. They could, for example, ask DARPA to assist or lead their et

to integrate the overlapping sensor grid. The DARPA change could also be used as a lever to re

the Service S&T communities, including needed consolidation, better partnering with the priva

sector and the universities, etc.

to the

le

n
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*esh

A more aggressive use of DARI’A  could make it responsible for working with the Service

develop and acquire a small number of the novel systems coming out of the second acquisition

to equip experimental operational units. The Services would carryout experiments to develop

operational concepts for using these novel systems in their experimental operational units. The5

experiments would also test logistics and maintenance processes for the novel systems. These

experiments would be carried out to learn how the novel systems could be best used in operatic:

missions. DARPA would work with the Services on these experiments to help identify addition

system capabilities or unwanted capabilities. The novel system design characteristics could ther

changed by DARPA in an iterative fashion to achieve the results desired by operational Service

Once the novel systems characteristics have been shaken out in the DARPA/Service experimen

using these experimental operational units, the system could transition to the normal Service

acquisition process. In this way, DARPA would get early buy-in of the novel concepts by Servic

units. This approach would help ease the DARPA-to-Service transition problem that exists tad:

to

lath

Ial

1

be

tnits.

7.

Logistics, long the neglected step-child of the Department, would be a separate Assistan

Secretary of Defense in this plan, with its own seat on the DAB, and reporting directly to the Set

of Defense. Installations should go to the Undersecretary of Defense for Personnel and Readine

functions that installations most importantly support. Environment is best paired with Installat

(this is the Service model: the Air Force has I&E as part of its manpower Assistant Secretariat).

new Logistics organization will probably need a stronger staff to carry out the business process

engineering responsibilities that should be part of its charter. To the extent this means a larger :

perhaps some “sunset” element could be considered (with a reasonably long time horizon, as ml

ten years, gradual reductions conceivably beginning after five).

‘etary
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AT&L’s international cooperation functions should go to USD (Policy); to the extent ther !are

international cooperation functions remaining in USD(A), they should be handled by the elemei ts of
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the new organization with appropriate domain expertise. Some modest personnel savings fron

consolidation should be possible.

These changes would have five benefits:

l Focused organizations, and a principal the Secretary of Defense can hold responsiblt

each major enterprise.

l Strong proponents for new ideas, and for logistics. Presumably, the results will be b

including better acceptance of change by the Services.

l Integration of the “information revolution” with the main system development effori

DOD.

l A chance to implement the direction of the National Academy of Sciences that DOD

“lifetime” view of testing.

l Better supervision of installations and the environment, integrated with the principa

of installations.

However, such a restructure would carry at least two costs:

l Substantial time, turmoil and political capital to effect these changes that might bette

spent elsewhere.

l Likely resistance from the Congress to principal (e.g, C31), and some secondary elem

(e.g., OT&E, Small Business).

How might one proceed? Put into place at the start of the Administration the key chang

leave the secondary ones to be negotiated with those who feel strongly about them as the

Administration gains effectiveness. The importance of mandating and enforcing change cannot

understated.

Identify and Select Qualified and Supportive Flag Officers and Civilian Managers

Transformation and innovation endure and shape organizations when the advocates of

change-officials of imagination and vision-get promoted to positions of responsibility. There

an essential element of transformation of the force is for the AT&L, working with the Services, tl

identify appropriate general/flag officers for nomination to the key, three-star billets within the

individual Service acquisition systems. Identification and selection of qualified Senior Executiv

Service civilians with the appropriate vision and appreciation of transformation is equally impe

-9- RAN
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Selecting, supporting and rewarding people for the appropriate behavior for the enterp

they lead is key. This is particularly true for establishing the second acquisition path in view o

dominant culture in the traditional legacy environment.

This paper proposes a cultural change. Unless taken head-on, the existing acquisition (

will defeat the change. Any restructure must be supported with human resource practices. Th

people need to be selected, developed, rewarded, promoted, and fired to send the appropriate

the organization has to be highly performance based. This has to occur in OSD and in the Serv

The signal needs to be sent from the start that this is not business as usual.
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April 16,200l 9:40 A

TO: Steve Cambone

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Zakheim Memos

Please take a look at these memos that Dov Zakheim drafted for me. I have edi
them.

Then wash them through Rudy de Leon, Paul and Chris, let’s get them typed ini
final form if we think we want to send them, and send them.

Tha&s.

Attach.
4/l 3/01 Memos from Dov Zakheim

DHR:dh
041601-10
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.q ~“-““a Eyes Only

MEMORANDUM TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: Dov S. Zakhein@%
SUBJECT: YOUR RESPONSE TO MY “TOP DOWN REVIEW” MEMO
DATE: April 13,2001/1500
CC: THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

DR. CAMBONE

Per your request in your memo to me of April lOti, I attach three possible memoranda
addressing the Balkans, Asia and our basing posture. I have not prepared a memo on
nuclear policy, because much has happened on that score since I wrote my “Top Down
memo to you on January 17fh. I have also combined the basing and deployment issues
into one memo, since in my view they are-or should be-quite closely linked.

Eyes Only
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

MEMORANDUM TO THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (POLICY)
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLEI
THE DIRECTOR (PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND

EVALUATION)
THE ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

(INTELLGENCE POLICY)
SUBJECT: OUR FORCES IN THE BALKANS
DATE:
CC: THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

 President Bush promised a review of our overseas post e.
One critical element in that posture is our current force commitment to the southeast “9’
Europe. Although we have begun a minor drawdown, the combination of our forward ~
deployed and support troops numbers in the tens of thousands, at costs that exceed one ~
billion annually. These costs are no longer to be treated as emergency expenditures. ~

At the same time events in Macedonia, as well as in Serbia its&‘, demonstrate that the
region remains volatile.+i&4y@ur European allies are reluctant to see any diminutior
US on-the-round presence in the Balkans.

@CbLF &
It i the Department undertake a review of our Balkan force posture, its
costs and consequences. To that end, prepare a briefing report that would address the
following concerns:

11 in

0 What are likely demands for US forces in the Balkans over the next years? What kinds
of forces? How many?

0 What forces can be withdrawn from the Balkans? At what pace? With what political i
consequences? I

p
0 What forces should remain in the Balkans? For how long?

skJ u
& *-# B‘JKr/d AL

0 What
/fp

we expect of our NATO allies?

0 Should DOD contribute to a Balkan constabulary force?

The briefing report should outline alternative postures, with attendant costs and politic 1
consequences. It should involve participation from each of your offices, with the $Offrc
of the USD(P) to lead. A draft should be completed for review by the Deputy Secret
NLT (30 days from date of memo), with a final version to be briefed to me two weeks
thereafter.
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DRAFT I

ACTION MEMORANDUM I

MEMORANDUM TO THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (POLICY)
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLEI
THE DIRECTOR (PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND ’

EVALUATION)
THE ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

(INTELLGENCE POLICY)
SUBJECT: MILITARY RELATIONS WITH ASIA
DATE:
CC: THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The latest incident with the PRC underscores the need for a detailed review of our ~
military relations with East Asia to buttress our overall strategic review. The following i
concerns require m consideration: I

9”“” tiP -- $9 ~71
0 What should be the future course of& military-to-military contacts with China

J ~
0 What new directions should we take in our military relations with Taiwan? ~

I Should we seek joint training opportunities?
n If so, what kind of exercises (e.g. CPX or FTX? At what level of effort?) ~
n What other forms of military cooperation might we undertake?
n What are likely political reactions elsewhere in Asia (apart from Beijing?)

I
~

0 In what manner should we expand our joint operations/training efforts with Japan?
n Can we expand technology cooperation with Tokyo?

~
I

0 How do we re-engage the Indonesian military?
n What kinds of training/education are permissible by law?#d Ii
n What multilateral initiatives might we contemplate?

p b k jbp ’ ’
I

0 What new facilities arrangements might we seek in the region?

0 How should we define our military relationship with Vietnam?

0 What budgetary impact might there be to any of the foregoing efforts? (provide ann
FY program/budget implications)

y

With USD(P) leading, your staffs should jointly prepare a briefing report that outlines
alternative approaches to these issues with, as noted, attendant costs and political

~

consequences. A draft should be completed for review by the Deputy Secretary NLT 0
days from date of memo), with a fmal version to be briefed to me two weeks
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DRAFT

ACTION MEMORANDUM

MEMORANDUM TO THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (POLICY)
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLEI
THE DIRECTOR (PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND

EVALUATION)
THE ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

(INTELLGENCE POLICY)
SUBJECT: OUR OVERSEAS ACCESS AND DEPLOYMENTS POSTURE
DATE:
CC: THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

II campaig$ President Bush promised a review of our overseas postu
A critical element in that posture is the access that is available to our forces overseas. II
conjunction with the Department’s strategic review, we need to take a second look botl
at the bases and other access arrangements currently available to us today, and those th:
might (and might not) be available to us in the near future. To that end, prepare a briefi.
report that, at a minimum would address the following questions:

0 What is the current overseas US basing and facilities structure (include special
arrangements such as Diego Garcia, Ascension Island?

0 What is the cost of maintainingsaccess? (Include costs of our bases, costs relating
to the use of facilities, and any linked economic or military assistance costs).

0 Can we further expand facilities on our own territories (e.g. submarine basing at Guz
potential facilities elsewhere in the Pacific and Caribbean)?

0 Should we restructure our basing posture in Japan? In the Republic of Korea? If so, i
what way?

0 Should we intensify our search for facilities elsewhere in Asia?
n Should we re-engage the Philippines?
I Expand our presence in Singapore and/or Australia?
I Seek (greater) access to facilities and ranges in Indonesia and Malaysia

0 Should we revisit our basing policy in the Gulf?

0 Can expanded access enable us to redesign our deployment policy so as to cut back n
deployments other than in the Balkans?

n If so, where can this be attempted? I
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H What could be the political costs (domestically and internationally)? The budget
costs?

The briefing report should outline alternative postures, with attendant costs and politic
atconsequences. It should involve participation from each of your offices, with the Office

of the USD(P) to lead. A draft should be completed for review by the Deputy Secretary
NLT (30 days from date of memo), with a final version to be briefed to me two weeks
thereafter.
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TO:
cc:

FROM:
,.-

SUBJECT:

Dov Zakheim

Paul Wolfowitz
Steve Carnbone

Donald Rumsfeld
lfi

Memos

April lo,2001 8~12 A:

Here is your “Top Down Review” memo. Why don’t you draft memos for me t
send to whoever you think I should send them to in order to achieve the goals y
still think need to be addressed.

Thanks.

Attach.
l/l 7/O 1 Zakheim Memo: “Top Down Review”

DHR:dh
041001-27

P.02

-. .s.  _- PRGE .02
11-L-0559/OSD/2965
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DW3 JanlOl/(?

TOP DOWN REVIEW

Candidate Bush committed himself to ordering a Top DOW Rctir~,  samething we
haven’t had In 12 years. The NSC may be given the lead on rhls, but even ifit k DOD
will be a major cantciburar. DOD already is in the midst of the C~pgrcssionally-mrulda~~
Quadrennial Defense Rcvicw, but this is probing to be a routinitid,  highly cowwatk
document.

td(

Following arc some of the issues that will have to be addressed quickly-in the QDR ~1
Top Dow Revieucor both

‘2 Getting our df rhe Balkans
--Mar forces me pulled out? Whar forces stay behind7 DON DOD contribute
constabuhy forces? (I would suggest that it not do so)

‘3 Military  Relations wirh Asia

/
-- Expanding military conw~5  with China? (yes, but on a reciprocd basis)

-- How quickly to move to agrcsment with North Korea? (not 100 quickly)
r-

-I Defining relariolls with Taiwan (need to train with ROC forces, DT lc+~t CPXi) (

- Expanding opcraGons/traMg/with Japan? (yes)

-- Re-engaging the Indonesian military’? (definitely)

,/
P Overseas Busing

- HOW much to exploit Guam (now being proposed as base for reconfigured
Tridenr subs-SSGN’s)

-1 How to restructure OUT basing posture in Japan amI Korea

-- Do we intensify our starch forfacj)ities elsewhere in Asia? Rt-engage the
Philippines? Expand Singapore and/or Australia? What about Indonesia and
Malaysia? (yes)

-- Re-visit our basing policy in the Gulf? (yes)

r > Deployments  (a r&c* mandated by Candidate Bush)
-- Whew can we cut back other than the Balkans? Do we ckue do SO in Asia?

> Nuclear palicy {also soc below)
CI warhead rcdunions

mm “reducing the hsir trigger”

APR 18 2001 16:44
TOTRL P. 03
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