להלן אוסף קטעי עיתונות על ה- QDR המתקרב,  
וראה גם http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/wm619.cfm
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Next QDR Under Discussion, Myers Says

By Ann Roosevelt

The military is gearing up to get the next Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) under way, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said.

In fact, the QDR would likely be discussed in a meeting between JCS Chairman Air Force Gen. Richard Myers and Army Chief of Staff Gen. Peter Schoomaker later in the day, Myers told an Institute of Land Warfare breakfast yesterday.

"I think we’re going to be talking about the next QDR which is, as you know, that report has to be back to Congress next fall," Myers said, noting that Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld didn’t have all his political appointees in place in the Pentagon as the last QDR process went forward. "I’m sure one of the things that will come up will be how to keep transforming the armed forces," he said.

At the same time, Myers noted, this is the time of year the Pentagon is trying to close out the FY ’06 budget, which concentrates on specific programs and platforms--though most transformation is not about things. "A new vehicle like Stryker is not transformational unless you put it in a unit that’s redesigned," he said.

Over the past year and a half, much effort has gone into working on joint operating concept for how forces will operate as a joint force. Much work focuses for example, on determining how many systems in which services are needed for something like tank-killers. "We think we the mechanics today to start to get at that question," he said.

This reflects the results of the 2001 QDR that aimed to shift the basis of defense planning from a threat-based model to a capabilities-based model that did not specify the numbers of weapons the Pentagon was to buy. The capabilities-based model focuses more on how an adversary might fight rather than who the adversary might be, or where war might occur, thus working to identify the capabilities required to deter and defeat adversaries who will "rely on surprise, deception and asymmetric warfare to achieve their objectives," the report stated (Defense Daily, Oct. 2, 2001).

Additionally, the 2001 QDR put several programs under the microscope, including the F/A-22 fighter built by Lockheed Martin [LMT] and the Army’s Crusader self-propelled howitzer built by United Defense [UDI] and RAH-66 Comanche helicopter an effort by Boeing [BA] and Sikorsky [UTX], both Reagan-era programs crafted to defeat Cold War threats. Both Army programs made it through QDR scrutiny, but were later cancelled--Crusader to fund future lighter, more precise systems, and Comanche to revamp the entire aviation fleet (Defense Daily, Feb. 11).
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AF General: Raptor Has Deterrent Value

By Scott Nance

The endangered F/A-22 Raptor fighter could play an important deterrent role in the world, according to the deputy commander of the U.S. European Command.

But the future of the F/A-22 and other weapons systems will be on the table as Pentagon policymakers face tight defense budgets and will be forced to make "tough decisions" as the Department of Defense gears up for the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), Air Force Gen. Charles Wald said yesterday in Washington.

Rep. Curt Weldon (R-Pa.), vice chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, has said the nation no longer can afford to develop three separate new fighter aircraft, and suggested next year a fiscal crunch will arrive where one of the fighters will have to be jettisoned.

Because the Navy F/A-18E/F Super Hornet by the Boeing Co. already is through development, in full-rate production and operational, it is unlikely to be canceled. As well, the multi-service F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) by Lockheed Martin Corp. and others is unlikely to be canceled because many nations have contributed sizeable sums to its development, and are expected to buy the JSF once it's produced.

That leaves the cutting-edge Air Force Raptor, also by Lockheed, which critics say is far more advanced than any enemy aircraft, either in production or on the drawing boards. But Raptor defenders note that some F-15s lost a few rounds in mock combat with "enemy" aircraft in India, saying the Raptor has overcome software and tailfin glitches and is very much needed to assure air dominance.

Wald conceded that a competitor to the Raptor doesn't exist today.

"I don't think there's anything in the world that can touch the F-22," he said. "No way. That isn't all bad. I kind of like the idea of people not wanting to [build a comparable aircraft]."

The fact the Raptor is so far ahead could offer deterrent value to potential adversaries, Wald said.

"How many F-22s are needed for that? I don't know, that's for the Air Force to decide," he said. "But I would say that type of [deterrent] argument is valid."

In the upcoming QDR, however, when policymakers "put all the facts together," looking at threats "without too much hyperbole," it will be clear that "when it's all said-and-done, weapons systems like F-22, the JSF, or other weapons systems will compete on their own merit," he said.

The Pentagon "can't afford everything," Wald admitted, which will force hard decisions to come out of the QDR.

"There's going to have to be, I think, an even spread of capabilities across the board for the United States military, to respond both at the low-end, asymmetrical end of the spectrum—which isn't quite as low-end as a lot of us thought it was in the past—all the way up to a more conventional, high-end of the spectrum, conflict," he said.

The problem is that defense decision-makers and others don't often predict future threats well, Wald said.

"I don't think anybody predicted we'd be fighting in Afghanistan on Sept. 10, [2001]," he said. " ... I don't think it's because people are necessarily irresponsible or not doing their job. It's just that sometimes it's hard to predict the future."

Post 9/11 QDR
To be a successful QDR, Wald said, the debate among policymakers should be "open, transparent" and conducted in a "non-parochial way," and as a "team effort."

"I think if people try to get too clever and see who has the most clever, bumper-sticker argument, we'll be mistaken," he said. "This is going to be a serious period of time to decide what the future of our military is going to be all about."

The next QDR will be the first since the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, and that may make a key difference, Wald said.

"In past QDRs, there's been a lot of acrimony and it's turned out to be which one can be the most clever to promote their own service equities," he said. "That's not the case anymore. Maybe 9/11 has changed some of that, where everybody can say to themselves, `Hey, let's really think through what our nation is going to need in the next decade plus.' I feel confident that's going to happen."

Dave Ahearn contributed to this report.
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US Revises Threat Scenarios

Will Guide Military Restructuring, Weapon Choices

By Jason Sherman

The Pentagon is building a classified catalogue of new planning scenarios that will play a central role in restructuring the U.S. military and determining weapons and technology are needed for the war on terrorism in coming years.

Dozens of scenarios that the U.S. military must prepare for — such as the collapse of a government possessing nuclear weapons — will be narrowed down in coming weeks.

Eventually, these new “irregular, catastrophic and disruptive” scenarios will have a place alongside traditional war plans — such as potential conflict with North Korea, China or Iran — in guiding the agenda for the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), a sweeping assessment of U.S. military strategy, force structure and equipment.

Overseeing this effort is James Thomas, deputy assistant secretary of defense for resources and plans.

A concerted effort was launched this spring to identify a bundle of new scenarios — between five and 20, according to one defense source — to deal with a wider range of threats identified in the classified 2004 Strategic Planning Guidance.

This policy calls for U.S. forces to better prepare for a wider range of challenges, including “irregular, catastrophic and disruptive” threats.

“What we’re looking for is greater variability within the scenarios we consider to make sure we are cross-preparing our force so that it remains highly adaptable as things pop up,” a senior defense official said. “We want to make sure we’re not just balancing risk against the things that are familiar, but also considering things less familiar and increasingly likely.”

Key to the effort is to avoid tilting the U.S. military too much toward any given scenario.

The United States is well positioned to deal with only one of these emerging threats — countering an enemy that attacks with conventional air, sea and land forces — and Pentagon planners admit that scenario is unlikely.

More likely, according to sources familiar with the classified planning guidance, are attacks that aim to erode U.S. power in unconventional ways, such as the irregular warfare of the insurgency U.S. forces now face in Iraq.

Less likely, but of growing concern, are “catastrophic” threats that aim to paralyze U.S. leadership and power with surprise attacks on symbolic and high-value targets, as with the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks. Pentagon officials believe a ballistic missile tipped with a chemical, biological, nuclear or radiological weapon could deliver such an attack with devastating results.

Disruptive Technologies
The challenge that presents the least likely threat — but that, if realized, could render the United States most vulnerable — is from “disruptive” technologies. These include new breakthroughs in sensors, information technology, biotechnology, miniaturization on the molecular level, cyber operations and directed-energy weapons — capabilities so spectacular they would quickly give an adversary an edge.

“There’s a feeling that the scenarios the Pentagon has come up with — Korea, China, Taiwan, the Persian Gulf — are the old tried-and-true, comfortable scenarios,” another defense source said.

The size and structure of the force, weapons programs and mix of capabilities will not change if these standard planning scenarios don’t change, he said.

“There are a lot of scenarios that are quite plausible and are quite demanding … that need to be addressed [and] would lead to very different kinds of force structure requirements” than those now envisioned, the source said.

One such scenario being considered, according to sources familiar with these efforts, is the challenge of dealing with a failed nuclear state — possibly Iran in the future, Pakistan in the near term or even North Korea and Russia at some point.

“You would have some peculiar requirements that just don’t get addressed in these other generic scenarios, requirements that would be critical to protecting our security. Those are the kinds of scenarios that Jim Thomas is trying to put into the mix,” the defense source said.

The current framework for designing the size and shape of the U.S. military, as well as the mix of weapons and technology, was outlined in the 2001 QDR.

That review set the foundation for the “1-4-2-1” national military strategy, shorthand for: defending the United States (1); maintaining forces capable of deterring aggression in Europe, Northeast Asia, Southwest Asia and the Middle East (4); being ready to simultaneously combat aggression in two of these regions (2); and maintaining a capability to “win decisively” in one of those conflicts (1).

Clark Murdock, a defense strategy expert at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, said the unorthodox planning scenarios the Pentagon is developing could be the basis for abandoning the current national military strategy.

“This is a way of looking at something to replace the 1-4-2-1 construct,” Murdock said.

Frank Hoffman, a research fellow for the Marine Corps, also feels the Pentagon needs to plan for scenarios that are much more complex than conventional battles on the books.

“The operational environment for future scenarios is more than just military forces, and involves a more integrated approach, and not just in the so-called ‘post-conflict phase,’ “ Hoffman said.

“The next QDR needs to get beyond just a Defense Department approach,” he said. “We need to master multi-agency operations in very complex scenarios. Tomorrow’s contingencies present a much more complex situation with a wide range of hostile, friendly and neutral players.”

To win support from the services and Joint Staff for moving in a new direction, new defense planning scenarios must be vetted through a process dubbed the “analytic agenda,” which involves the Joint Staff and other parts of the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Several new scenarios already have worked their way through this procedure. But some on the Joint Staff wonder if there is enough time for the more radical — and controversial — scenarios to be considered before the high-level meeting planned for Jan. 27 in which the 2005 QDR agenda will be set.

While many in the services are eager for a new strategy, some of the new scenarios call into question the relevance of some of the core capabilities the U.S. military has spent decades and billions of dollars building pre-eminence in.

Still, Michele Flournoy, another defense strategy expert at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and a former Pentagon official in the Clinton administration, said the military is keen for a new strategy.

“The services are fairly eager for some new guidance to assist in making choices about where to place emphasis versus where to take risk because they cannot do everything equally well across the waterfront,” Flournoy said. “Even with a $400 billion-plus budget, they are going to have to make choices about where to take risk.”
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'Rolling QDR' Could Shape ’05 Budget

DoD May Unveil 4-Year Review In Segments

By Jason Sherman

The Pentagon’s 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review could start shaking up budgets and arms-buying plans even before it is finished next autumn.

"As decisions are made in the QDR, the Office of the Secretary of Defense will look for the first opportunity to direct their implementation," said one service official. "It could affect the 2005 budget, which we’re executing right now."

That would give an exceptionally speedy impact to the review; every four years Congress requires a look at the nation’s defense strategy, budget, force structure and modernization plans. The 1997 and 2001 versions did not begin to affect policy and spending until more than a year after delivery.

The proposal for a "rolling QDR" is being floated by members of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, who hope to win support for the idea from the Joint Staff and the QDR envoys of the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps.

A decision will be contained in a draft outline, due Jan. 3 to U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, of the issues to be considered by the 2005 review.

Supporters of the new concept say it’s a smart approach that avoids a year-long delay between making policy and implementing it. Still, others worry that the concept might be used to force decisions before analysis is complete.

Ongoing studies include a complex review of military transportation needs called the Mobility Capability Study, and a broader look at war fighting needs called the Operational Availability analyses.

Andrew Krepinevich, executive director of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, said the Defense Department needs to find a balance between acting quickly and allowing enough analysis for decision-makers to weigh complex trades across the U.S. defense enterprise that could result in shifting resources between services or from one mission area to another.

"To make those kinds of trades, you have to have a broad perspective. On the one hand, I can see that they don’t want to come to these decisions so late that the budget train has already left the station. On the other hand, the risk of moving too quickly is that you get this narrow approach and suboptimal outcomes," Krepinevich said.

Meantime, Pentagon officials are working on a framework for the review. Christopher "Ryan" Henry, principal deputy undersecretary of defense for policy, a key overseer of the QDR, is advocating five "guiding principles" for the upcoming review, according to Pentagon officials. These are that the 2005 QDR should:

* Be top-down.

* Not be constructed in an overly elaborate process.

* Be based on a strategy that leads to issues that "really count."

* Be framed by view of threats outlined in the Strategic Planning Guidance.

* Develop "executable" guidance.

In early November, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld asked each of the services and leaders throughout the department for ideas of what specific issues to examine in the upcoming QDR. More than 300 proposals are being vetted by the Joint Staff; as few as six will be chosen, sources said.

The services’ QDR envoys will meet with representatives of the Office of the Secretary of Defense Dec. 7-8 to pitch the issues they want addressed. The discussions are expected to be framed by the Strategic Planning Guidance issued in March, which calls on the military to pare its conventional strength and prepare for new kinds of threats.

These include:

* Irregular warfare, such as the current insurgency in Iraq.

* Catastrophic attacks on symbolic and high-value targets using, for example, a ballistic missile tipped with a chemical, biological, nuclear or radiological warhead and aimed to paralyze U.S. leaders and power.

* "Disruptive" attacks using new sensors, cyber warfare, biotechnology, directed-energy weapons or other breakthroughs — capabilities so spectacular they would quickly give an adversary an edge. Analysts say this is the least likely threat, but the one that, if realized, would render the United States the most vulnerable.

"The single most important issue that is going to come up in this QDR is: To what extent do all the services have to be reoriented to get better prepared for low-intensity operations?" said a defense analyst who has studied previous reviews.
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Pentagon Pressed To Cut Its Budgets

The post-9/11 defense buildup ends as the nation faces a soaring deficit. The reductions won't affect operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.

By Mark Mazzetti, Times Staff Writer

WASHINGTON — The White House is pressing Pentagon officials to cut tens of billions of dollars from their proposed budgets over the next several years, signaling that the Bush administration's massive defense buildup in the years following the Sept. 11 attacks is coming to an end.

The White House move to rein in Pentagon spending — described by defense officials and outside experts monitoring the negotiations — comes as the nation faces rising budget deficits and growing costs for the Iraq war, currently about $4.4 billion a month.

The Pentagon budget cuts will not affect spending on the war in Iraq and operations in Afghanistan, which are paid through separate emergency allocations.

The Pentagon is preparing a supplemental war budget for 2005 that officials said could total $80 billion, up from $66 billion the previous year.

If the Pentagon's emergency supplemental budget for 2005 is approved, Congress could end up authorizing nearly $500 billion for the Department of Defense for the fiscal year.

Yet only weeks before President Bush submits his 2006 budget to Congress, the military services are scrambling to find areas that can be cut.

The Air Force and Navy could be hit especially hard, with each branch possibly losing $4 billion to $5 billion in 2006, officials said. The Navy also controls the budget of the Marine Corps.

Although the amount of the reductions has not been decided, officials at the Pentagon and the White House's Office of Management and Budget last week wrangled over a proposed cut of $60 billion over the next six years, according to a source familiar with the negotiations.

The White House moves were not entirely unexpected.

Defense officials said they had been planning for months for the likelihood that 2006 spending not directly related to the Iraq war could be scaled back.

The Pentagon's budget for fiscal 2001, which began Oct. 1, 2000, was $310 billion. For fiscal 2002, which was approved before the Sept. 11 attacks, it was $317 billion, and in subsequent years, rose to $355 billion, $368 billion and $416 billion. These figures do not include supplemental appropriations for war-fighting efforts.

In February, the Pentagon estimated it would need $424 billion for 2006 and $445 billion for 2007, not including supplemental funding. Officials say those figures could both end up shrinking by $10 billion and that similar cuts could occur in subsequent years.

The buildup has meant big budget increases for the individual military services.

The Department of the Navy has seen its budget rise 20% over the last three years to roughly $120 billion. The Air Force budget has had a similar increase.

Those days are about to end.

"We're not going to see the size of budgets that we've seen in the past," said one senior defense official. "We had already planned to tighten our belts this year."

The budget cutting will not be easy, especially since the military services have spent months pouring over spreadsheets to assess their needs for the next fiscal year.

"There's a sense that the buildup is really over, and that the cuts could be substantial going forward," said Andrew Krepinevich of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, a defense think tank in Washington.

"There stand to be some really big, tough choices that have to be made as we face the new budget realities."

White House officials have not publicly discussed their specific plans for next year's Pentagon budgets, yet they have been warning that all branches of government will be expected to share the burden of spending restraint.

"The deficit … is going to require some tough choices on the spending side," President Bush said Thursday in remarks at the White House's economic forum. "We're going to submit a tough budget, and I look forward to working with Congress on the tough budget."

Bush said the annual growth in discretionary spending not related to defense or domestic secrurity had been reduced from 15% in 2001 to 1% in 2005. But he said more spending discipline was needed to begin confronting the budget deficit.

With several expensive weapons systems in development and production at the Pentagon, the military services may have to reconsider the number of new jets, ships and helicopters that can be purchased over the next several years.

Weapons systems that officials said could be scaled back were the Air Force's stealth F-22 fighter and the Navy's planned new fleet of submarines.

Upon becoming Defense secretary in 2001, Donald H. Rumsfeld indicated he would seek cuts in many weapons systems first envisioned during the Cold War. During his tenure, the Army has killed the Crusader heavy artillery system and the Comanche reconnaissance helicopter program.

Yet some critics have charged that the military services have thus far won most budget battles with Rumsfeld and protected their most prized weapons.

But the insurgency in Iraq has forced war planners to keep far more troops in Iraq than they originally had expected, boosting the costs of military operations in the country and pressuring budget analysts at the Pentagon to seek cuts in future weaponry.

"The Iraqi insurgents have managed to do what Don Rumsfeld in four years has not managed to do, which is bring about cutbacks in a lot of these Cold War-era weapons," said Loren Thompson of the Lexington Institute, a think tank based in Arlington, Va.

Some believe that the belt tightening may actually help Rumsfeld as he prepares for the Pentagon's 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review, or QDR, a top-to-bottom assessment that will chart the course for U.S. defense spending for the next four years.

Smaller budgets could give Rumsfeld leverage in forcing the military services to make tough decisions about which weapons to keep and which to kill.

"There are hard choices to make, so this could turn into the perfect storm if you really want something significant to come out of this QDR," Krepinevich said.

Chad Kolton, a spokesman at the Office of Management and Budget, would not comment about the White House move to scale back the Pentagon's budgets. But Kolton pointed out that the Defense Department had received substantial budget increases for its personnel and weaponry since Bush came to office.

"At this point, the budget is not finished yet. The president still has a lot of decisions to make," he said.

Times staff writer Warren Vieth in Washington contributed to this report.
Pentagon Cost-Cutting Aimed At New Gear
Personnel, operations protected from expected spending retreat

By Rowan Scarborough, The Washington Times

The Pentagon is scurrying to find cuts in projected defense spending as part of President Bush's deficit-reduction campaign, defense and industry officials say.

The cuts would not be in the current budget, which took effect Oct. 1, but in the fiscal 2006 defense appropriation, which goes to Congress early next year.

"They have got a major budget drill going on," said a defense industry executive who is trying to protect the company's programs. This source said the White House Office of Management and Budget wants cuts of up to $10 billion a year.

The source, like others for this story, spoke on the condition of anonymity.

An OMB spokesman said he had no information about such a plan. "The budget process is still under way," the spokesman said. "A lot of decisions still to go."

The defense sources said personnel, operations and maintenance accounts are being protected, meaning the decreases must come from procurement.

The Air Force, for example, is looking at axing the space-based radar, a system so unpopular on Capitol Hill that lawmakers cut most funding in the fiscal 2005 budget. The Navy is said to be looking at delaying its next-generation destroyer.

The budget process is now in the "passback" phase in which OMB sends back the Pentagon's initial proposed budget with suggested changes.

Mr. Bush inherited a defense budget of about $300 billion and has increased it dramatically — first to restore combat readiness accounts, then to fight the war on terrorism. In August, he signed a $417 billion defense appropriations bill for 2005.

The Pentagon's multiyear plan has called for an increase of about $20 billion in each of the next two years. This does not count emergency budget legislation to fund the global war on terror, including the fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Said a senior military officer at the Pentagon, "We have discussed the impacts of reductions or elimination of certain investment and service support programs. Decisions are expected within a few days, in order to get the budget to OMB."

A Pentagon official said he knew of no plans to call for an increase in active duty troop levels, or "end strength." The officials said the department has all the emergency powers it needs for that purpose.

A backdrop to the budgeting is the Quadrennial Defense Review, which is due to Congress next fall. The QDR is the Pentagon's road map for the next four years.

Officials say the QDR could produce further cuts in weapons systems. Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld has canceled several programs, most notably the Army's future artillery system and attack/scout helicopter.

Arthur K. Cebrowski, who directs the Pentagon's office of transformation, issued a paper last week that seemed to suggest that high-priced weapons should be sacrificed in favor of those that are less expensive and more numerous.

"The department must develop a comprehensive divestiture strategy so that it can generate growth," Mr. Cebrowski said. "We have to be willing to shed some things."

Near the top of Mr. Rumsfeld's list to "shed" is another round of base closings.

 

 

