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LETTERS

To the Editor—The most recent issue of
Joint Force Quarterly (Issue 63, 4™ Quarter
2011) contained many well-written articles
that provided recommendations for improv-
ing today’s joint processes and stimulating
thought throughout the joint force. However,
it appears that many articles were written
with a disregard for the current national
fiscal situation. Inevitably, pressure to reduce
spending in an effort to control the national
deficit will force the Nation and Department
of Defense (DOD) to make some tough deci-
sions over the next decade.

Despite the turnover of several key lead-
ership positions over the past year, including
the Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the message on the fiscal
issue has been both clear and consistent:
the joint force needs to challenge status quo
thinking and eliminate inefficient or out-
dated processes that are no longer necessary.
The trade space is well defined: maintaining
inefficiency will result in a loss of military
capacity. Given the unequivocal guidance
and gravity of the options, it was surprising
that experts on and in the joint force and on
Capitol Hill did not use the 25" anniversary
of the passage of the Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986 as an opportunity to assess the
successes and limitations of this watershed
legislation.

Several of the articles in JFQ also dem-
onstrate somewhat constrained thought. It
appears that joint practitioners have accepted
the fact that Goldwater-Nichols created
a box within which we now must try our
best to operate, occasionally making minor
improvements wherever practical. The inno-
vative thinkers behind Goldwater-Nichols,
whether one agrees with the outcome or not,
were not as constrained in thought or action;
they demonstrated bold thinking by chal-
lenging the assumptions of the day, and they
implemented true reform. Today, the joint
force is faced with a different set of challenges
that may be even more complex than those of
the early 1980s.

Achieving significant reform, particu-
larly when it involves downsizing an orga-
nization as large as DOD, is a monumental
task. It is difficult to conduct the objective
analysis even to begin the process. Program
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managers, with the full support of the defense
industry, will claim that Soldiers and Marines
will surely die if their programs are termi-
nated. Legislators do not want to risk reelec-
tion by appearing soft on defense or advocat-
ing cutbacks in programs that will result in
lost jobs in their respective districts. Process
owners and organization staffs will not step
forward to recommend their respective
concerns be terminated, as it would surely
have a personal financial impact. There is no
incentive in place to stimulate cooperation to
scale back or terminate processes that were
spawned during the Cold War or global war
on terror. Therefore, it is important to recog-
nize that many obstacles will be emplaced to
defend the status quo.

Perhaps one naturally occurring con-
sequence of jointness among senior leaders
and practitioners was to foster a sense
of group-think that now inhibits critical
analysis of the effects of Goldwater-Nichols.
Additionally, a challenge for military offi-
cers desiring to speak or write critically of
Goldwater-Nichols is that their arguments
can be easily dismissed as mere Service
parochialism. Being stigmatized as anti-
joint in today’s military environment is the
equivalent of being branded a communist
in the McCarthy era. To overcome these
factors, the contrarian analytical method of
red-teaming must be continually applied to
how we think, assess, and write about exist-
ing doctrine, processes, and organizations.
Red-teaming is the ideal method for chal-
lenging an organization’s plans, programs,
and assumptions.

Despite the litany of statements from
senior defense officials that all options are cur-
rently on the table, it is evident that many in
the joint force are not seizing this opportunity
to assess which joint processes are working
efficiently and which need to be reduced or
eliminated. Accomplishing this will again
require innovative thinking on the level of
Goldwater-Nichols—which begins with chal-
lenging both underlying assumptions and
processes created during an era of practically
unconstrained spending. Certain factors may
serve as drivers of inefficiency; however, they
will not be identified and corrected if they go
unchallenged. Briefly, I will use several articles
from JFQ 63 to apply this method.

In Linking Military Service Budgets to
Commander Priorities, Mark A. Gallagher
and M. Kent Taylor present a well-developed
argument on a better approach to align com-
batant command (COCOM) requirements to
Service budgets. However, two fundamental
issues must be addressed before undertaking
this analysis. First, does the Joint Capabili-
ties Integration and Development System
(JCIDS), a key component of the argument,
provide an adequate return on investment?
Before one can answer this question, one
must fully identify and calculate the cost of
all military, civilian, and contractor support
used to manage the process, as well as the
cost of overhead needed to navigate through
the system. As a recent study from the Insti-
tute for Defense Analyses noted, over the
past decade, JCIDS did not alter any solution
originally proposed by a military Service,
nor did it appear that the process has added
value to the front end of the acquisition
process for the programs examined. JCIDS
also overlaps with the cuambersome Defense
Acquisition Process and Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting, and Execution System. This
inefficient triad drives decisionmaking that
is measured in years and decades compared
to similar processes in the private sector
measured in weeks or months. Does JCIDS
contribute to unnecessary inefficiency?

Second, is the COCOM model still valid
to prepare and organize for the full range
of military operations that the joint force
undertakes today? An organization model
with a pedigree dating to the Cold War may
no longer be appropriate (or affordable) to
counter today’s global security challenges.
Since 1986, the DOD mission has evolved
from containment and preparing for full-
scale war to a new approach that emphasizes
outreach and partnership capacity develop-
ment, yet the COCOM organizational model
remains largely unchanged.

Some may argue that the COCOM
model is the best organizational model, but
no one can argue that it is not an expensive
layer of the defense bureaucracy. As the
Defense Business Board reported in 2010,
the 10 COCOMs were staffed by 98,000
personnel, with a budget of $16.5 billion—an
amount slightly greater than the annual
military expenditure of the state of Israel.
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Do these large, cumbersome organizations
provide the joint force with the agility to
prepare for and conduct military opera-
tions, or have they evolved into ineffective
requirements-generating machines? Could
much of the workload done at the COCOMs
be accomplished more efficiently through a
division of labor between the Joint Staff and
Service headquarters rather than maintain-
ing separate four-star commands? Perhaps
the thought-provoking recommendations of
Harnessing America’s Power will provide the
impetus for COCOM reform.

No serious discussion of joint processes
and organizations is complete without men-
tioning the Joint Operational Planning and
Execution System (JOPES). While having an
established process for contingency and crisis
action planning is essential for preparing
military forces for and conducting opera-
tions, that process is complex and inefficient
in its current form. Again, one must assess
the end-to-end costs to conduct joint opera-
tional planning, which include personnel,
training, and data support systems. Does
the U.S. taxpayer get an adequate return on
investment for this process?

Despite having a robust staff and
mature plans in place at U.S. Central
Command prior to Operation Iraqi Freedom,
the staff still required additional Service
augmentation to make final preparations
and, in the end, Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld chose not to use JOPES fully to
deploy the joint force to Iraq. While personal
decisionmaking contributed to the outcome,
one has to question the overall effective-
ness of this process. It would be interesting
to compare the cost of planning for Iragi
Freedom with the cost of planning for much
larger operations during World War II. How
does JOPES compare? If the Services and
Joint Staff worked collaboratively on develop-
ing and maintaining joint operational plans,
could this process be simplified? Does JOPES
remain unchanged because it provides the
means to justify end strength?

In The Joint Officer: A Professional
Specialist, Scott A. Carpenter provides a
thorough review of the joint specialty officer
system and raises several interesting ques-
tions. However, Commander Carpenter notes
the growing need and high demand for joint
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officers that necessitate having a separate
specialty without identifying the root cause.
Since Goldwater-Nichols was passed 25 years
ago, a significant amount of joint growth

has occurred. I find it peculiar that while
total force structure has shrunk significantly
since 1986, the mechanism used to integrate
Service capabilities has grown inversely
proportionally.

When analyzing joint manning, what
lessons can be drawn from the closure of U.S.
Joint Forces Command? When the command
was disestablished, several organizations
were eliminated with no apparent effect on
joint readiness or performance during two
ongoing wars. Was there a validated require-
ment for creating these organizations, or
were they created simply to facilitate joint
officer development? How many similar
offices and organizations still exist? As
part of the ongoing efficiency efforts, DOD
needs to conduct a cost-benefit analysis of
all joint organizations to validate the need
for so many joint officer billets; perhaps this
will suppress the appetite for future growth.
Finally, the practice of randomly creating
joint qualified O-6s to develop the largest
pool possible is no longer supportable and
fiscally irresponsible when one considers the
$500,000 price tag to punch the purple ticket.

After 25 years, we should use this
opportunity to evaluate our investment in
becoming joint. Goldwater-Nichols was not
written to reorganize DOD merely for the
sake of change; it was an effort to reform
the behavior, organization, and outcomes of
military action by forcing leaders to think
and operate jointly. Increased investments
immediately after the passage of Goldwater-
Nichols could be justified in order to properly
resource the reformation of the processes and
organizations of the day. One flaw with the
efforts to implement joint reform was that
the conditions of success were not clearly
articulated. Reform is neither continuous
nor enduring; the endstate must be clearly
defined. That raises a question: how joint
must we be for Goldwater-Nichols reform
to be considered a success? If full jointness
is the desired endstate, perhaps we should
be so bold as to consider eliminating the
current military departments and creat-
ing a single military department with five

Service branches for land, naval, air, special
operations, and cyber/space. While I am not
a proponent of this extreme option, we must
recognize that trying to balance the Services’
independence with integrated joint require-
ments is inefficient by its very nature. DOD
will be forced to make some tough decisions
over the next decade. Two extreme outcomes
may be either to scrap the joint concept in
place today and return to a Service-centric
model, or go for full integration. It appears
that we are currently somewhere in the
middle with no clear method to assess the
right amount of jointness.

Over the past 18 months, I have been
involved in identifying Service-level efficien-
cies, and as part of this effort, I have had the
opportunity to discuss this topic with former
senior leaders and members of think tanks.
One issue frequently raised is the negative
effects of Goldwater-Nichols and its role as a
cost driver. I find it perplexing that the great
minds of the joint force, particularly those
who have observed joint growth over the
past 25 years, are not assessing jointness in
the context of today’s fiscal environment.

The intent of Goldwater-Nichols was
to improve the operational effectiveness of
our nation’s military, but over time, jointness
has taken on a life of its own. How effective
Goldwater-Nichols has been over the past 25
years is still out for debate, but now the more
relevant question may be, “How much joint-
ness can we afford?” The original Goldwater-
Nichols supporters could not have predicted
the size and cost of the bureaucracy that the
act spawned, nor could they have predicted
the dire fiscal situation the Nation would find
itself in two decades after winning the Cold
War. Had these factors been known at the
time, it is questionable whether Goldwater-
Nichols would have passed in its current
form or been implemented to the extent it has
been. Given the current size of our national
debt and growing pressure to reduce the
defense budget, this is the opportune time
to assess if Goldwater-Nichols/joint reform
is needed. We need to be asking some tough
questions to get the process started.

—Robert P. Kozloski

Efficiencies Analyst
Department of the Navy
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From the Chairman

Moving Forward Together

ith good reason, we are
a proud force. The 10
years since 9/11 stand
among the most searing
in our military’s history. We have perse-
vered through a decade of war, keeping our
homeland safe and advancing our national
interests abroad. Our all-volunteer joint
force is our nation’s decisive advantage. The
American people trust us to stay that way.
Our joint force faces three profound
transitions in the coming years. We will

transition from war to a more competitive
and complex peace. We will transition from
abundant resources to more constrained
budgets. And many military men and women
and their families will transition to civilian
life. Any one of these would be difficult.
Taken together, they will test our leadership
at every level.

We will pass this test, and we will do
it by focusing our efforts in four areas. I
will soon publish a pamphlet on these key
efforts and encourage you to read, discuss,

General Dempsey addresses Joint Staff with Sergeant Major
Bryan B. Battaglia, USMC, Senior Enlisted Advisor to the

Chairman
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and debate them. I need your support,

and I challenge you to do what you can in
your corner of our wonderful profession

to improve these areas. To this end, let me
briefly describe the four areas and why they
are essential to our future.

Achieving National Objectives in
Current Conflicts

In this decade of conflict, we stabilized
Iraq when it was thought to be impossible.
We reversed Taliban momentum while
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building a new army in Afghanistan. We
helped protect the Libyan people as they turned
the page in their history. And we have pursued
al Qaeda to the edge of strategic defeat.

Yet al Qaeda and its affiliates, while
increasingly isolated, remain a threat. We must
pursue them relentlessly. We must remain
committed to the development of Iraq’s
security forces, and we will meet that com-
mitment through a normalized relationship
and the Office of Security Cooperation-Iraq.
Through the International Security Assistance

ndupress.ndu.edu

Force and our international partners, we will
provide the assistance that Afghan forces need
to protect the Afghan people while becoming
stronger and more self-sufficient.

Wherever we send America’s sons and
daughters, we must continue to provide
them the support and the resources neces-
sary to do their jobs.

Developing Joint Force 2020
We are developing today the joint force
that our nation will need in 2020. This force

will operate in a global security environment
that will be more competitive and therefore
more dangerous and complex. As we deter-
mine what this joint force should look like,
we must offset our tightened budgets with
more innovation and integration.

We must reexamine historically distinct
mission sets. In Iraq and Afghanistan, general
purpose forces worked collaboratively with
special operations forces. We should con-
tinue to build toward greater interoperability
and interdependence. We have learned that

Marine provides security at Combat Outpost
Alcatraz, awaiting extraction flight to Camp
Leatherneck, Helmand Province, Afghanistan

,
r
ry

U.S. Marine Corps (Ricardo A. Gomez)
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U.S. Navy (Robert Stirrup)

DAH-1W Super Cobra
ical recovery of aircraft
sonnel mission in Afghanistan

cyber and intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance capabilities offer the potential
for asymmetric advantage. They will continue
to grow in importance.

The last decade has been focused and
prioritized on the Middle East. The next will
see accelerating demographic, economic, and
military shifts into the Pacific. We will adjust

Family and friends greet Sailors returning to Naval Station Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
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to this shift but remain engaged throughout
the world.
Moving forward, we will reexamine and

revise the relationships among Active, Guard,
and Reserve forces of our military. And we
will need to be even more joint—pushing
interdependence deeper, sooner.

Finally, in light of a new fiscal reality
facing our nation, we will need to get smaller
to stay strong. The scope and variety of our
missions will demand leadership, creativity,
and institutional courage. We will make hard
choices, invest strategically where needed,
and always put the needs of the Nation first.
Finally, we will keep the force in balance with
the people, training, and equipment to get
the job done.

Renew Our Commitment to the
Profession of Arms

After 10 years of war, it is time for us to
reflect on not only the lessons of war, but also
who we are. We have an opportunity—indeed
an obligation—to improve our profession by
truly understanding and internalizing the
lessons of the past 10 years.
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U.S. Air Force (Jorge Intriago)

We must understand, adapt, and
promote the knowledge, skills, and attributes
that define us as a profession. We will con-
tinue to reform and leverage the professional
military education enterprise to advance
the profession of arms. Above all, we must
remain a learning organization.

Leadership is the core of our profes-
sion. We must all be leaders of consequence
beyond our battalion, our squadron, our
ship, our unit. We must develop leaders
who can adapt and innovate in complex
environments. The organization that wins
the future is the one that learns and adapts
more quickly.

Keep Faith with Our Military Family

Our military family—men and women
in uniform, veterans of all generations, and
their loved ones—has fought harder and
sacrificed more over the last decade than
many will ever know. They have shown
remarkable commitment, strength, and
resilience. They remain the heart and soul
of our force.

Ten years of war have strained our
family, and impending budget cuts have cast
uncertainty among the ranks. The wars have
left wounds both seen and unseen, the burden
stretching far beyond the Active-duty force.

Airman’s family reunites upon return from tour in Iraq
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Family and friends hold American flags as Indiana National Guardsmen return from year-long deployment

in Afghanistan

Repeated deployments have upended fami-
lies, employers, and communities. No aspect
of the military family has been unaffected, no
corner of the country untouched.

We are strong, and we are resilient, but
we must never take this for granted.

Keeping faith means recognizing the
military family’s extraordinary contributions
and sacrifices, supporting them in the ways

they need most, and preserving the trust
between us. In doing so, we must constantly
learn, adjust, and improve how we will meet
the long-term needs of those who defend
the Nation.

Looking Ahead

The American people have bestowed
upon us a sacred trust. The past 10 years have
proven that our joint force has earned this
trust in a most extraordinary way. The next 10
years and beyond will demand the same. We
will win the present and secure the future. We
will affirm the profession of arms and build
our next generation of leaders. We will stand
by our military family. This is our nation’s
call. This is our time to answer. JFQ

MARTIN E. DEMPSEY
General, U.S. Army
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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s the newly appointed Senior
Enlisted Advisor to the Chair-
man, [ would like to use this

inaugural column to introduce
my position and communicate several impor-
tant points.

First, allow me to express my professional
appreciation and gratitude to you and all mili-
tary families for what you do each and every
day across the globe. I am extremely honored to
serve our total force in this capacity.

In the Chairman’s letter to the joint force
and as reiterated throughout this issue of Joint
Force Quarterly, you will see that General
Dempsey identifies four key themes. Regard-

U.S. Navy (Lisa Rama)

Sergeant Major Bryan B. Battaglia, USMC, is the
Senior Enlisted Advisor to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and Senior Noncommissioned Officer
in the U.S. Armed Forces.
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less of Servicemember status or category, each
of us has a defined role, responsibility, and pro-
fessional obligation within these themed areas.
In order for us to continue to achieve
our national objectives, we will reshape and
refine a force that remains ready, relevant,
capable, trained, and educated to handle what-
ever emerging requirements that our nation
requires of its Armed Forces. As we reshape the
force to meet the challenges of 2020, we will
maneuver through some fiscal and organiza-
tional changes. I expect that as a result of these
adjustments, all elements of doctrine, organiza-
tion, training, materiel, leadership, personnel,
and facilities will be touched in some way,
shape, or form. We must realize, however, that
fiscal and organizational changes are nothing
new to our rank and file. When we last trekked
a similar path, many of our experienced opera-
tional leaders were company-grade officers and
midgrade noncommissioned/petty officers.
As we were led then, today, it is our duty,
obligation, and responsibility in leading our all-
volunteer force through like modifications.
The Chairman has asked for each of us to
renew our commitment to the profession of arms.
I do not take his use of the word renewal to mean
that something is broken or even about to expire.
Linterpret this word to mean that through a
decade of battlefield exposure, our force has

+ Total Commitment

to the Total Force

By BRYAN B. BATTAGLIA

11-year-old boy
trains with Coast
Guard rescue
swimmers through
local chapter of
Make-a-Wish
Foundation
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Clockwise from top left: Coast Guard Commandant thanks Pearl Harbor survivor for his service (U.S. Coast Guard/Patrick Kelley); Sailors and villagers carry injured boy
during humanitarian assistance mission Continuing Promise 2011 in Costa Rica (U.S. Navy/Jonathen E. Davis); Airmen demonstrate building assault at Eglin Air Force
Base (U.S. Air Force/Samuel King, Jr.); and Sailor hugs children after returning from deployment aboard USS Abraham Lincoln (U.S. Navy/Brian Morales).

gained a great deal in tactical and operational
art, combat resiliency, and lessons learned—but
only if we seize these opportunities will they
deliberately reflect on and improve our profes-
sion. I am reminded of something that a former
commander of mine, General James Mattis,
once said: “Sometimes, the best way to grab a
new idea is to read an old book.” And these old
books that he and the Chairman refer to are
stored in the repositories of our lessons learned.
I also believe that we can renew our
commitment by returning to some basics,
such as the creeds and oaths that guide our
loyal and dedicated membership in the profes-
sion of arms. For example, I believe strongly
that every enlisted Servicemember should
know the enlistment oath by memory. The
powerful words contained in this special oath
trace back to the founding of our military
and truly capture our pledge to this great
profession. One does not have to wait for the
occasion for which an oath was written in
order to recite it. There are many other tradi-
tions within your individual Service branches,
such as the code of conduct, Service creeds,
and fight songs, that play significant roles in
renewing our commitment to the profession.
Our ongoing and future energies toward
professional development of the total force
provide great opportunity for the enlisted corps.
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Time and again, our outstanding enlisted Ser-
vicemembers display their values and credentials
both in garrison and on the battlefield. It is no
secret that the talent pool throughout the non-
commissioned officer/petty officer corps is deep.

To that end, the Chairman and I encour-
age you to express your talent, art, and experi-
ence on paper via articles submitted to this
journal and other military publications. From
operating in garrison to employment of full-
spectrum operations, from logistical move-
ment to site exploitation, the list is endless. By
sharing your ideas beyond the lifelines of your
individual commands, you will make a much
larger difference—and impact.

Upon assuming this office, I saw the life-
line in the execution of my duties embedded in
my office motto: Total Commitment to the Total
Force. I am confident that you all understand
what total commitment is, but let me touch on
what I mean by total force. From the military
infant, to the young teenager enrolled in junior
ROTG, to the Servicemember in uniform, we are
all members of the total force. From the spouse
to the military retiree residing in one of our rest
homes, or as a lifelong member of the American
Legion chapters located across America, you,
too, are members of the total force. And perhaps
most of all, spouses who have lost loved ones are
lifetime members of the total force. Put another

way, everyone in our total force belongs to a
family, so when we speak of military family, we
speak of the total force. I welcome you to adopt
and embrace this motto as we continue to take
care of our own.

Our military families continue to make
great sacrifices and have demonstrated excep-
tional stamina and resiliency. We recognize
that it takes a special family to endure the
frequency and length of separations, to move
from school to school and town to town, and
to shoulder the uncertainty as they wait for
the return of their loved ones in uniform. We
shall keep faith with our military families, as
our support and commitment to them remain
embroidered in the cloth of the nation that we
wear. In the words of the Chairman, you are
“the heart and soul of our force.” JFQ

President Obama awards Medal of Honor to SFC
Leroy Petry, USA, July 12, 2011
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Executive Summary

uring my military career, I was
fortunate enough to serve for a
number of years in the North

Atlantic Treaty Organization
Airborne Early Warning Force as both an
aircrew and a staff officer, eventually serving
at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe (SHAPE) in Belgium. Apart from the
wealth of different cultures I was exposed to as
a young officer, one of the required portions of
every staff action that was reviewed by head-
quarters leadership was a paragraph entitled
“Views of Others.” At the time, the Alliance
had 16 member nations and was in the process
of offering direct membership in the Alliance
or the Partnership for Peace Program.

This relatively small requirement on
every staff paper served leadership and the
Alliance well over the decades of endless
issues and their staffing. I am uncertain
which nation or Supreme Allied Commander
Europe may have initiated the practice, but
I have often wondered how much better
informed U.S. leadership at all levels might
have been if our system had a similar require-
ment. The key was the requirement to air
the view, no matter how close to or far from
the recommendation of the staff. On several
occasions, I witnessed an Allied senior officer
accepting my boss’s call on a tough issue even
after heated argument where national views
clashed because the decisionmaker explained
how that different view was considered and
why another won the day. In the end, the
decision made by the senior leader and how
he explained his weighing of these differ-
ent views improved the outcome. Over the
course of a tour at SHAPE, I saw how this
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simple wisdom and practice made willing
teammates out of officers from nations that
otherwise would never have agreed to work
together. I have found that same concept,
seeking out the views of others, essential to
forward progress of the joint force as well.

The longer I serve as editor of Joint Force
Quarterly, the more I seek out “the views of
others,” and the contents of this issue are no
exception. One author in particular is His
Royal Highness Brigadier General Naef Bin
Ahmed Al-Saud of the Royal Saudi Army.
The General holds a doctorate from Cam-
bridge University and is a 2002 graduate of
the National War College. We are fortunate
enough to have two articles from him on his
country’s approach to cyber-related issues,
with the first of the two appearing in this
edition on cybersecurity. His second article
focuses on the Kingdom’s approach to social
media, which is an ongoing line of discussion
in all aspects of policymaking in the United
States and around the world. Hopefully, both
American and international readers will find
these articles thought-provoking enough to
send us their views on these and other topics
that face their nations’ security forces.

JFQ is also honored to welcome a new
leadership team to the Office of the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. General
Martin Dempsey, USA, became the 18"
Chairman on September 30, 2011, and he
provides us with his initial thoughts in his
inaugural From the Chairman column.
Just moments after becoming Chairman,
General Dempsey presided at his first

official ceremony by installing Sergeant
Major Bryan Battaglia, USMC, as the

Senior Enlisted Advisor to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. General Dempsey
stated that he always had a senior noncom-
missioned officer (NCO) showing him how
to navigate the difficulties of leadership at
every level of command in his career and
found SgtMaj Battaglia to be exactly the
right choice to continue that tradition of
setting the General straight in his new job.
Readers of JFQ know SgtMaj Battaglia from
issue 62 and his article on today’s profes-
sionals in the military.

Given his significant abilities to com-
municate with the written word, JFQ is
honored to provide SgtMaj Battaglia with
space to contribute his experiences and ideas
along with those of the Chairman beginning
with this issue. Since the joint force is com-
posed of officers, NCOs, enlisted, and civil-
ians, I hope both of these leaders will reach
an ever-expanding audience through these
pages. Given the challenges of completing
combat overseas and addressing the changes
ahead for the force, I am sure that they will
always have something important to say.

The Forum has the second of a series
of interviews with the Joint Chiefs. General
James Amos, the 35" Commandant of the U.S.
Marine Corps, shares his views on how the
Corps relates to the joint force. Accompanying
this senior leader view are three others of how
jointness supports operations, training, and
space capabilities. First, Rear Admiral Walt
Carter, USN, former commander of the Joint
Enabling Capabilities Command (now operat-
ing under U.S. Transportation Command),
discusses one of the most successful efforts
from the former U.S. Joint Forces Command.
Next, with the Libyan air campaign just
ended, a trio of officers with firsthand experi-
ence, Lieutenant Colonel Gregory James, USA,
Colonel Larry Holcomb, USMC, and Colonel
Chad Manske, USAF, suggest that U.S. joint
planning, education, training, and exercise
programs were validated by the success of
Operation Odyssey Dawn. In a new twist on an
established airlift operational concept, Colonel
David Arnold, USAF, recommends the devel-
opment of a Department of Defense program
for civilian space assets modeled on the Civil
Reserve Air Fleet.

ndupress.ndu.edu



N ELIASON

As we enter a new era of reduced
combat commitments overseas and signifi-
cantly reduced financial resources for the
Defense Department, the Special Feature
provides three thought-provoking articles
on the future of warfare. From Fort Leav-
enworth, Lieutenant Colonel Peter Fromm,
USA (Ret.), Major Douglas Pryer, USA, and
Major Kevin Cutright, USA, suggest that
we should consider war as a moral force in
order to design a more viable strategy for
combat in the 21*-century information age.
Next, Professor Dennis M. Murphy from the
U.S. Army War College discusses the power
of influence in future combat operations,
suggesting that information operations and
influence must become integral parts of
U.S. planning and execution processes in
the field. Once again showcasing some of
the best thinking and writing in the joint
professional military education (JPME)
programs today, Major Randal Walsh of the
1** Marine Division, a 2011 graduate of the
Naval War College, suggests that the joint
community needs to formalize ongoing
security cooperation efforts through the
establishment of a functional combatant
command dedicated to that end.

In Commentary, the Honorable Ike
Skelton, former U.S. Representative for Mis-
souri’s 4" Congressional District who con-
tinues to serve the cause of JPME, discusses
his views on the continuing concern of the
civil-military gap. Next, a new arrival to the
faculty of the U.S. Naval Academy, Rebecca
Bill Chavez, provides an important discus-
sion of the militarization of law enforcement,
which she believes poses significant chal-
lenges to the process of integrating human
rights and security. In the first of a pair of
articles appearing in this and the next issue
of JFQ, His Royal Highness Brigadier General
Naef Bin Ahmed Al-Saud, who is the prin-
cipal officer responsible for cyber planning
and policy in the Saudi Ministry of Defense,
discusses his nation’s approach to cybersecu-
rity. In the April issue of JFQ, he will return
to discuss a related but different issue of
social media and networking policies that his
nation has implemented. His views, which
align in many ways to those of the United
States, also provide a different perspective
given the sweep of events in that region since
the Arab Spring of last year.

In Features, three articles discuss
various aspects of Asia’s security environ-
ment while another three discuss seapower
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and the levels of war, the potential application
of high-energy lasers to the battlespace of the
future, and the legal dimension of targeted
killing. The first of the Asian security articles
comes from two world-renowned Korea
experts, Dr. Kongdan Oh, of the Institute for
Defense Analyses and a Nonresident Senior
Fellow at the Brookings Institution, and Dr.
Ralph Hassig, of the University of Mary-
land University College. They take on the
never-ending cycle of military and political
confrontation on the Peninsula by suggesting
a long-term approach for South Koreans to
adopt, which assumes their way of life will
prevail in time. Next, from his experience at
the U.S. Army School of Advanced Military
Studies, Major Paul Oh, USA, provides an
excellent assessment of the People’s Republic
of China’s efforts in space from a military
perspective. In one of the top essays in the
2011 Secretary of Defense National Security
Essay Competition, JoAnne Wagner, the
Department of State’s Deputy Director for
Pakistan and a 2011 graduate of the National
War College, provides an insightful answer to
the question of China’s intentions in Africa.
The second set of articles in this quar-
ter’s Features includes a much-needed review
of one of the last remaining areas for the Navy
to explore and develop: the operational level
of war. Captain Robert Rubel, USN (Ret.),
Dean of Naval Warfare Studies in the Center
for Naval Warfare Studies at the U.S. Naval
War College, discusses an important survey
of the state of operational art and science from
a Navy perspective, which is sure to become
a “must read” in JPME classrooms. Another
recent advanced school graduate, this time
from the School of Advanced Warfighting
at Quantico, Major Aaron Angell, USMC,
explores the dimensions of a battlespace with
laser weapons that he believes are much closer
to reality than we might think. Given the pace

of other technological developments in recent
years, the joint force would be well served

if thinking through the implications and
applications of these technologies is done in
advance of their appearance in combat. In the
final Features article, a top essay from the 2011
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Strategic
Essay Competition by Colonel Mark Maxwell,
USA, a judge advocate and a 2011 graduate of
the National War College, lays out the legal
arguments surrounding the practice of target-
ing terrorists and asks whether this practice
has actually made the United States safer.

This issue brings back an important
section on Interagency Dialogue with
another winning essay from the 2011 Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Strategic
Essay Competition. David Greene is a
career Foreign Service Officer with the State
Department and a 2011 graduate of the
National War College. He argues that the
U.S. role in Southeast Asia is one of power
broker, not hegemon, as it shapes policy in
relation to other states in the region.

As promised in the last issue, Recall
provides Dr. Andrew Marble’s article, which
gives a deeper understanding of the life and
career of General John Shalikashvili, the 13"
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As
always, we offer several outstanding book
reviews, along with the joint doctrine update.
Included in the joint doctrine update is an
article by the Joint Staff Director of Joint
Force Development (J7), Lieutenant General
George Flynn, USMC, that provides the
vision for his division, which is today one of
the largest on the Joint Staff, encompassing
many of the remaining Suffolk, Virginia-
based portions of the former U.S. Joint Forces
Command. Key to this vision is the effort
they will be investing to achieve their mission
of supporting the Chairman and the joint
warfighter through joint force development
in order to advance the operational effective-
ness of the current and future joint force. One
of the main focus efforts of J7 will be seeking
to improve joint education. The entire joint
force will be supporting this important work.

At Joint Force Quarterly, we remain
steadfastly fixed on bringing the very best
in thinking and writing on topics that have
impact on the entire joint force, those views
of others that are so important to all of us in
these times of constant change for the joint
team. JFQ

—William T. Eliason, Editor
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James F. Amos

JFQ: On a number of occasions, you
have remarked that you were surprised to
have been selected as Commandant. How has
your perspective changed now that you are
sitting as the Commandant?

Col William T. Eliason, USAF (Ret.), interviewed
General Amos at his Pentagon office.
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General James F. Amos, 35" Commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps

General Amos: I was surprised because
we've got 235 years of doing business one way
in the Marine Corps. Until General [Alfred
M.] Gray [29" Commandant of the Marine
Corps], all of the previous Commandants had
been infantry officers—and General Gray
was an artillery officer. So I certainly had
no expectations of becoming Commandant.
When I tell people that, it’s usually couched
with, “I wasn’t out seeking this job; I wasn’t

politicking for this job; and I wasn’t looking
for this job.” I was busy being the Assistant
Commandant. I was surprised when I was
asked because we’ve never before had a Com-
mandant from a community other than
ground combat arms. I have a lot of love for
the Marine Corps and I had no desire to try to
be a “glass ceiling breaker.”

Fast-forward: I've been in this job now
for 8 months, and I think I've settled in. I feel
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really good about the Marine Corps and what
we do for our nation as its crisis response
force. When I'look at the last 12 months at all
the things the Nation has asked us to do, I feel
a great sense of pride at the accomplishments
of our Marines and Sailors. Many people
don’t realize how many other missions we’ve
accomplished outside of Afghanistan in that
timeframe.

A little more than a year ago, we had the
15" Marine Expeditionary Unit [MEU] off
the coast of Pakistan assisting flood victims
ashore. We sent the 26" MEU 30 days ahead
of schedule to relieve the 15" MEU of their
flood relief duties. On September 9, 2010,
elements of the 15" MEU embarked on the
amphibious warship USS Dubuque, recap-
tured the MV Magellan Star from Somali
pirates, and rescued the 11-man crew. Later
in January, we took 1,400 Marines off the 26"
MEU and put them ashore in Afghanistan to
reinforce the success of the previous fighting
season—all the time the rest of the MEU was
still flying combat operations off of amphibi-
ous ships into Afghanistan and continuing
Pakistani flood relief operations.

As trouble brewed in North Africa, the
26" MEU left their 1,400-Marine ground
combat element in Afghanistan, sailed to the
Mediterranean Sea, and linked up with the
majority of 1* Battalion, 2¢ Marines, in Souda
Bay, Crete—who had deployed there with less
than 20-hours notice from Camp Lejeune,
North Carolina. With a full complement of
Marines, the 26" MEU took station off the
coast of Libya and began flying combat mis-
sions in support of Operation Odyssey Dawn.
A few days later, these same Marines from
aboard the USS Kearsarge rescued a downed
F-15 pilot. This mission of two STOVL [short
takeoff and vertical landing] AV-8B Harri-
ers, two CH-53Es, and two MV-22 Ospreys
briefed, launched, and recovered that pilot in
less than 90 minutes.

That same month, the Japanese experi-
enced a terrible earthquake and tsunami that
devastated one of their nuclear reactors, and
we sent Marines from Okinawa to help with
that emergency response and recovery.

From the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami,
to Hurricane Katrina in 2005, to the 2006
NEO [noncombatant evacuation operation]
in Lebanon, and Haitian earthquake in 2010,
we've demonstrated that we are America’s
expeditionary crisis response force, and I'm
very pleased with that. I think our stock
is high. The Marine Corps is a wonder-
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ful institution with great young men and
women who are almost always held in high
regard. It’s a true honor to sit at the top of this
organization.

JEQ: You just returned from a rather
intense visit to Afghanistan. Seeing firsthand the
many pressures of the mission for the Marines
there, what surprised you about your visit?

General Amos: It wasn’t a surprise,
but I came away feeling better and better
about what’s going on. Most of my experi-
ence on the ground in combat has been
in Iraq, and so I've passed in and out of
Afghanistan for the last 3 years. I've watched
Helmand Province in Regional Command
Southwest steadily improve over time. At the
end of the day, Helmand is not going to look
like an American city or county, but I've
seen areas that were once very, very danger-
ous change into much safer villages with
open marketplaces and schools. Marjah is a
classic example.

On February 15, 2010, Operation Moshta-
rak started in Marjah, and the whole world
watched it because it was the first major opera-
tion as a result of the plus-up of 30,000 U.S.
forces. It was a tough fight from February to
June, and there was nothing easy about it. Mar-
jah’s not so much of a city as it’s a big agricul-
tural county, and it was just loaded with IEDs
[improvised explosive devices] and Taliban.
People began to doubt if it was going to turn.

I tell the Marines, think about what the
press was saying in June and July, and even

in August 2010—they were saying it can’t be
done. But it started turning in September and
October. Just last Christmas [2010], Sergeant
Major Carlton Kent [16" Sergeant Major of
the Marine Corps] and I were there, walking
through the streets of Marjah in camouflage
utilities wearing no body armor at all. Marjah
is almost turning out to be a model for how

it can be done in Afghanistan. They actu-
ally paved a road in Marjah about a month
ago—paved a road. Markets are open. They
have about 2,700 kids going to school now,
including girls. None of that was there in
February 2010.

So Tlook at that and I'm optimistic. I
agree with what Dave Petraeus has said—
that it’s fragile and reversible. I think that’s
accurate. But it’s reversible only if we haven’t
trained the Afghan army, if we haven’t
trained the Afghan police, if we haven’t set
standards and respect for rule of law and
given them a sense of confidence that one
day we’re going to be gone, and they can do
this on their own. But what I was seeing in
the leadership of the police and the Afghan
army was pretty impressive. They’ve got a
corps commander down there who is former
mujahideen, and he is a tough guy. He’s got
three brigades, and there is no doubt in their
mind that they do their mission—none. We
just need to make sure all that we’ve done is
sustainable. I think it is.

I've even seen progress in Sangin,
which has been a tough battle. We lost more
Marines in Sangin than we have anywhere
else in Afghanistan. And yet things have

General Amos speaks to Marines at Forward Operating Base Payne, Helmand Province, Afghanistan
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settled down significantly there. Others like
Nawa, Lashkar Gah, Delaram, and even
Now Zad, which had been under complete
Taliban control for about 4 % years, have
improved. About a year and a half ago, we
cleaned Now Zad out, and the district gover-
nor and army came in. Now kids there go to
school. So now even Now Zad is one of the
proof-of-concept areas.

Does the Afghan system need to model
America? No, it can’t. Theirs is a tribal
system. A short vignette: there was a tribal
chief from northern Sangin near the Kajaki
Dam area who told our two-star commander
on the ground that he didn’t care about
electricity—he just wanted a road. He said
it doesn’t have to be a paved road, but that
he’d just like to have a road where the people
from his tribe could transport their vegeta-
bles and sell their goods. He just wanted to
have some fresh water and some security so
that his tribe could be free to move around.
That’s all he wanted. So we’re not Western-
izing Afghanistan.

At the end of the day, 'm optimistic.
I know it can be done. I really feel good
about what the joint force is doing all
across Afghanistan—it really probably
is the best joint team I've ever seen in
my life.

JEQ: Given those impressions and what
you have learned as one of the Joint Chiefs,
how will the experiences of these wars—first
Iraq, and now Afghanistan—impact the
Marine Corps’ role in a post-Iraq, post-
Afghanistan security environment?

General Amos: When the Marine
Corps comes out of Afghanistan, we’re going
to reset the force and get back to our role as
America’s crisis response force. Even with our
commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan over
the past 10 years, we’ve shown that we can
do anything. We did crisis response in Japan
during their tsunami/nuclear crisis and also
off of Libya during Operation Odyssey Dawn.
Now, we didn’t put forces on the ground in
Libya, but we wanted to send a very strong
signal with our NATO [North Atlantic Treaty
Organization] partners to the rest of the
world that the United States is a leader. So
we sent amphibious warships off their coast,
and then we flew airplanes out of Aviano and
other places when the no-fly zone began to be
enforced. That’s what we do.

We can also go ashore for a protracted
period of time, just like we did in Iraq and
Afghanistan, and I make no apologies for that
because we were directed to do that by the
President of the United States—as we’ve done

throughout our 236-year history. But America
funds a Marine Corps in order to have an
immediate crisis response force—what I call

a hedge force. When we start thinking about
where the world’s going over the next two
decades, America may want to try to influ-
ence things so that we do more war prevention
instead of war intervention. I think America
buys a Marine Corps to be out there on ships,
forward deployed and forward engaged, to be
its insurance policy.

When you take a look at where we’re
headed fiscally—within the Federal Govern-
ment, the Department of Defense, and the
Service budgets—you naturally start think-
ing about areas where you can take risk as a
nation. We can’t afford to have everything. So
we need to ask what it is we can afford. Every-
thing else becomes a function of risk. So the
question is, how much risk is acceptable, and
is there a way we can mitigate that risk. The
Marines provide our national hedge for risk.

We maintain a high state of readiness,
and we fight very hard every year to avoid
pressure to bring the Marine Corps’ readiness
down to what is becoming tiered readiness
in other Services—where units return home
and their readiness is reduced to 50 percent
of what it should be only to be rebuilt with
people, training, and equipment for future

General Amos congratulates Marine after awarding him Purple Heart at Forward Operating Base in Musa Qal’eh District, Afghanistan
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deployments. That works, I think, for prob-
ably most forces, if you're on some kind of
systematic deployment cycle. But for us, when
a Sendai happens or a Libya happens, you
can’t look around and say, “Okay, we’d like

to send in the Marines,” and then have the
Commandant say, “You know, that’s great,
I'm really happy to hear that. It’s going to take
me about 60 days to build a force and cobble
that together, and then get a quick training
package put together, and then we’ll be ready
to go.” No, we want to be able to do it today.
We respond to today’s crisis with today’s
force, today. I just talked to the [National]
War College and told them that in real-world
crises, as opposed to academic wargames,

it’s not always immediately clear what the
National Command Authority should do.

So we first establish our presence and then
begin to figure it out. That’s why America has
a Marine Corps. We are a hedge against risk.
We buy time for the national leadership to
determine what the next step is.

I’d like to go down that path a little bit
because I think it’s an important point. As we
start getting into budgets and roles and mis-
sions, it’s important to understand that I don’t
want the Marine Corps to do the roles of the
other Services. For instance, the Air Force’s
domain is in the air, space, cyber, and it’s the
greatest air force in the world, second to none.
The Army’s domain is the land, half a million
strong, and they’re pretty damn good. The
Navy’s domain is the sea, both on it and below
it. Those three domains all overlap like a
Venn diagram. So then you ask, how does the
Marine Corps fit into that. We Marines don’t
really have a domain—we have a lane, and
that lane is crisis response. I told my fellow
Service chiefs, ’'m not interested in poaching
on your domain at all. But ours is a lane that
cuts across all of these domains. If there is
some duplication, I think it’s not only afford-
able, it’s necessary.

If a nation is going to have flexibility in
war planning and in engagement, some dupli-
cation is what we want. What we don’t want
to have is just-in-time delivery capability. It
works well if youre Federal Express or Wal-
Mart, but for a commander on the ground or
the National Command Authority, it doesn’t
solve their problem.

Also, I am more than happy to be the
enabler for some type of coalition force or
some other type of joint force or interagency
capability. I don’t have to be the lead dog.

But because we’re forward deployed at a high
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state of readiness, and have all our logistics
with us, and we’re trained and willing to live
pretty austerely, we’re ideally suited for crisis
response and enabling future operations and
follow-on forces.

JFQ: You have spoken publicly of the
recent force structure review you directed and
how you view the Corps in the immediate
and near future as building a “middleweight
force.” Can you tell us what this means in
support of national security policy?

General Amos: It’s interesting, because
unless you put it in context, people will come
away with whatever their interpretation is.
When we sat down to define this expedition-
ary force in readiness, we had to start with
what we thought the world was going to look

like in the next few decades, post-Afghanistan.

When I was down at Quantico as a three-star,
I worked combat development issues and
wrote General [James] Conway’s strategy and
vision for 2025. We spent almost a year trying
to predict what the future security environ-
ment would look like. Strategically, you've
got to have some sense of what the world is
going to look like before you make decisions.
You're not going to get it right, but you can’t
afford to get it completely wrong. So based on
that, we said, “What should the Nation, the
Department of Defense, the Marine Corps

do in that kind of environment? What is our
contribution?” And that’s where we began to
develop a mission statement for the Marine
Corps as an expeditionary force in readiness,
forward deployed and forward engaged, ready
to respond to today’s crisis with today’s force.
We're a middleweight force able to get there
quickly, but with enough punch to be able to
carry the day upon arrival.

When I talked with Secretary [Robert]
Gates about this early on, he said, “Jim, I see
the Marine Corps’ value to the Nation as the
force that’s kind of in the middle of the range
of military operations.” He said, “As you
build a Marine Corps in a post-Afghanistan
environment, focus your efforts primarily in
the center, where everything kind of comes
together.” It’s the most likely environment
we’re going to operate in—hybrid warfare,
fourth-generation warfare—it’s almost a
nexus of different types of things that are
going on. Some are more dangerous than
others and some are more humanitarian. He
said, “T want you to build a force that takes
some risk on the high end of the range of mili-

tary operations. Let’s build a force that’s going
to be flexible for our nation for the most likely
kinds of things we’re going to do.”

And so we did. In the force structure
review, we examined the future security
environment, and our mission statement, and
built a middleweight force—one that found
the sweet spot between special operations and
heavy conventional forces and complements
the capabilities of both. So when you look
at it in that context, that middleweight force
still has the capability to work at the low end,
and also still has the capability to work at the
high end. In many ways, we will be even more
capable than the force today, but smaller—
from 202,000 down to 186,800.

JEQ: You and the other chiefs have been
given guidance to cut an additional $400
billion from the Defense Department budget
in the coming years. What can you tell us
about how this will impact the Marine Corps?

General Amos: I'm not sure yet because
we’re working our way through this thing,
and I suspect that by the time this article is
published, we’ll have a lot of history on it.

I've got my staff focused on looking at how
these predicted budget cuts will impact us in
personnel, operations and maintenance, and
procurement.

I think the really good news is that Sec-
retary Gates has begun this effort with a strat-
egy review and now Secretary [Leon] Panetta
and my fellow Service chiefs are attacking it
head-on. It’s important that people under-
stand that this isn’t a math problem. You have
to begin with strategy, and then introduce
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math and reality into the strategy, and that
gets back to the risk we talked about earlier.
The whole concept of risk and how you hedge
against it is so critically important. If you
understand that, then you can make good
decisions down the road. But we need to begin
with strategy. My sense is that we’re going

to get into the issue of how much is enough,
and what is it that our nation absolutely has
to deliver. That is, if we ever fail at being able
to do these things around the world that our
nation absolutely has to be able to do, we will
have failed at our mission, and our nation
may fail at being a superpower. So let’s parse
out roles and missions across the Services and
avoid fear of overlap. There needs to be some
overlap within the joint force for flexibility
and to provide options. The good news is

that the Service chiefs are all friends. Budget
battles have a way of testing friendships, but I
think everyone here is approaching this from
a joint perspective, which is refreshing.

JEQ: One of the areas all Services are
working hard to improve is in energy cost
reductions. Can you discuss some of the
efforts the Corps has undertaken both at
home and in combat to address this challenge?

General Amos: The effort of trying
to change our energy culture began around
2009 at our bases and stations where we’ve
had notable success. For example, at Barstow,
California, one of our two big depots, we have
a one-megawatt wind turbine and are devel-
oping a large solar power project. At Marine
Corps Recruit Depot San Diego and several
other bases, we've placed solar panels on many
of the buildings. At Miramar, there’s a big
county refuse dump on the southwest corner
of the airfield where we’re installing a landfill
gas generator to produce power for the base.
We are also exploring geothermal resources in
Southern California. I feel pretty good about
where we’re headed.

In 2009, General Conway started
looking at the idea of reducing our energy
requirements in deployed environments. He
started asking how we could make ourselves
more combat effective by improving efficiency
and reducing the number of generators and
amount of fuel. Something around 70 percent
of the lift that comes into Helmand Province,
Afghanistan, is carrying water and fuel, and
the rest is dry goods. We thought, we’re along
the Helmand River Valley—maybe we can
make our own potable water. Now we are. We
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thought, we're in an area that certainly has

a lot of sunshine—maybe we can use solar
power. Now we do. How do we heat and cool
our tents? We've tried spraying foam on the
tents—it just doesn’t work well. Then we tried
using radiant liners in our tents and found
they make a dramatic difference. We had
4,000 generators running on the ground in
Afghanistan when we started this. Many were
running at about 15 to 20 percent capacity,
sucking up fuel. So, on our larger bases, we
figured how to network them together into a
grid.

We set up an experimental site in
Quantico and stood up an expeditionary
energy office in the Pentagon led by one of
our absolutely brightest colonels. He’s con-
nected with [the Defense Department] and
industry, and we had a “show-and-tell” where
big and small corporations from across the
country came and showed us their products.
We ended up evaluating about 16 products,
and sent 6 of them out to Twentynine Palms,
trained the Marines on them, and took them
to Afghanistan.

Radios and batteries are a big deal to
us; if you go out for a 4-day patrol, you have
to carry a lot of batteries. Now we don’t have
to. We have these solar panels that roll up.
They’re lightweight, and each weighs just a
few pounds. Marines on patrol will have one
or two stuffed in their kits. So when they go
out on patrol, they don’t need as many bat-
teries, saving weight. When they get to where
they’re going, they lay out the solar blankets,
plug them in, and run the radios off them. I
think we’re making progress.

The goal is to create a more capable
force: lighter than today, less dependent on
liquid and battery logistics, with greater oper-
ational reach at less risk. We aim to reduce
our energy use by 50 percent by 2025, and I
think we’ll do it well before that. We're just
on the cusp of this; we’re about to do another
one of these expeditionary energy evaluations
with small suppliers, select the products that
seem to have the most promise, and take those
products down to Twentynine Palms and give
them to a unit to train with.

Think about this. If you go out on a
logistics patrol right now or a convoy resupply,
and you leave Camp Leatherneck and head
to the southern part of Helmand, it’s 4 days
down and 4 days back—in some cases being
interdicted along the way with IEDs while
you're hauling stuff. If you could reduce the
number of vehicles you have by 50 percent,

that’s 50 percent fewer young men and
women who are exposed. I think that’s pretty
significant.

We're trying to change the Marine
Corps to a culture of efficiency, and that takes
a while but it’s changing. We recently had
a battalion in Sangin, Afghanistan—in the
middle of all the fighting—that deployed with
all this solar gear. About halfway through the
fighting, they break it out to see if it worked.
They became addicted to it because they
didn’t have to carry as much weight, and it
made their lives a lot easier. So I think the
transition to a cultural mindset of valuing
resource efficiency is probably easier for
today’s generation of Marines than it would be
for my generation.

JFQ: As a member of the Joint Chiefs,
can you give us your impression on the
future of jointness and what, if any, work
remains to be done to achieve the goals of
Goldwater-Nichols?

General Amos: My sense right now is
that there’s a greater willingness and under-
standing and appreciation for what the joint
community brings. Institutionally, each of
our Services has at one time or another dug
in and said, “This is mine, and I'm the only
guy that can do this mission, and I'm going
to make sure I'm the only guy that can do
this mission.” The fact is, there’s so much
going on, and everything is so expensive
today, that it drives us to a joint solution for
just about every problem. It doesn’t matter
if what’s happening is off the coast of Libya,
or in Afghanistan, or in Japan. It drives the
joint force to come together to accomplish the
mission. My sense is that we're better than
we've ever been.

I think there’s a willingness and an
appreciation and understanding from all
Service chiefs that there’s goodness to this. We
don’t have to sit around and become territorial
and wring our hands. I think some of that
played out in 2002-2003 with the air piece of
OIF-I [Operation Iraqi Freedom I], where we
all began to understand and appreciate each
other’s abilities that the joint force could capi-
talize on. I think the danger right now could
be that, and I'm a big Goldwater-Nichols guy,
is that I see a potential for forcing a decision
to be made that doesn’t make any sense in an
effort to call it joint. ’'m not being a hypocrite.
I’'m saying we’ve come so far now, and I think
we're getting pretty close to where we ought
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to be. What we wouldn’t want to do is say that
every single thing we do from now on has to
be joint. I think OIF I was a tipping point in
joint operations. I think people try to think it
was Desert Shield/Desert Storm. I think there
was still enough parochialism going on then.
I don’t sense that now—not one bit. There’s
plenty of room for everybody, and if we all
have capabilities, we can put them together,
and the outcome is pretty significant. I feel
good about that.

JEQ: With some 10 years of combat,
all Services are experiencing a number of
concerns with the long-term health of their
Servicemembers and their families. Can you
offer us some of your thoughts on what the
Defense Department and the Marine Corps
in particular are doing well and what more
needs to be done to address the concerns you
may have on this issue?

General Amos: When we started bring-
ing back our wounded, our medical care
was second to none, and it’s still that way.

We can save lives. I never hear anybody talk
about not getting the right kind of medical
care; 99 out of 100 families all say the care is
great. We're lacking with the families. You've
got two entities here. You've got the young
Marine, Airman, Sailor, Soldier who comes
back through Landstuhl into one of the major
facilities and then you have the families. If

it’s a minor injury, and everything is going

to be fine, then life kind of becomes normal
again, but I know mothers who have lost their
jobs because they didn’t leave their wounded
son’s side because he needs an advocate. So we
weren’t prepared for that.

Different organizations have come along
to help. We have one in the Marine Corps
called the Injured Marine Semper Fi Fund
that was founded because of the need to take
care of families. We also formed the Wounded
Warrior Regiment to take care of the Marines
themselves. My sense is we’re doing a pretty
good job of taking care of our wounded
warriors.

One thing to note is that the nature of
the wounds today is significantly different. We
worked hard to get through the burns and all
the things we were seeing from Iraq—the IEDs
with fuel packed around them and accelerants
and propane that were burning the Marines.
Today, we have 15 Marines that have lost at
least 3 limbs—11 triple amputees and 4 quad
amputees with no limbs at all. A large number
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of them are married. We've got young wives
now trying to take care of their wounded
husbands and it’s very difficult. Even when it
comes to just household stuff, basic cleanliness
and just living—that spouse has to do every-
thing for them. The needs of these triple and
quad amputees are vastly different than those
of our other wounded, and we haven’t quite
worked our way through that yet. It’s become
clear to me that this is a different category of
wounded, and this is going to take an extraor-
dinary effort. We're going to have to change
some laws and some procedures.

For instance, we have a policy now where
we provide a stipend to non-military/non-fam-
ily attendants to care for a wounded person,
and it’s really just there to pay their expenses.
If you're a spouse, you don’t qualify for it. So
we're dealing with one young sergeant, a triple
amputee, his wife’s a nurse, and they have two
young children. They’re from another country,
their family lives outside the United States, and
she’s a wonderful wife, and he’s a great young
sergeant. She wants to make some income for
their family because she can’t work now—all
she does is take care of the husband, and she
takes care of the two children. They need some
help here. We need to recognize that triple and
quad amputees are not the same as some other
injuries, and there’s a psychological penalty
to this not only to the wounded warrior who’s
missing limbs, but to the family members who
have to take care of them.

Just this morning, I learned of a young
wife who’s talking about taking her life.

Not because she doesn’t love her husband,
but because it’s come to the point where it’s
overwhelming her; she didn’t know what to
do. We need to change that. The system is
not set up for that. In the next few weeks, 'm
going to get some of the folks from the VA
[Department of Veterans Affairs], Tricare,
some of the Service reps in here, and we’re
going to discuss this. I'm more than prepared
to go to Congress with this, because if you
even mention something like this to Congress
they’re going to help you.

The other point I want to tell you is that
there’s so much capability on the civilian side
of medicine across the United States. In some
cases, they don’t even know how they can help
because they don’t know that there’s a need.
But once they find out, they volunteer their
medical services, their hospitals and medical
teaching universities, their material, their
bed spaces, their surgeons, and their nurses.
There’s an enormous capability of untapped
goodness across this country. There’s some
who think that the Department of Defense
is going to solve all of these major medical
issues with our wounded, and I think that’s
wrong. I know a lot of these folks in the civil-
ian medical community, and they feel it’s their
way to contribute to the defense of our nation.
They may not wear the uniform, but love
helping, and in some cases, it doesn’t cost the
Department of Defense a dime. I think there’s
more that can be done by the American
medical community, and I think they want to
doit. JFQ
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Joint Communications Support Element members board C-17 Globemaster lll carrying relief supplies to Haiti from MacDill AFB, Florida

A Rarity within the Conventional Force

By WALTER E. CARTER, JR.

ver the past decade, the
Department of Defense (DOD)
has watched the Joint Enabling
Capabilities Command

(JECC), which was initially conceived as the
Standing Joint Force Headquarters (SJFHQ)
prototype, mature into a fully functioning
joint command validating its mission and
capabilities through numerous successful
deployments. Today’s JECC is a collection
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of high-demand joint capabilities ready to
immediately support joint force commander
requirements worldwide.

The JECC has supported every major
military operation since 9/11—from contin-
gency missions in Iraq and Afghanistan to
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief
missions in Haiti and Pakistan. Moreover,
many may not realize that the JECC offers a
military officer the opportunity to gain an

unprecedented level of joint experience in

every area of operations across the globe.
These two statements not only make

the JECC unique but also are the reason the

Rear Admiral Walter E. Carter, Jr., USN, was
Commander of the Joint Enabling Capabilities
Command (JECC) from July 2009 to August
2011. JECC is currently commanded by Rear
Admiral Scott Stearney, USN.
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command has been so successful. There is
no other DOD organization offering a joint
force commander both the depth of joint
knowledge and the remarkable level of joint
expertise gained from experience in the full
spectrum of military operations.

To fully understand the unique nature
of the JECC and the critical capabilities the
command can bring to the joint warfighter, it
is necessary to take a brieflook at its evolution
and crisis participation since its inception.

The Operational Challenge

Historically, creating a joint task force
(JTF) has come with its share of forming and
planning difficulties. Typically, a Service
two- or three-star headquarters will be des-
ignated as the JTF for a crisis or contingency
and will receive augmentation from the
Services to fill the capability gaps within the
JTF. Most situations require JTFs to be estab-
lished rapidly, and the lag time in receiving
augmentation, coupled with the inexperience
of augmentees in joint operations, has proven
an ineffective and unsuccessful model.

The search for a solution to this
warfighter challenge began in 2000. Following
a series of joint wargames and experiments at
U.S. Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM)—
Rapid Decisive Operations Wargame 2000,
Millennium Challenge 2000, and Unified
Vision 2001—the SJFHQ concept emerged as
a possible remedy. The concept consisted of a
core element of 58 personnel trained in joint
warfighting disciplines and available on short
notice to increase the operational effective-
ness of a JTF headquarters.

Following Millennium Challenge 2002,
in which the SJFHQ concept was tested and
further refined, DOD tasked USJECOM to

develop a prototype SJFHQ and build the
necessary policies and procedures to assist the
geographic combatant commands (GCCs)
in implementing the concept. SJFHQs were
established at every GCC, with the exception
of U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM),
from 2003 to 2005. The USJFCOM SJFHQ
focused on the USCENTCOM area of opera-
tions in addition to augmenting the other
SJFHQs during operational missions as their
units were formed and trained.

Affairs Support Element (JPASE) and Joint
Communications Support Element (JCSE).
USJFCOM leadership decided to streamline
the process and establish an organization to
oversee all the capabilities that a joint force
commander may require.

Proof of Concept

One of the most significant catalysts for
transitioning the SJFHQ into the JECC was
the requirement to provide value to the joint

lessons learned from initial deployments demonstrated
that the expertise provided by the SJIFHQ was only a
small portion of the capabilities required by a joint force
commander when establishing a JTF

Subsequently, the USJFCOM prototype
evolved into an operationally capable head-
quarters deploying to a variety of missions,
including assistance for JTF Katrina, 2006
Doha Asian Games, JTF Lebanon, Combined
Disaster Assistance Center—Pakistan, Com-
bined JTF-Horn of Africa, and Task Force
Ramadi.

None of these operations, however,
required the USJFCOM SJFHQ to deploy
an entire core element. Instead, the SJFHQ
deployed smaller, tailored groups ranging
from just a few personnel to groups as large as
30. Lessons learned from these initial deploy-
ments demonstrated that the expertise pro-
vided by the SJFHQ was only a small portion
of the capabilities required by a joint force
commander when establishing a JTF. Other
capabilities, such as public affairs and com-
munications, were also requested regularly
from organizations such as the Joint Public

U.S. military troops meet with Civil Affairs multifunctional team leadership from UN on earthquake

humanitarian relief operations in Cap-Haitien, Haiti
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warfighter. The JECC had seen the demand
signal for capabilities such as public affairs
and communications increase as joint force
commanders became aware of the availability
of those high-demand, critical resources.
The JECC made these joint capabilities more
visible and accessible to the joint force com-
mander. Additionally, the JECC fostered
unity of purpose and effort among the
various organizations, which was advanta-
geous for the joint force commander, who
now only needed to make one call to request
a tailored team of capabilities.

On October 1, 2008, the JECC officially
stood up as a separate command. The SJFHQ
became a Joint Deployable Team (JDT)
consisting of experts in plans, operations,
knowledge management, intelligence, and
logistics. Additional capabilities came from
the inclusion of JPASE, JCSE, and an Intelli-
gence—Quick Reaction Team'—all designated
as joint enabling capabilities.

As the JECC filled requests for
assistance, two main themes emerged,
setting the organization apart from other
first responder units: the JECC’s “scal-
able” nature, and the “deployability” and
“employability” of its personnel. The JECC
made a significant effort to ensure that these
attributes were the focus of the command.
Organizational constructs were designed,
red-amber-green readiness cycles were initi-
ated, and codified processes were developed
to track requirements and document each
individual’s readiness to deploy.

A Ready JEC package (RJP) was devel-
oped, allowing teams to be modular, scalable,
and tailored to the mission and the requestor’s
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Joint Public Affairs Support Element arranges CNN interview on military assistance for transporting U.S.
citizens from Lebanon during 2006 Israel-Hizballah conflict

needs. The RJPs, which are still in use today,
include elements from each of the JECs and
are able to deploy within days of notification.
The RJP undergoes a 45-day assumption
process to prepare the unit and its personnel
for deployment. It assumes an alert posture
for a 3-month period. If a deployment is initi-
ated within that timeline, a mission-tailored
team is chosen from the RJP to deploy for the
operation. The deployment of an RJP auto-
matically initiates the formation of a new RJP,
assuming sufficient resources remain.

Correspondingly, the process for
obtaining JECs has been modified. A stand-
ing Global Response Force Execution Order
was established, allowing a designated
number of personnel from each of the JECs
to deploy for a crisis or contingency operation
with the USJFCOM commander’s approval;
formal approval from the Secretary of
Defense (SECDEF) was not needed, increas-
ing the speed and efficiency of these capabili-
ties to respond on short notice.

To ensure JECC members on the RJP
were always ready to deploy, the command
adopted stringent deployability and theater-
entry requirements and instituted a com-
prehensive program to ensure that members
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adhered to weapons qualifications, medical
immunizations, and standard paperwork (that
is, wills and power of attorney documents) and
tracked the progress/completion of each.

The JECC also tracked employability
requirements to document the readiness of a

course became a predeployment requirement
for all new JECC members.

The JECC focus on scalable, deploy-
able, and employable personnel revamped
the day-to-day operations of the command
and ensured that the joint force commander
would receive a team tailored to the mission,
flexible enough to adapt to any requirements,
and ready to deploy as soon as requested.

Joint Enabling Capabilities

The JDT, JPASE, and JCSE are cur-
rently organized as subordinate commands
under the JECC, and each offers a unique
capability to the joint force commander,
which enhances the effectiveness, efficiency,
and time required to stand up an operational
headquarters.

Joint Deployable Team. The JDT, head-
quartered in Norfolk, Virginia, is a flexible
employment package of experienced joint
planners who possess expertise in the plan-
ning and execution of the full range of joint
military operations. JDTs are teams of readily
deployable and experienced joint planners
with expertise in operations, plans, knowl-
edge management, intelligence, and logistics.

The JDT is composed of trained and
ready joint officers (O-4 through O-6), task-
organized to each request in order to meet
mission requirements. Each JDT member has
a baseline understanding of JTF forming and
the joint operation planning process and is a
subject matter expert in his respective field of
study. The JDT offers a world-class team of

the JECC focus on scalable, deployable, and employable
personnel ensured that the joint force commander would
receive a team tailored to the mission

person to execute the mission downrange. Two
avenues were identified to assist in the employ-
ability of JECC members. The first was active
participation in GCC-led exercises, which
provided members a chance to use their skills
in a simulated environment and to interact
with likely mission partners. The second was
completion of an in-house JECC course: the
Joint Enabling Capabilities Planners Course,
which provides baseline training in the joint
operation planning process to ensure that
aJECC member arriving at a JTF is ready

to operate in an environment without any
additional training or direction. The planning

planners and operators who understand

and integrate the whole-of-government
approach through the building and sharing
of information between interagency and mul-
tinational partners and GCC staffs.

When deployed, the JDTs form rapidly
and provide the joint force commander with
trained staff personnel from numerous disci-
plines who bridge the JTF manning challenge.

Joint Public Affairs Support Element.
The JPASE, headquartered in Suffolk, Vir-
ginia, provides the joint force commander
with a trained, equipped, scalable, and
expeditionary joint public affairs capability.
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JPASE is a close-knit cadre of civilian and
military communication experts on call to
respond to a wide range of contingencies
anywhere in the world. As a first responder,
JPASE is the only rapidly deployable joint
public affairs unit in DOD providing the
joint force commander with an exceptional
capability to achieve his communications
objectives. When not deployed, JPASE mili-
tary personnel gain invaluable experience
and insights through mission-rehearsal and
GCC exercises around the world.

JPASE creates expeditionary teams to
provide a ready, turn-key joint public affairs
unit, and trains support teams. Additionally,
JPASE supports public affairs training to
joint staffs during major exercises, seminars,
and schools.

The JPASE role as an operational capa-
bility is significant as joint force commanders
understand the value of a trained team of pro-
fessionals who can hit the ground running and
require little time to acclimate to the opera-
tional environment, especially in an evolving
technological world where news reporters
often arrive before the military. JPASE’s early
entry capability enables the joint force com-
mander to immediately gain and maintain the
initiative in the information domain.

In their training mission, JPASE
members participate extensively in the
combatant command-led exercises and are
fully involved throughout the entire joint
exercise lifecycle to ensure public affairs
requirements are planned and developed.
JPASE provides training during these exer-
cises to enable joint force commanders and
their staffs to meet continuously evolving
information environment challenges in their
respective theaters of operations. In addition
to providing training on how to develop a
communications strategy, JPASE provides
guidance on integrating strategic communi-
cations to build conduits between strategic
and operational public affairs.

Joint Communications Support
Element. The JCSE, headquartered at
MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa, Florida,
rapidly delivers secure, reliable, and scal-
able command, control, communications,
and computer (C*) capabilities to GCCs,
U.S. Special Operations Command, and
other agencies. JSCE provides essential C*
support, ranging from small mobile teams to
full-sized JTF headquarters deployments to
immediately establish and then expand the
communications capability of a JTF head-
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quarters. JCSE can access the full range of
DOD and commercial networks.

As one of the first capabilities needed
on the ground during an emerging operation,
JCSE has built a reputation as an essential,
dependable capability. To keep up with an

four different GCCs (U.S. Pacific Command,
U.S. Southern Command, U.S. European
Command, and U.S. Africa Command).

The DJC2 is a deployable communications
package (including tents and generators) that
can support a full JTF of up to 1,500 users

deployable Joint Command and Control systems have been
used during both Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
exercises and real-world deployments

ever-changing communications infrastruc-
ture, JCSE has invested in up-and-coming
technologies that have enabled it to offer
consistently lighter, faster, and more deploy-
able communications packages. For instance,
JCSE initiated the use of the Everything over
Internet Protocol communications architec-
ture, which allows its initial communications
packages to be commercially air-transport-
able and easily accessible in the field. This
technology allows JCSE’s range of communi-
cations packages to be tailored to the mission.
A basic package used to support only 4 users
during the initial stages of an operation,
for example, could be scaled to support up
to 1,500 users without any interruption to
service and only minor modifications and a
few additional pieces of equipment.

JCSE is also tasked with the readi-
ness and operation of the Deployable Joint
Command and Control (DJC2) systems in

with unclassified/classified network access.
JCSE maintains detachments of 16 to 24
members responsible for the operation and
employment of these systems for each of these
GCCs. In addition, JCSE maintains three
surge teams of 12 members each, also trained
on the DJC2 system, who can move into any
of the detachments if extra support is needed.
The DJC2s from each GCC have been used
during both Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff exercises and real-world deployments.

The accessibility to a broad range of
essential capabilities, coupled with the ability
of the JECs to deploy within hours, has proven
to be a model that successfully meets joint
force commanders’ requirements. In fact, as
the JECC continued to refine procedures and
develop operations documents after its initial
establishment, the operational tempo began to
pick up speed and further validated the JECC
position as a critical DOD asset.

JECC Joint Deployable Team plans for Pakistan disaster relief
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A Capability for Any Mission

From contingency missions to humani-
tarian assistance/disaster relief operations,
the JECC is prepared to deploy. The follow-
ing are accounts of two of the most notable
deployments—each a completely different
mission set—to briefly illustrate the full
range of military operations to which the
JECC can respond.

ISAF Joint Command. In July 2009, Lieu-
tenant General David Rodriguez, USA, then
deputy commander of U.S. Forces—Afghani-
stan, specifically requested JECC support to
assist in establishing the International Security
Assistance Force (ISAF) Joint Command (IJC),
the three-star North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) headquarters in Afghanistan,
which he would eventually command. The
JECC sent a tailored team of 24 JDT and 13
JCSE members with skills in operations, plans,
knowledge management, and communications
to Kabul to serve as a bridging mechanism
during the critical initial formation period until
permanent manning was received.

The JDT was fully integrated with the
staff throughout the duration of the deploy-
ment. There was tremendous effort and
emphasis on partnership, both with NATO
partners and the Afghans. The JDT worked
directly with Afghan partners on many
projects, including the production of the IJC
Campaign Operation Order.

The overall mission expectation was for
the IJC to form, plan, and achieve initial oper-
ating capability to command and control the
ISAF Regional Commands in full-spectrum
counterinsurgency operations. Following
initial operating capability, the IJC would
expand across the future operations and plans
horizons and execute a full IJC staff battle
rhythm to achieve full operating capabil-
ity. With the assistance of the JECC, the IJC
reached initial operating capability on October
12,2009, and reached full operating capability
on November 12, 2009. The team redeployed
shortly after reaching full operating capability.
This deployment was a milestone for the JECC
as the establishment of the IJC was exactly the
kind of mission that the JECC was designed
for: a short-duration bridging solution until the
joint manning requirements were met.

JTF Haiti. Shortly after the 7.0 mag-
nitude earthquake hit Port-au-Prince, Haiti,
in January 2010, U.S. Southern Command
requested a variety of capabilities from the
JECC in support of disaster relief efforts.
Within days, JCSE, JPASE, and JDT rapidly
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Joint Public Affairs Support Element Media team conducts CNN interview during

Operation Unified Response in Haiti

deployed and supported Operation Unified
Response and the standup of JTF Haiti.

JCSE members were some of the first
responders, deploying within hours of notifi-
cation to establish and maintain communica-
tions connectivity at Port-au-Prince Interna-
tional Airport, U.S. Embassy Haiti, JTF Haiti
headquarters, and various medical support
facilities at designated locations around the
country. In addition to small communications
packages initially deployed in support of the
operation, JCSE deployed the DJC2 package,
which provided the primary means of com-
munications for the entire JTF Haiti staff.

Five JPASE members responded the fol-
lowing day by providing JTF Haiti with experts
who served as liaisons to coordinate among the
Embassy, interagency organizations, and DOD
assets. JPASE also employed the Digital Video
and Imagery Distribution System to support
senior-leader interviews and the transmission
of electronic media to outlets around the world.

Immediately following JPASE, the JDT
deployed 12 members to provide operations,
logistics, and knowledge management capa-
bilities while establishing JTF Haiti head-
quarters. JDT members provided operational
planning expertise in the standup of JTF
Haiti and were fully integrated in key posi-
tions. They supported several high-priority
planning and execution efforts as numer-
ous staffs (U.S. Agency for International

Development, U.S. Embassy, United Nations,
and nongovernmental organizations) came
together to support relief efforts.

The JECC team was a key component in
the standup of JTF Haiti and provided critical
functions lost as a result of the earthquake.

JECC Success Around the Globe

In addition to these two operations, JECC
expertise has been requested by all GCCs, and
each command has gained valuable experience
on every continent just within the past 2 years.
The JECC has deployed in support of:

m U.S. Pacific Command in 2011 for
Operation Tomodachi/Pacific Passage—the
humanitarian assistance/voluntary authorized
departure missions following the earthquake
and tsunami in Japan

m US. Africa Command in 2011 for
Operation Odyssey Dawn, the U.S. mission
supporting the international response to the
crisis in Libya

m US. Southern Command in 2011 for
Operation Continuing Promise, a humanitar-
ian assistance mission in Central and South
America

m US. Northern Command in 2010 for
Operation Deepwater Horizon, a disaster relief
effort on the Gulf Coast

m US. European Command in 2010 for an
operational-level headquarters planning mission
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® USCENTCOM in 2009 to assist in
the establishment of JTF 435 and in 2010
for follow-on support to Combined Joint
Interagency Task Force 435 and humanitarian
assistance efforts following the massive flood-
ing in Pakistan.

Additionally, JCSE has been continu-
ously deployed in support of missions for
USCENTCOM and U.S. Special Operations
Command for Operation Iraqi Freedom since
March 2003, Operation Enduring Freedom
since March 2002, and Operation New Dawn
since September 2010.

Employing a Total Force Concept

One of the keys to JECC success is its
incorporation of Reservists into each of its
subordinate commands. The JECC relies
heavily on the talent of its Reserve Compo-
nent members for mission success. In fact,
almost every deployment in JECC history has
contained a blend of both Active-duty and
Reserve forces.

JECC Reservists bring experiences from
their civilian backgrounds, which are valuable
during operational missions. The JECC is able
to tap into the expertise of Reservists with
specific industry skill sets, bringing a wide
array of talent that might not be available if the
command was limited to Active-duty military.

Servicemembers in the JECC represent
all four Services, including Active and Reserve
personnel, and are fully integrated, creat-
ing a total force unit that trains and deploys
together. The total force concept also provides
Reservists with an opportunity to expand
their knowledge with participation in a joint
unit. The JECC provides Service-specific
capability training, which allows both Active
and Reserve members to gain a better under-
standing of what each Service provides. This
additional training enhances the proficiency of
members when deployed and brings the joint
force commander a highly skilled package of
capabilities not found elsewhere in DOD.

Reservists assigned to the JDT assume
an alert posture for a 90-day period to
respond to short-notice deployments. Each
Reservist assigned to the JDT assumes this
alert posture once every 18 months, provid-
ing flexibility and predictability. In addition
to the experience gained by deploying in
support of GCC requirements, JDT members
are afforded a broad range of training and
education in joint and multinational matters.
AllJDT personnel, including Reservists,

ndupress.ndu.edu

receive extensive training in joint planning
and are offered the opportunity to attend
the joint professional military education

II course in Norfolk, Virginia, NATO and
allied nation planning courses, and other
U.S. Government courses. In addition to the
joint credit earned, following a 2- to 3-year

The unique opportunities and the
deployment model for Reservists have proven
an attractive program to a wide range of
candidates, allowing the JECC to build a pool
of highly skilled, highly motivated Reservists
to choose from for deployment during both
training and operational requirements.

the JECC is able to tap into the expertise of Reservists

with specific industry skill sets, bringing a wide array

of talent that might not be available if the command
was limited to Active-duty military

assignment with the JDT, an individual’s
Service can expect to receive back a compe-
tent, broadly experienced joint officer who
can not only plan but also lead a team of
planners in solving complex problems and
developing executable plans and orders.

JCSE offers an opportunity for com-
munications-based Reservists to develop a
working knowledge of the most advanced
communications technologies on the market
and be a part of an organization dedicated
to continually developing cutting-edge com-
munications equipment packages for the
joint warfighter. The JCSE mission support-
ing special operations forces and high-level
operations with unique communications
requirements attracts the most highly skilled
network and system administrators, satellite
and field radio operators, and data network
specialists.

Reservists with JPASE are primarily
tapped to participate in exercises but may be
called on for real-world operations requiring
crucial public affairs and strategic com-
munications skill sets. As mentioned, JPASE
expertise is usually required at the earliest
stages of a crisis or contingency operation.
The opportunity to participate at the onset of
amajor operation and influence the direction
of the public affairs program allows JPASE
Reservists to develop their proficiencies and
bring their civilian knowledge into play at an
influential stage.

Additionally, since the JECC mission
spreads across all six GCCs, both Active
and Reserve members from all the JECs
have an opportunity to participate in exer-
cises and real-world operations in multiple
areas of operation. It is not uncommon
for JECC members to have operated in
three or four GCC areas during their JECC

assignment.

The Way Ahead

In the midst of the JECC’s high
operational tempo, the JECC officially
transitioned to U.S. Transportation
Command (USTRANSCOM) on July
1, 2011, as a result of the Secretary of
Defense’s April 27, 2011, decision to dis-
establish USJFCOM. Additionally, as part
of continued DOD efficiencies, the GCCs
were directed to stand down their SJFHQs
by October 1, 2011. The JECC was tasked
to assume the mission for the former
SJFHQs, giving the JECC responsibility for
a global mission.

As the JECC settles into its new position
under USTRANSCOM and assumes mission-
tailored capabilities previously assigned to the
GCC SJFHQs, the command’s vision remains
unchanged. The JECC will maintain a strong
focus on preparing teams for deployments
across the full spectrum of military opera-
tions. In addition, the JECC will continue to
recruit highly skilled members of both the
Active and Reserve Components to bring even
more expertise and knowledge to the joint
force commander.

As the requirements for global
operations evolve, the JECC will continue to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its
enabling capabilities for global response. The
command will strive to continue developing
and maintaining the highest quality JECC
members and sustaining their deployability
as they look forward to future joint force
requirements. JFQ

NOTE

! The Intelligence-Quick Reaction Team has
since been removed from the JECC as a result of
the USJFCOM disestablishment.
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B-1B Lancer departs Ellsworth Air Force Base,
South Dakota, on fleet’s first combat sortie from
continental United States to targets overseas,
Operation Odyssey Dawn

. U.S. Air Force (Marc |. Lane) -

Joint Task Force Odyssey Dawn

A Model for Joint Experience, Training, and Education

By GREGORY K. JAMES, LARRY HOLCOMB, and CHAD T. MANSKE

peration Odyssey Dawn began
on March 19, 2011, under the
provisions of United Nations

Security Council Resolutions
(UNSCRs) 1970 and 1973,! which authorized
states, among other things, to take neces-
sary actions to protect Libyan civilians from
government regime violence, enforce an arms
embargo, freeze Libyan authorities’ assets,
and impose a no-fly zone.

Earlier, on March 3, 2011, U.S. Africa
Command (USAFRICOM) stood up Joint
Task Force Odyssey Dawn (JTF OD) under
the command of Admiral Samuel Locklear
111, commander of U.S. Naval Forces Europe-
Africa. Initially, its mission focused on
humanitarian assistance tasks supporting the
evacuation of U.S. and third country nation-
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als from Libya, enforcement of a maritime
exclusion zone, and enforcement of a no-fly
zone. On March 17, following approval of
UNSCR 1973, JTF OD began coordinat-

ing with coalition forces from both North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and
non-NATO countries “to conduct military
operations to protect the civilian population
from attack or threat of attack.”

Two days later, on March 19, 2011,
following direction from President Barack
Obama, the joint task force began kinetic
operations in Libya. Within 3 weeks of its
standup, JTF OD conducted a coalition
air campaign against Libya’s integrated air
defense system and subsequently went on
to attack and halt the Libyan government
advance against rebel-held population

centers. During that time, the coalition lost
no aircraft to enemy action but lost one air-
craft to mechanical failure and successfully
recovered both pilots. On March 31, JTF OD
transferred command and control of the
coalition to NATO, thus successfully achiev-
ing both military objectives received from the
President and Secretary of Defense.’

This article argues that the success of
Operation Odyssey Dawn, despite its com-
plexity, validates joint planning processes,

Lieutenant Colonel Gregory K. James, USA, is Deputy
Director for Plans (J5), U.S. Special Operations
Command-South. Colonel Larry Holcomb, USMC,

is assigned to 4" Marine Division. Colonel Chad T.
Manske, USAF, is a Military Fellow at the Gouncil on
Foreign Relations.
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joint education foundations, joint training
opportunities, and joint exercises. It exam-
ines the genesis, standup, and operation of
JTF OD, to include the challenges—or lessons
observed—and strengths through the lens of
the JTF’s use of the Joint Operation Planning
Process (JOPP). Finally, this article provides
recommendations and observations with

U.S. Sixth Fleet Commander, was the joint
force maritime component commander;
Major General Margaret Woodward, Seven-
teenth Air Force Commander, was the joint
force air component commander; Brigadier
General Christopher Haas, USA, Special
Operations Command Africa, was the joint
special operations task force commander; and

contingency plans for Libya were outdated by 10 years
because relations between the United States and Libya had
improved over the years

respect to the challenges and strengths for
the enhancement of the joint force’s ability to
conduct future operations.

Odyssey Dawn’s origins resulted from
the mounting violence of the Libyan regime
against its citizens in mid-February 2011.
This violence included the use of lethal force
against unarmed protestors. Subsequently,
around the third week in February, the
United Nations passed a unanimous resolu-
tion—UNSCR 1970—condemning those
actions. UNSCR 1970 was a nonpunitive
document calling for an end to the violence
and urging Libyan authorities to respect
human rights, permit the safe passage of
humanitarian supplies, and lift restrictions
imposed against the media. It also imposed
an arms embargo and implemented sanctions
upon key Muammar Qadhafi regime figures,
among other things. Collectively, this resolu-
tion’s tenets became the basis for the United
States to lead a coalition of 11 nations in plan-
ning for operations enforcing it.*

JTF OD was established at Naval
Support Facility Capodichino near Naples,
Ttaly.® Its mission paralleled the provisions
of UNSCR 1970.° Following approval of a
subsequent resolution—UNSCR 1973—]TF
OD quickly shifted focus from humanitarian
assistance, mobility, and nonkinetic patrol-
ling to an air campaign that first established
air supremacy over the theater of operations,
then successfully prevented the Qadhafi
regime from committing mass atroci-
ties against rebel-held cities in Libya. The
command relationships established for the
operation included a joint command element
consisting of a commander, foreign policy
advisor, deputy commander, chief of staff,
and a senior enlisted advisor.’

In making up the component com-
mander team, Vice Admiral Harry Harris,
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Brigadier General Michael Callan, Seventeeth
Air Force Vice Commander, led the air
component coordination element.® No joint
force land component commander (JELCC)
was designated for this operation, which
is addressed later. The J-staff for Odyssey
Dawn consisted of directorates J1 through J7,
J9, Public Affairs, judge advocate, surgeon,
comptroller, and chaplain.’ The leads and
deputies of these directorates were primarily
Air Force and Navy officers, the exception
being the chief chaplain who was an Army
officer. Twenty-eight U.S. and 10 foreign
liaison officers (all from Italy, France, and
the United Kingdom) supported the J-staff.
Additionally, 12 members from U.S. Joint
Forces Command’s Joint Enabling Capabili-
ties Command’s (JECC’s) Joint Deployable
Team (JDT) augmented the J-staff and liaison
officers in their planning efforts, beginning
with the JOPP and other processes."

The JOPP and crisis action planning,
as outlined in Joint Publication 5-0, Joint
Operation Planning, provide an ordered, ana-
lytical, and logical framework for creatively
and critically planning joint operations. This
process begins with a study of the operational
environment, problem identification, and
framing of the process for subsequent mission
analysis. To understand the environment in
Libya, the most logical place for the JTF to
begin was with existing contingency plans.
Unfortunately, contingency plans for Libya
were outdated by 10 years because relations
between the United States and Libya had
improved over the years—so much so that the
U.S. Department of State had removed Libya
from its list of states sponsoring terrorism.
Thus, the 6-hour compressed planning effort
that ensued with both the USAFRICOM J3/4
and the JECC JDT was without the benefit of
arecent contingency plan.!!

Planning for the maritime exclusion
zone (embargo), establishment of a no-fly
zone, and potential strike options were dis-
cussed during the JOPP."? The fleshing out
of flexible deterrent options was within the
day-to-day skill sets of USAFRICOM plan-
ners; however, USAFRICOM had yet to face a
kinetic operation since its standup.”

Shortly after establishment, the JTF
headquarters element began planning."* From
Naples, Italy, the JTF OD staff relocated
aboard the U.S. command and control ship
USS Mount Whitney in the Mediterranean on
March 11, 2011. On March 14, shortly after
the ship was under way, the JTF headquarters
became certified.” Once out to sea, JTF OD
staff conducted an “accelerated” JOPP as
they received indications, warnings, and
political objectives—the latter in the form
and substance of the signed UNSCR 1973
and President Obama’s speech. The JTF
transformed concepts of operations into
plans in only a few hours with the goal of
beginning kinetic strike operations on the
evening of March 19. The JTF established a
battle rhythm upon completion of the first
evening’s strikes, incorporating the sound
principles of earlier planning efforts. They
also formed a joint interagency coordination
group and conducted daily meetings led by
the foreign policy advisor, Ambassador Lee
Feinstein.”” According to the JECC, despite
compressed planning timelines and pro-
cesses, the results and products served their
ultimate purpose in producing comprehen-
sive plans translating to effective strikes and
desired outcomes.®

British liaison officer updates commander, Joint
Force Maritime Component, on Joint Task Force
0dyssey Dawn aboard USS Mount Whitney

Challenges and Strengths

With the preceding understanding of
the genesis of Operation Odyssey Dawn and
the JTF planning efforts, let us now turn to
some of the JTF’s planning and execution
challenges and strengths. The following are
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four challenges—or lessons observed—and
five strengths, respectively, of JTF OD plan-
ning and execution.

Vague Strategic Guidance. Due to
complexities inherent in modern joint
operations, planners often receive vague
strategic guidance (multiple Operation
Odyssey Dawn after action reviews reflected
this fact). Nonetheless, the JTF’s plan-
ning efforts resulted in positive outcomes,
including a successful embargo, destruction
of key regime air defenses, and protection
of key population centers.”” The JTF also
faced an evolving military mission (from
mostly humanitarian and mobility opera-
tions to kinetic operations) with associated
changes in objectives and endstates. Key to
the positive outcomes was the unrestrained
creativity of the USAFRICOM planning
staff who continued to proactively ask
themselves “Then what?” questions while
planning. This helped them anticipate
potential courses of action.?® Key to the
success of this effort was the quality of the
officers, shaped by their experiences and
grounded in quality joint and Service-
specific military education. Success was
also a result of the foreign policy advisor’s
and interagency community’s involvement
in interpreting the President’s and Secretary
of State’s speeches and intent with regard
to the political and strategic objectives and
how they translated to wielding the military
instrument of power.
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Absence of a Designated JFLCC. The
rationale for not having a JFLCC in JTF OD
rested on the assumption that America would
not commit its own ground troops to any
contingency operation in Libya. However,
the U.S.-led coalition ended up conducting
operations against Libyan ground forces.
Hindsight tells us that having dedicated
ground force expertise on the JTF staff devel-
oping concepts of operations would have
provided needed situational awareness. The
situation could be remedied in future situa-
tions with a small staff of 20 personnel versed
in land warfare.* JTF OD compensated for
the lack of dedicated land component plan-
ners by leveraging qualified J-staff personnel
and liaison officers.

Battle-rostering. Though USAFRICOM
stood up JTF OD, personnel came from
multiple combatant commands, nations, and
governmental agencies. Furthermore, many of
the personnel populating JTF OD had never
worked together before, either in training
or in previous crisis operations. These facts
presented a potential challenge to the JTF’s
ability to work efficiently from a cold start.
Ideally, force providers receive sufficient lead
time to identify the correct military specialties
and personnel to fill vital billets for a JTF staff.
Key to this process is the need to identify an
acceptable blend of experience, education, and
training. Given the joint nature of American
warfare today, many personnel have either
the joint education or the joint experience

Airmen unload humanitarian supplies from USAID
at Djerba-Zarzis International Airport to meet
needs of refugees who fled across Libyan border

necessary to fulfill their duties as part of a JTF.
Our joint force also benefits from its broad
experience in coalition warfare and, by design,
from the interoperability gained as a member
of NATO. The current depth of experience
and training in the joint force helped JTF OD
achieve success despite the absence of a battle-
rostered staff, and despite the inherent com-
plexities of joint and combined operations.?*
JTF Headquarters Staff Composition
and Location. That the JTF commander was
also the four-star commander of U.S. Naval
Forces Europe (NAVEUR) and U.S. Naval
Forces Africa (NAVAF) had a positive bearing
on the synergy, focus, and coordination
of the operation’s planning and outcomes.
Some may question the logic of designating
an already dual-hatted four-star component
commander as the JTF commander, but
in this instance it was a plus.?* In addition
to commanding NAVEUR and NAVAF,
Admiral Samuel Locklear commanded
NATO?’s Allied Joint Force Command, Naples,
which gave him instant credibility to lead
coalition forces and proved beneficial for
the handoff of the mission to NATO, under
Operation Unified Protector, at the end of
March. Finally, the JTF deputy commander,
joint force maritime component commander
and his deputy, air component coordination
element, and 23 of 28 U.S. liaison officers were
also on board USS Mount Whitney facilitating
clearer communications and synergy among
the planning staff.

ndupress.ndu.edu



N 5 AMES, HOLCOMB, and MANSKE

Combatant Command Overlap. It is
commonly thought that the more personnel
and equities involved in the planning process,
the more convoluted, confusing, and time-
consuming it is. This is normally a truism,
and in this case, there were two distinct com-
batant commands involved: U.S. European
Command (USEUCOM) and USAFRICOM.
This friction was eased, however, as the estab-
lished combatant command (USEUCOM),
with its own forces and a history of working
Africa issues, worked in conjunction with a
newer, less established combatant command
(USAFRICOM) with a smaller staff and fewer
personnel. For JTF OD, these commands’ staffs
integrated and complemented one another,
producing a result exponentially greater than
the sum of its parts.” Key to this result seemed
to be the close preexisting relationships built
by corresponding functional areas across each
combatant command as well as a foundation of
joint education and training by its members.?

Regional Exercises. Robust regional
exercises positively contributed to Operation
Odyssey Dawn’s outcome. USEUCOM con-
ducts a yearly three-star joint and combined
exercise called Austere Challenge, which
enables Service components to execute full-
scale operations at the JTF level. The plan-
ning, execution, and relationship-building of
such an exercise cannot be overstated. This
exercise in particular had a catalyzing effect
upon JTF OD since many of the key players
had exercised and worked together during
previous Austere Challenge events.”” Thus,
when it came time to constitute the JTF OD
team, a high level of comfort and confidence
in the leadership group facilitated accelerated
planning efforts by which everyone became
synchronized. Another positive outcome of
this approach was the complete airing out
of the coalitions’ national needs, objectives,
and interests prior to their commitment to
the operation. Despite the time-consuming
negotiating process that history has shown
this to be, an established exercise foundation
made it easier for the transition to a NATO-
controlled operation at the end of March.?

U.S. Government and Military Involve-
ment. According to the JTF command team,
the involvement of multiple levels of the U.S.
Government and military was a strength in
both planning and execution.” Modern com-
munications technology such as the TAND-
BERG secure video-teleconferencing system
allowed multiple entities to communicate
diverse perspectives bearing constructively on
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the planning, decisionmaking, and execution
aspects of the operation.*

Coalition and Team-building. During
the early March planning efforts as the
coalition began to form and subscribe to the
objectives of the operation, it became clear
that years of joint exercises, training, and
education at the senior military levels made
a positive difference during planning and
execution.” Nine of the 11 coalition nations/
members were part of NATO, and it was
evident that this operation constituted as
quickly and smoothly as it did because of
“decades of NATO existence and coopera-
tion.”* Just as joint exercises, training, and
education enhanced multiple levels of involve-
ment as noted above, modern communica-
tions (for example, electronic chat, email, and
video-teleconferencing) also enhanced the
team-orientation aspects of the operation’s

that intent was well understood before in-
depth planning progressed further.
Flexibility and Adaptability. Early in
the planning process, the JTF made it clear to
the planners and staff that they would adhere
to the mission objectives derived directly
from UNSCR 1973. In doing so, component
command planners had a clear understanding
of the foundation from which to plan and har-
monized with one another for mission success.
The components’ understanding allowed flex-
ibility to plan and execute and served as one of
the greatest strengths of the JTF staff during
Operation Odyssey Dawn.** It also quickly
enabled a smoother transition of the operation
to NATO control. Because the United States
conducted its operations through adherence
to the provisions of UNSCR 1973, and com-
municated that intent through the chain of
command up front, legitimacy—a principle of

commanders’ involvement in the back-and-forth dialogue enhanced
team-building and ensured that intent was well understood before
in-depth planning progressed further

execution. This not only affected the speed by
which planning and execution at the JTF level
occurred, but it also more precisely allowed
commander’s intent to project directly from
the commander to key leaders daily, and
sometimes multiple times a day. Command-
ers’ involvement in the back-and-forth dia-
logue enhanced team-building and ensured

joint operations—became the foundation for
coalition buy-in and sustained involvement.

Recommendations and Observations
While these challenges and strengths
offer a foundation for discussion, they also
help validate the strengths of our JTFs—
joint education, training, exercises, and

Director of Joint Chiefs of Staff indicates where
coalition forces launched Operation Odyssey
Dawn to enforce UN Security Council Resolution
1973 against Libya
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® arines help injured man
disembark from KC-130J
in Cairo during Opera}ion

‘ Odyssey Dawn

experience—and lead to the following recom-
mendations and observations.

Vague Strategic Guidance. There is
nothing new about the uncertainty associ-
ated with strategic guidance. Ensuring that
foreign policy advisors and interagency
personnel stay engaged in contingency and
crisis action planning efforts, however, helps
mitigate the risk of military planners being
out of synch with national leadership. It also
keeps them aimed at a whole-of-government
approach. This was demonstrated during
Operation Odyssey Dawn as the JTF’s foreign
policy advisor employed his understand-
ing of the political and strategic objectives
coupled with his experience in guiding the
JTF to success.

Absence of a Designated JFLCC. JTFs
should consider the composition of the
adversary when forming its own structure,
even if ground troops are not employed on
the friendly side. Filling every key position of
a JTF staff will enhance understanding of the
operational environment and can multiply the
effects and outcomes of the planning process
and subsequent operation execution. In future
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operations where U.S. ground forces are not
employed, consideration of a JFLCC team to
conduct planning and provide input covering
some or all of the functions is essential.
Battle-rostering. More time spent in
identifying a minimum level of joint educa-
tion, training, and experience of potential
JTF staff personnel for participation on a JTF
staff will enhance productivity and smooth
planning processes and subsequent planning
cycles. It will also serve to strengthen the
joint force. Additionally, battle rosters with

the extent possible, JTF component
commanders should be geographically and
physically located in close proximity to one
another—preferably together—to enable
better communications and higher quality
planning. In this operation, the majority of
the key commanders and staff, except the
joint force air component commander and
joint special operations task force, were col-
located aboard the USS Mount Whitney, which
contributed greatly to unity of command and
unity of effort.

Combatant Command Overlap.
Continue to identify and send the maximum
number of key personnel working on joint
and combatant command staffs to joint
education schools where thinking and plan-
ning come together in the ideal preparatory
laboratory for the planning and conduct of
future joint operations. In cases in which
combatant commands share forces as
directed by the Unified Command Plan,
combatant command staffs must deconflict
manpower requirements during contingency
and crisis action planning.

Regional Exercises. Both tangible
and intangible value results from conduct-
ing large-scale exercises led by three- and
four-star officers. However, the availability
of time, resources, manpower, and funding
often drive real-world combatant command
priorities, resulting in cancelling these exer-
cises. Operation Odyssey Dawn validated
the importance of exercises such as Austere
Challenge because of the joint, coalition,
and NATO training return on the invest-
ment. Continuation of three- and four-star
exercises should remain high on a combatant
commander’s and Service component com-
mander’s list of priorities.

U.S. Government and Military Involve-
ment. Operation Odyssey Dawn reinforced the
need to continue striving for personnel outside

ensuring that foreign policy advisors and interagency personnel
stay engaged in planning efforts helps mitigate the risk of
military planners being out of synch with national leadership

the appropriate and required skill sets should
be pre-identified during contingency plan-
ning and readily available when crises occur.

JTF Headquarters Staff Composition
and Location. Continue identifying officers
with a broad resume of joint education, train-
ing, and experience to fill critical command
and leadership positions on JTF staffs. To

the military serving as part of the joint plan-
ning and execution community—particularly
nonmilitary interagency personnel—to attend
U.S. military joint professional military
education schools and courses. Likewise,
DOD should consider increased participation
of military personnel in other U.S. agency/
department education (for example, the
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Foreign Service Institute). The more person-
nel who possess this education, the better the
common understanding of terminology, pro-
cesses, and value such personnel will be to the
JTE, which will likely result in planning from
amore common framework.

Coalition and Team-building. Con-
tinue ensuring that robust and flexible com-
munications are part of JTF deployment Kits.
Senior leaders also need the proper training
to use information systems to their full
potential. Though there were minor commu-
nications and computer connectivity chal-
lenges for the JTF from aboard USS Mount
Whitney, most issues were easily surmount-
able.* Commander’s intent is also easier to
communicate and understand when key
personnel and planners operate in as close
physical proximity as conditions permit.

Flexibility and Adaptability. The final
observation, which is tied to the first insight
above, is that once JTF military planners
receive clear political and strategic objectives,
they quickly synchronize in the direction the
planning effort should take. The flexibility
and adaptability that the joint force possesses
is a valuable force multiplier worth continued
cultivation in our joint doctrine, education,

exercises, and whole-of-government approach.

USAFRICOM successfully executed
its first major contingency operation. Not-
withstanding its short duration of active
kinetic operations, Operation Odyssey Dawn
achieved the limited military objectives
directed by the President and Secretary
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of Defense in support of UNSCR 1973.
Contributing to that success was the strong
combination of joint education, training, and
experiences that the JTF headquarters staff
possessed. Relationships built by members

of the JTF OD team throughout the course
of their careers, including joint and com-
bined assignments, laid a foundation for the
trust demonstrated by senior leaders of the
coalition.* These factors allowed a U.S.-led
coalition to “go from nothing to kinetic strike
operations in a mere three weeks,”” while
controlling and sustaining the speed and
pace for weeks thereafter. The combination
of these factors, accumulated throughout the
careers of our military personnel, still serves
as an overwhelming strength worthy of con-
tinued emulation. JFQ

NOTES

! United Nations Security Council Resolution
1970 is available at <http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/
doc/UNDOC/GEN/N11/245/58/ PDF/N1124558.
pdf?OpenElement>.

* Available at <www.naveur-navaf.navy.mil/
odysseydawn/index.html>.

* Interview with Joint Enabling Capabilities
Command’s (JECC’s) Joint Deployable Team
(JDT) members Commander John Menoni, Lieu-
tenant Colonel Richard Hughes, and Lieutenant
Commander Haley Dunn, July 20, 2011. Eleven
other JECC JDT members went to work/liaise on
the U.S. Africa Command (USAFRICOM) staff.

* Major General Mark Zamzow, USAF, and
Joint Task Force Odyssey Dawn Deputy Com-

mander, “Ensuring Freedom’s Future—Recent
Contingency Ops in USAFE,” briefing, slide 19.

* Telephone interview with Major General
Mark Zamzow, August 8, 2011; and “Ensuring
Freedom’s Future,” slide 18.

¢ “To conduct military operations to protect
the civilian population from attack or threat of
attack, in accordance with United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1973; to establish a no-fly zone
to help prevent mass atrocities; and to enforce an
arms embargo to prevent the flow of arms and
armed mercenaries from being used against civil-
ians,” available at <www.naveur-navaf.navy.mil/
odysseydawn/index.html>.

7 “Ensuring Freedom’s Future,” slide 26.

#Ibid.

°Ibid.

WTECCJDT interview.

" Ibid. Confirmed also by interview with
Zamzow.

21bid.

13 Ibid. The JECC noted that “USAFRICOM
was not trained, organized or staffed for a hot war”
going into the planning effort.

4 “Ensuring Freedom’s Future,” slide 18.

JECCJDT interview.

16 Tbid.

17 Ibid.

1% Ibid.

19 Zamzow interview.

2 Tbid.

2 Tbid.

2 Ibid.

ZJECCJDT interview; Zamzow interview.

#71bid.

» Zamzow interview.

*¢Ibid. Zamzow was convinced that the value
of joint education, and specifically joint profes-
sional military education II, was the greatest factor
in this outcome.

77 1bid.

#1bid.

»1bid.

#1bid. Zamzow noted that being under way
limited the number of key players who could
be physically present due to berthing space or
other reasons for key discussion during plan-
ning and execution. He noted that USS Mount
Whitney’s communications capabilities were
exceptional and served as a force multiplier in
daily discussions.

* Ibid.

#21bid.

# Ibid.

*1bid.

*Ibid.

¢ Ibid. Zamzow noted that preexisting
relationships between American and coalition
officers from either professional military educa-
tion courses and/or joint/combined assignments
facilitated the operation’s success.

7 1bid.
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By DAVID C. ARNOLD and PETER L. HAYS

n a May 2010 speech at the Eisenhower
Memorial Library in Abilene, Kansas,
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates
predicted a new future for the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) after a “gusher of
defense spending” that followed the attacks
of September 11, 2001. “Military spending on
things large and small,” he stated, “can and
should expect closer, harsher scrutiny. The
gusher has been turned off, and will stay off
for a good period of time. . . . [I]t’s a simple
matter of math.” Echoing these themes in
February 2011, the DOD top weapons buyer,
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics Ashton Carter,
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stated, “We are entering a new era in defense
[where] we won’t have the ever-increasing
defense budgets of the past decade and need
to be attentive to the nation’s other needs. . ...
Currently about half of our prime contract
spending is in the services sector.”

To increase flexibility in the uncertain
international environment that lies ahead,
DOD must shift how it uses space to support
warfighter needs from buying systems to
buying capabilities. U.S. Government short-
falls in meeting warfighters’ space-based
requirements exposes risks in the years ahead,
necessitating a new government approach
based on the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF)
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Air Force attack controller establishes communications
with tactical operations center during Task Force
Redhorse engagement in Parwan Province, Afghanistan

I A Civil Reserve Air Fleet for Space-based Capabilities

system for presenting space-based capabilities.
If DOD starts considering moving bits across
the heavens as space cargo, it can adopt a
system already in place for air cargo to prepare
for the contingency operations that we cannot
predict. This new approach will reduce costs
and inefficiencies and forge closer relation-
ships with commercial space providers, and in
doing so will increase agility, sustain the space
industrial base, and enhance deterrence.

Colonel David C. Arnold, USAF, is assigned to the
Department of Defense Executive Agent for Space
Staff (DODEASS), Deputy Under Secretary of the Air
Force (Space). Dr. Peter L. Hays is a Senior Analyst
with SAIC supporting DODEASS.
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New National Space Policy Drives
Changes

A month after Gates’s speech, President
Barack Obama released his National Space
Policy. Part of the reason for the new policy,
officially designated Presidential Policy Direc-
tive 4 (PPD 4), was recognition at the highest
levels of the government that space is now
critical to the American way of life.” The policy
laid out several guidelines for the commercial
space sector:

m purchase and use commercial space
capabilities and services to the maximum
practical extent when such capabilities and
services are available in the marketplace and
meet government requirements

m modify commercial space capabilities
and services to meet government require-
ments when existing commercial capabilities
and services do not fully meet these require-
ments and the potential modification repre-
sents a more cost-effective and timely acquisi-
tion approach for the government

m explore the use of inventive, nontra-
ditional arrangements for acquiring com-
mercial space goods and services to meet
government requirements, including mea-
sures such as public-private partnerships,
hosting government capabilities on commer-
cial spacecraft, and purchasing scientific or
operational data products from commercial
satellite operators in support of government
missions

m develop government space systems
only when it is in the national interest and
there is no suitable, cost-effective U.S. com-
mercial or, as appropriate, foreign commercial
service or system that is or will be available

m refrain from conducting government
space activities that preclude, discourage, or
compete with U.S. commercial space activi-
ties, unless required by national security or
public safety

m pursue potential opportunities for
transferring routine, operational space func-
tions to the commercial space sector where
beneficial and cost-effective, except where the
government has legal, security, or safety needs
that would preclude commercialization.*

Increased international engagement is
also a major part of PPD 4. The second goal
states that the United States should expand
international cooperation on mutually ben-
eficial space activities to broaden and extend
the benefits of space, further the peaceful use

ndupress.ndu.edu

of space, and enhance collection and partner-
ship in sharing of space-derived information.®

Just 7 months after the announcement
of the President’s policy, Secretary Gates
and Director of National Intelligence James
Clapper released a strategy to implement the
policy for national security space assets.® In
this strategy, they not only acknowledged
governmental dependence on space but also
recognized the domain’s changing nature:
“Space, a domain that no nation owns but
on which all rely, is becoming increasingly
congested, contested, and competitive.”” To
develop a U.S. space industrial base that is
“robust, competitive, flexible, healthy, and
delivers reliable space capabilities on time
and on budget,” the national security sector
needs to “explore a mix of capabilities with
shorter development cycles to minimize
delays, cut cost growth, and enable more
rapid technology maturation, innovation,
and exploitation.”

The President’s space policy also issues
implementation guidance for international
approaches to the executive branch agencies
with responsibilities for space programs.

This includes trying to strengthen U.S. space
leadership, identifying areas for potential
international cooperation, and developing
transparency and confidence-building mea-
sures.” With the United States “going it alone”
in space less frequently and relying more on
partners, space capabilities will become more
resilient, dispersed, and easily replenished
because they use state-of-the-world technol-
ogy. State-of-the-art constellations also can be
augmented with state-of-the-world capabili-
ties to make these important capabilities more
resilient. These state-of-the-world capabilities

a Luxembourg-flagged satellite that carries
U.S. military communications when such

an attack could constitute an attack on the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization? Why
would an adversary attack a satellite when

its own military is a customer of that pro-
vider? Alliance dynamics can lead to lowest
common denominator outcomes, but more
cooperation with allies and commercial part-
ners at the very least means adversaries have
more potential enemies to sort out. Since
commercial SATCOM platforms typically
support a host of international users includ-
ing U.S. forces, the political costs and escala-
tory risks of carrying out attacks on those
assets might deter an opponent from disrupt-
ing SATCOM unless the conflict escalated to
a higher level."”

During the 2009 Schriever Wargame,
the use of commercial systems was important
in maintaining military space capabilities
as coalition assets were degraded or denied
during the scenario. However, government
decisionmakers did not have mechanisms
to allow the coalition to make best use of
commercial assets. In addition, the adversary
recognized the value of commercial assets
and effectively used them for their own pur-
poses against the allied coalition by buying
up the spot market before the coalition could.
According to the Joint Force Component
Commander for Space Lieutenant General
Larry James, USAF, “the results clearly
showed the need to develop better concept([s]
of operations for integrating commercial
capabilities and to have ‘on the shelf” plans
and agreements that allow this utilization
during heightened tensions and hostilities. It
also reconfirmed the need to better manage

alliance dynamics can lead to lowest common denominator
outcomes, but more cooperation with allies and commercial partners
means adversaries have more potential enemies to sort out

could be partners’ capabilities such as an ally’s
satellite communications (SATCOM) constel-
lation or a multinational partnership such as
the Wideband Global SATCOM (WGS) con-
stellation. The state-of-the-world capabilities
could be better integrated into U.S. capabili-
ties than allied capabilities are today.
Another advantage of improved coop-
eration at the state-of-the-world level is that
international cooperation complicates an
adversary’s targeting calculus. Why attack

commercial satellite communication capa-
bilities and how we procure these services.”"
A case can be made for both govern-
ment and industry that closer cooperation
is mutually beneficial. As the two work
together, increases in technical capability
would lead to capacity increases, which
would reduce cost per bit transmitted and
received; security of communications would
increase through focused beams; space
situational awareness about adjacent
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Marine Reservists board chartered
aircraft for Lima, Peru, to participate
with nine other nations in exercise
Partnership of the Americas 2010/
exercise Southern Exchange 2010

payloads would increase, which would

decrease radio frequency interference or
blue-on-blue jamming from adjacent satel-
lites using the same frequencies; and new
products would be exploited faster and more
cheaply, such as the new mobile services
sector for communications-on-the-move sup-
porting highly mobile warfighters.

Also, as government and industry
work more closely, there could be technical
and programmatic resource management
improvements: industry could fill in unused
gaps in coverage, increasing the number of
users per transponder and providing more
antennas for special users; industry could
exploit switchable military-commercial
frequencies to sustain their sales through low
periods of government use, enabling more
flexible and efficient resource management.
Both sides could also develop alternative busi-
ness arrangements for investment or sharing,
leading to decreased costs for operations,
sustainment, and, eventually, their entire
enterprise, whether military satellite commu-
nications (MILSATCOM) or remote sensing.
Some of these approaches, however, would
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require the government to use some commer-
cial processes to meet government equities."
While some DOD leaders have con-
cerns about the department’s dependence on
the private sector, others appreciate a close
government-industry relationship: “At the end
of the day, it’s a great thing,” stated General
James Cartwright, former Vice Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, responding to a ques-
tion from a defense reporter about whether
the military’s dependence on commercial
bandwidth is “good, bad or unimportant.”

Diego in February 2010. “The good news is
that the industry is leading that. I don’t have
to go invent it.”?

Commercial Marketplace Is Ready
Global commercial space capabilities
are significant and growing steadily. There
were 23 commercial launches worldwide
in 2009 and 22 during 2010. In the geosta-
tionary market, demand averages about 20
satellites per year (or about 15 launches annu-
ally after accounting for dual-manifested

the United States is no longer competitive in providing
commercial launch services, having ceded this role to Europe’s
Arianne and Russia’s Proton

“As we move to more exquisite sensors, the
demand for high-definition video is substan-
tially greater, so we have to move to mediums
and compression algorithms that will allow
us to do that,” he said after remarks during
the Armed Forces Communications and
Electronics Association conference in San

missions) and has remained fairly stable."*
Global satellite industry revenues, dominated
by satellite services, totaled $160.9 billion in
2009 while all global space activity (includ-
ing government spending) rose 5 percent in
2010 to $168.1 billion while all global space
activity (including government spending)
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climbed 7.7 percent to $276.52 billion in
2010." Europe and the United States remain
the leaders in providing commercial services
from space, but with China’s return to the
commercial launch marketplace and other
countries’ development of heavy launch-

ers, most notably India, this leadership will
change. In launch, this has already occurred
as the United States is no longer competitive
in providing commercial launch services,
having ceded this role to Europe’s Arianne
and Russia’s Proton. United Launch Alliance,
the only current U.S. commercial launch pro-
vider, launches both the Boeing Delta IV and
Lockheed Atlas V evolved expendable launch
vehicles, but it has unattractive prices to com-
mercial customers.

The commercial marketplace is mature
and efficient, especially with respect to
SATCOM, growing more so in remote sensing
and ground operations. Closer government-
commercial cooperation offers the potential
for cost savings, greater availability of different
space capabilities, more rapid throughput of
information, and service provider diversity. It
also offers improved mission assurance and
technology risk reduction, as well as prospects
for strengthening deterrence against attacks by
increasing the number of actors that potential
attackers must confront.

The U.S. military has become dependent
on commercial SATCOM (COMSATCOM)
capabilities to supplement its own. Prior
to Operation Enduring Freedom, the U.S.
Central Command area of responsibility was
predominantly supported via military satel-
lite communications (MILSATCOM). There
were limited commercial SATCOM links via
commercial terminals during the late 1990s
and early 2000s. SATCOM requirements were
mainly short duration and only in support
of the no-fly zones over Iraq; thus, needs
were met via MILSATCOM resources and
not commercial SATCOM leases.! Today,
industry experts estimate that 80 percent of
all satellite bandwidth used by DOD is pur-
chased by the Defense Information Systems
Agency (DISA) from commercial SATCOM
companies.”” This percentage is expected to
decrease in the near future as DOD launches
organic MILSATCOM systems, such as WGS
and Advanced Extremely High Frequency
(AEHF), and if DOD adds military tran-
sponders as hosted payloads on commercial
spacecraft. In the long run, commercial
requirements may further decrease as U.S.
forces return to their garrisons.
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New, organic MILSATCOM will meet
some needs currently filled by COMSAT-
COM. For example, the first WGS satellite
provided more bandwidth than the entire
Defense Satellite Communications System
(DSCS) constellation, which the WGS constel-
lation is designed to replace. Peter Stauffer,
director of the Wideband SATCOM Division
at the U.S. Army’s Space and Missile Defense
Command, spoke about WGS improvements
over DSCS. “WGS provides a quantum leap
in capabilities—not only in throughput but in
operational flexibility,” he stated. “The ability
for the warfighter to exchange information
faster using higher data rates, and more effi-
ciently, with the ability to reach different loca-
tions simultaneously is part of the inherent
capability of WGS. Data, full motion video,
maps, voice and imagery will be received and
transmitted by warfighters at all levels—tacti-

President tours Space Exploration
Technologies facility with SpaceX
CEO prior to delivering speech

on new course to maintain U.S.
leadership in human space flight

cal, operational and strategic.”*® When the
WGS constellation is complete, currently
planned at six satellites, it is expected to be in
use for a decade or more. Similarly, the first
AEHEF satellite will provide more capacity
than the entire Milstar constellation, provid-
ing protected, anti-jam, high-data-rate com-
munications. The Pentagon’s Selected Acquisi-
tion Reports outline six satellites in the AEHF
constellation. The first satellite will provide
a five-fold increase in the number of termi-
nals serviced, according to Colonel William
Harding, vice commander for the organiza-
tion that oversees MILSATCOM procurement
at the Space and Missile Systems Center."”
Both SATCOM systems included Allies in the
developmental phases of the programs.
However, although new organic MIL-
SATCOM capabilities will make the U.S.
Government less dependent on commercial
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Commercial satellite image of
Kandahar Airfield, Afghanistan

SATCOM in future steady-state operations,
the requirement to have a surge capability
remains. In fiscal year (FY) 2008, DOD spent
$924.8 million on commercial SATCOM.*
The bulk of this expenditure was for com-
mercial SATCOM services bought on the
spot market; these are 1-year leases for
commercial service funded by nonrecurring
annual defense appropriations. Yet even as
the United States curtails long-term overseas
operations in favor of more short-term con-
tingency deployments, warfighters have an
ever-increasing appetite for communications
bandwidth and other space-related products
and services. For example, the Secretary of
Defense directed 65 MQ-1 and MQ-9 orbits
by 2013 in support of ongoing operations in
Afghanistan. These remotely piloted vehicles
are entirely dependent on commercial
SATCOM for operations and delivery of
intelligence.” In March 2011, the Pentagon
terminated DOD access to popular stream-
ing video Web sites including YouTube at the
request of U.S. Pacific Command to meet the
needs of the military in operations following
the Japanese earthquake/tsunami because
there was not enough bandwidth available.
The advantage of the spot market is
its flexibility: services can be bought or sold
for immediate or future delivery and prices
closely follow demand and availability.
These attributes are also disadvantages: the
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spot market allows the government to buy
bandwidth as needed but costs are unpredict-
able. Relying on the spot market for future
bandwidth delivery is highly speculative and
exposes the government to the risk of unfa-
vorable changes in bandwidth costs. Industry
estimates suggest that more than 70 percent
of the commercial bandwidth acquired by
the U.S. military is paid for via supplemental
funding poured into the spot market instead
of being a line item in each Service’s annual
budget. This approach is not an incentive to
reduce costs and may actually drive up costs.
The U.S. Navy is the only Service that
has a budget line for commercial SATCOM
because Navy officials understood a long
time ago that being out of communications
while operating at sea would make it harder
to compete for MILSATCOM. As a result,
the Navy permanently turned to commercial

nantly has used supplemental funds in the past
while the Air Force’s hybrid approach uses
both programmed and supplemental funds.

In recent years, according to a DOD report
delivered to Congress in 2010, the majority,
“around 75%,” of funds for SATCOM were
supplemental funds and used to support
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.*

In most cases, DOD components use
COMSATCOM not by choice but because
MILSATCOM is unavailable when it is most
needed.” It is time for DOD actions to match
the President’s and Secretary of Defense’s
intentions with actions because the one thing
that cannot be predicted is the contingency
operation: an operation in Darfur, an earth-
quake in Haiti, a tsunami in Indonesia. Why
buy so much additional capability for contin-
gencies that cannot be predicted? DOD prefers
to own its own capabilities outright rather than

even as the United States curtails long-term overseas operations,
warfighters have an ever-increasing appetite for communications
bandwidth and other space-related products and services

satellite communications for some require-
ments and made the strategic decision to
budget for these requirements.” The Army
and Air Force, however, approach contingency
SATCOM differently. The Army predomi-

lease them, determining that government satel-
lites cost significantly less than leasing com-
mercial capabilities. But DOD demands are
driven by conflicts, which are always subject to
change, and in this way DOD cannot contract
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long-term services.? Contingency require-
ments are less predictable over the long haul
than are peacetime requirements, but they are
just as significant to mission accomplishment.?”
Yet for years the government has been buying
on the spot market to support immediate

space needs, most often SATCOM. The time

to prepare for contingency operations for an
increasingly expeditionary military is today,
not when the crisis happens.

SpaceCRAF Concept
A unique and significant part of the
Nation’s air mobility resources is the Civil
Reserve Air Fleet.” Selected aircraft from
U.S. airlines, which are contractually com-
mitted to the CRAF program, augment DOD
airlift requirements in emergencies when the
need for airlift exceeds military capability. A
similar program could be developed for DOD
space requirements that would implement
significant portions of the President’s space
policy as well as reduce dependence on the
spot market for communications purchases,
the government’s addiction to exquisite tech-
nologies, and its need for access to spacelift.
CRAF is a better approach than buying
amassive fleet of dedicated airlifters because
it reduces costs and forges close relation-
ships with commercial air service providers
to achieve a regular, habitual relationship
through exchanges of information, data, and
personnel. The greatest advantage for the
government is the ability to diversify opera-
tions while ensuring effective and efficient
use of organic military airlift. Commercial
airlift companies can gain greater insight into
and predictability about government actions
that often seem inconsistent to outsiders.
Using commercial practices as the base
for state-of-the-world national security space
requirements, the government could achieve
CRAF-like advantages by reducing costs and
forging closer relationships with commercial
space-based capability providers to achieve
a regular, habitual relationship that is not
dependent on the spot market. A CRAF-like
program would also reduce inefficiencies in
budgeting, contracting, technology, require-
ments, and launch needs, and in doing so
decrease costs, increase agility, sustain the
space industrial base, and enhance deterrence.
CRAF has three main segments: interna-
tional, national, and aeromedical evacuation.”
The international segment is further divided
into long-range and short-range sections and
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Sailor operates Global Command Control
System-Joint during 2011 Coalition Warrior
Interoperability Demonstration at SPAWAR
System Center Pacific
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the national segment into the domestic and
Alaskan sections. Assignment of aircraft to a
segment depends on the nature of the require-
ment and the performance characteristics
needed. The long-range international section
consists of passenger and cargo aircraft
capable of transoceanic operations. The

role of these aircraft is to augment the Air
Mobility Command’s (AMC’s) long-range
inter-theater C-5s and C-17s during periods
of increased airlift needs. Medium-sized
passenger and cargo aircraft make up the
short-range international section supporting
near offshore airlift requirements. The aircraft
in the Alaskan section provide airlift within
U.S. Pacific Command’s area of responsibility,
specific to Alaska needs. The domestic
section is designed to satisfy increased DOD
airlift requirements in the United States
during an emergency.

Modified NC-130H fired
laser successfully hitting
ground target at White
Sands Missile Range, New
Mexico

The airlines contractually pledge
aircraft to the various segments of CRAF,
ready for activation when needed. To provide
incentives for civil carriers to commit air-
craft to the CRAF program and to assure
the United States adequate airlift reserves,
the government makes peacetime DOD
airlift business available to civilian airlines
that offer aircraft to the CRAF. DOD offers
business through the International Airlift
Services Contract. For FY 2007, the guaran-

teed portion of the contract was $379 million.

AMC estimates that throughout FY 2007, it
also awarded more than $2.1 billion in addi-
tional business that was not guaranteed but
was additional business that went to CRAF
carriers.”® As of May 2007, 37 carriers and
1,364 aircraft were enrolled in the CRAF.
This included 1,273 aircraft in the interna-
tional segment (990 in the long-range inter-
national section and 283 in the short-range

international section), and 37 and 50 aircraft,
respectively, in the national and aeromedical
evacuation segments and 4 aircraft in the
Alaskan segment. These numbers fluctuated
on a monthly basis.

Similarly, the SpaceCRAF should have
three main segments: satellite communica-
tions, remote sensing, and launch. The
SATCOM segment could be further divided
into the various military frequency bands.
Assignment of spacecraft to a band would
depend on the nature of the requirement,
expected levels and likelihood of emergency
use, spacecraft capabilities and capacities
for on-orbit systems and systems in devel-
opment, and performance characteristics
needed (for example, large bandwidth,
secure links, and so forth). The remote
sensing segment could be similarly subdi-
vided by the various available resolutions or
methodologies (for example, electro-optical

U.S. Air Force
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or synthetic aperture radar). The spacelift
segment could be subdivided by lift capabili-
ties or launch site.

To join CRAF, an air carrier must
maintain a minimum commitment of 30
percent of its CRAF-capable passenger fleet
and 15 percent of its CRAF-capable cargo
fleet. Aircraft committed must be U.S.-
registered, and carriers must commit and
maintain at least four complete crews for
each aircraft. Carriers with aircraft whose
performance does not meet minimum CRAF
requirements are issued a certificate of tech-
nical ineligibility, so they can still compete
for government airlift business. To participate
in the SpaceCRAF program, the commer-
cial service providers would contractually
pledge transponders in the various military
frequency bands of SpaceCRAF, ready for
activation when needed.

To provide incentives for commercial
carriers to commit transponders to the
SpaceCRAF program and to assure the
United States adequate SATCOM reserves,
the government would make peacetime
DOD SATCOM business available first to
commercial SATCOM companies that offer
transponders to the SpaceCRAF. DOD cur-
rently offers business through the Future
COMSATCOM Services Acquisition (FCSA)
program but DOD is already experiencing
sticker shock in new costs, seeing as great as
a 300 percent increase in commercial satel-
lite communications cost. FCSA is a recent
agreement with DISA, through which the
General Services Administration manages
the purchase of satellite services for Federal
agencies.” DOD also purchases services
through the program.** FCSA may be a
good start, but many believe that it is just a
short-term acquisition fix rather than a more
explicit strategic commitment by DOD to the
commercial SATCOM industry upon which
it relies, an approach accepted so far only by
the Navy, which has chosen to budget annu-
ally for spot market SATCOM purchases to
support the fleet.”

Three stages of incremental activation
allow for tailoring an airlift force suitable for
the contingency at hand. Stage I is for minor
regional crises, Stage II is for major theater
war, and Stage III is for periods of national
mobilization. The commander of U.S. Trans-
portation Command (USTRANSCOM),
with approval of the Secretary of Defense, is
the activation authority for all three stages
of CRAF. During a crisis, if AMC has a need
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for additional aircraft, it would request that
the USTRANSCOM commander take steps
to activate the appropriate CRAF stage. Each
stage of activation is only used to the extent
necessary to provide the amount of civil
augmentation airlift needed by DOD. When
notified of call-up, the carrier must have its
aircraft ready for a CRAF mission 24 to 48
hours after the mission is assigned by AMC.
The air carriers continue to operate and
maintain the aircraft; however, AMC directs
aircraft missions.

A g