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Better Management Controls Are Needed to Oversee J
the Army’s Modular Force and Expansion Initiatives
and Improve Accountability for Results

What GAO Found

The Army is making progress in establishing modular units but has not
established sufficient management controls to provide accountability for
results and facilitate transparency of the Army’s overall funding needs for
modular units and force expansion. By the end of fiscal year 2007, the Army
established 138 of 190 planned modular units; however, all 10 units GAO
visited that had converted to modular designs continue to have some
equipment and personnel challenges, including shortfalls in key equipment,
and mismatches in skill levels and specialties of assigned personnel. Although
the Army originally estimated it could largely equip and staff modular units by
spending $52.5 billion through fiscal year 2011, the Army now believes it will
require additional funding to equip modular units through fiscal year 2017.
However, the Army has not identified how much additional funding it may
need to fully equip units, nor has it provided sufficient information on
progress to date. In addition, the Army is seeking multiple sources of funding
for modular unit and force expansion equipment purchases without linking

the funding to its modular unit design requirements, thus complicating

-

decision makers’ ability to assess the Army’s progress in fully equipping the J
modular force. GAO’s work has shown that major transformation initiatives »
have greater chance of success when their funding plans are transparent,
analytically based, executable, and link to the initiative’s implementation

plans. Effective management controls are needed to establish these links.

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance explains that it is
managernent’s responsibility to take systematic and proactive measures to
develop and implement management controls that ensure accountability for
results. Without better controls, decision makers will have difficulty assessing
the Army’s progress in meeting its goals, knowing what resources will be
required to equip and staff modular units, and balancing funding requests for
these initiatives with other competing priorities.

The Army is evaluating and applying lessons learned from its ongoing
counterinsurgency operations, but it lacks (1) a comprehensive assessment
plan to determine whether fielded modular unit designs meet the Army’s
original goals for modular units across the full spectrum of low- and high-
intensity warfare, and (2) outcome-oriented metrics that help to measure
progress in achieving the goals of the modular force. The Army evaluated the
experiences of modular units deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan and has made
some changes in unit designs based on these lessons; however, the Army
continues to lack a plan for assessing modular units in high-intensity combat
operations. Further, the Army has not yet defined outcome-oriented metrics
against which it could assess progress, although GAO previously made this
recommendation and OMB also notes this in its performance assessment
reporting. As a result, the Army does not have a clear way to measure the
extent to which it is achieving the benefits it initially envisioned when it
designed the modular force and that it is doing so in a manner that supports

DOD joint warfighting capabilities.
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Two major Army initiatives—one to restructure the Army and another to
expand its size—will have significant implications for the Army’s combat
capabilities and funding requests in the coming years. The Army’s modular
force restructuring—sometimes referred to as Army Modularity—is a
multiyear undertaking that involves the total redesign of the operational
Army and was initiated, in part, to support current operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan. In early 2007, the Department of Defense (DOD) announced a
plan to expand the size of the Army in response to the high pace of
operations the Army has experienced over the past several years and the
need to increase capacity to meet future strategic demands. Under the
Army’s new construct, the Brigade Combat Team, rather than a division,
will be the centerpiece of the Army’s combat forces and the lowest unit of
organization capable of self-sustained operations. The Army’s modular
restructuring initiative includes its entire operational force consisting of
active, National Guard, and reserve units. The Army obtained Secretary of
Defense approval to spend $52.5 billion on this initiative through fiscal
year 2011."' To date, Congress has appropriated over $18 billion for Army
modularity, and DOD has requested an additional $10.4 billion in the
President’s fiscal year 2008 budget request.

In addition, to meet the increasing strategic demands and to help reduce
stress on the force, the Secretary of Defense plans to expand the Army
from a total of 1,037,000 to 1,112,000 active and reserve soldiers by fiscal
year 2013—an increase of 74,200 military personnel. This planned
expansion includes building six additional, active modular combat
brigades plus an undetermined number of modular support units, which
requires a substantial increase in funding for personnel, equipment, and
infrastructure. Currently, the Army estimates this expansion may require
$70 billion or more in increased funding through fiscal year 2013 and a
significant amount in annual funding thereafter to sustain the expanded
Army. The President’s fiscal year 2008 budget request, currently before
Congress, contains $7.7 billion specifically to expand the size of the Army.

This figure does not include Army expansion costs.
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Taken together, these initiatives will entail significant costs that must be
carefully evaluated in the context of both the current and future strategic
environment and weighed against other funding priorities. In January 2007,
we testified before the House Committee on Armed Services,
Subcommittee on Military Personnel, that federal agencies have a
responsibility to provide sufficient transparency over significant decisions
affecting requirements for federal dollars so that Congress can effectively
evaluate the benefits, costs, and risks.

We initiated a body of work to assist Congress in assessing the Army’s
plans for its modular force restructuring as well as plans to expand the
size of the force. Because of the cost and magnitude of the Army’s modular
force initiative, and broad congressional interest, we initially began work
analyzing both the force structure and cost implications of the Army’s
move to a modular force under the Comptroller General’s authority to
conduct evaluations on his own initiative. Our work resulted in two
published reports and two congressional testimony statements.? We
recommended that the Army develop a detailed plan estimating the costs
of establishing modular units; provide details about the Army’s equipping J
strategy, including a comparison of equipment plans with unit design
requirements; and develop performance metrics and plans for conducting

further evaluation of modular designs.

The John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007
directed the Comptroller General to report annually through fiscal year
2012 to the congressional defense committees an assessment of the Army’s
progress in equipping and staffing modular units in the regular and reserve
components, the use of funds by the Army for equipping and staffing its
modular units, and progress by the Army in conducting further testing and
evaluation of the Army’s modular unit designs. In accordance with this
legislative mandate for fiscal year 2007, we briefed your offices in March
2007 and April 2007 on our preliminary observations. This report expands
on the information reported in those briefings. We are submitting this

*See the following GAO reports and testimony statements: GAQ, Force Structure: Actions

Needed to Improve Estimates and Oversight of Costs for Transforming Army to a

Modular Force, GAO-05-926 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 29, 2005); Force Structure: Army

Needs to Provide DOD and Congress More Visibility Regarding Modular Force

Capabilities and Implementation Plans, GAO-06-745 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 6. 2006);

Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on Army Plans to Implement and Fund

Modular Forces, GAO-05-443T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 16, 2005); and Force Structure:

Capabilities and Cost of Army Modular Force Remain Uncertain, GAO-06-548T

(Washington, D.C.: Apr. 4, 2006). S;
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report to you because of your oversight responsibilities on defense
matters. For this report, we assessed to what extent the Army has

(1) implemented its modular force initiative and established management
controls that provide transparency for assessing progress and funding for
equipping modular units and expanding the force, and (2) developed a
comprehensive plan to assess its modular unit designs.

To determine the extent to which the Army has implemented its modular
force initiative and established management controls that provide
transparency for assessing progress and funding for equipping modular
units and expanding the force, we reviewed current Army plans, funding
requests, and reports to Congress on Army Modularity and the Army
expansion initiatives. We assessed the completeness of these plans and
reports and analyzed to what extent Army funding requests were linked to
the Army’s modular design requirements, particularly for the procurement
of new equipment. We supplemented this information with visits to 10
brigades that were already reorganized or were in the process of
reorganizing to gain an understanding of the Army’s progress in
organizing, staffing, and equipping these brigades. The brigades we visited
included Brigade Combat Teams as well as the Combat Aviation and
Sustainment Multi-Function Support Brigades in the active component
Army, Army National Guard, and Army Reserves. We selected these
brigades in order to compare brigades of the same design within the
different components and discuss progress in meeting Army goals with
staff from each of the components. While the Brigade Combat Teams are
only in the active Army and National Guard, the Multi-Function Support
Brigades we selected to assess have units in the regular Army, National
Guard, and Army Reserve components.

To analyze the Army’s approach for assessing its modular designs, we
examined key Army planning documents, and lessons learned, and
discussed objectives, performance metrics, and testing plans with Army
officials. We compared the Army’s current methods of assessing its
modular units with methods used by high-performing organizations,
drawing from our prior work evaluating the performance of organizations
that have undertaken significant reorganizations. Finally, we analyzed the
extent of the Army’s progress in developing outcome-related metrics and
evaluating modular unit performance across the full spectrum of
operations. We conducted our review in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards from August 2006 through August
2007 and determined that the data used were sufficiently reliable for our
objectives. The scope and methodology used in our review are described
in further detail in appendix L.
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Results In Brief

The Army is making progress in establishing modular units in the active
and reserve components, but has not established sufficient management
controls to provide accountability for results and transparency of overall
funding needs for establishing modular units and expanding the force. By
the end of fiscal year 2007, the Army established 138 of its 190 planned
modular units. However, all 10 modular units we visited continue to have
some equipment and personnel challenges, including shortfalls in key

equipment items, and mismatches in skill levels and specialties of assigned

personnel. Also, the Army’s funding plan is not fully synchronized with its
schedule for establishing units. Moreover, neither the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) or the Army has implemented our past
recommendations to enhance accountability for achieving the planned
benefits of a modular force. As a result, it is difficult to gauge the Army’s
progress in moving toward its goal of fully staffing and equipping units in
both the active and reserve components. In addition, although the Army
estimated in 2004 that it could largely equip and staff modular units by
spending $52.5 billion through fiscal year 2011, the Army now believes it
will require additional funding through fiscal year 2017 to fully equip its
units. Our analysis shows that the Army believes it will need additional
funding to fully equip modular units because its $52.5 billion funding plan

was developed before some modular unit designs had been finalized,;
assumed that Army National Guard and reserve units would retain some
older models of equipment that were not coraparable to the active
component’s equipment, whereas the Army has recently learned from its

experience in Iraq that all deploying units need to have modern equipment;

and
assumed that significant quantities of equipment would be returned from
Iraq in good enough condition to help equip modular units.

Army officials have not fully identified the amount of additional funds
needed to fully equip Army modular units but told us they plan to request
funds for additional equipment needs beyond fiscal year 2011
incrementally through DOD’s annual budget process. However, in the
absence of a complete cost estimate, the Army will not be in a good
position to identify and provide transparency to Congress of its total
funding needs. Moreover, the Army is seeking a combination of regular
and supplemental appropriations to fund its expansion and accelerate
modular conversions, which further complicates decision makers’ ability
to obtain a full picture of the Army’s needs for both initiatives and
understand how these requests are linked and will contribute to meeting
the Army’s goals. Our work has shown that major transformation
initiatives have a greater chance of success when their funding plans are
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transparent, analytically based, executable, and link to the initiative’s
implementation plans. Effective management controls are needed to
establish such linkage. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance
explains that it is management’s responsibility to take systematic and
proactive measures to develop and implement management controls that
ensure accountability for results. Without improvements to its
management controls, the Army will be unable to fully assess the costs of
equipping modular units and expanding the force, and quantify progress in
equipping units to meet modular unit requirements. Lacking such controls,
senior DOD leaders and Congress will be limited in their ability to evaluate
future funding requests, assess the Army’s progress, and weigh near-term
Army requirements with long-term transformation initiatives. We are
recommending that the Secretary of Defense require the Army to

(1) develop a plan that fully identifies funding needs based on the Army’s
requirements for staffing and equipping the modular force and report its
estimate to Congress, and (2) provide management controls for measuring
progress. We are also recommending that the Deputy Secretary of Defense
review the Army’s plans and develop an updated Office of the Secretary of
Defense funding plan, consistent with the department’s overall priorities
and current and expected resource levels, and report its results to
Congress.

While the Army is evaluating lessons learned from its ongoing
counterinsurgency operations and applying these lessons to identify
necessary changes to its modular designs, it lacks (1) a comprehensive
testing and evaluation plan to determine whether fielded modular unit
designs meet the Army’s original goals for modular units across the full
spectrum of operations and (2) outcome-oriented metrics on the benefits
the Army expected to achieve with its modular restructuring. First, in
seeking approval to establish modular units, the Army identified a number
of planned benefits associated with them, such as that they would be as
effective in combat as the Army’s division-based brigades. However, the
Army has limited its evaluations to the performance of modular units
during pre-deployment exercises and counter-insurgency operations and
not across the full spectrum of combat operations that include large-scale,
high-intensity combat operations. As a result, the Army does not have a
clear way to measure the extent to which new modular brigades are as
effective as its older brigades under a range of conditions. Although we
previously recommended that the Army develop a more comprehensive
test and evaluation strategy, the Army has not taken action because it
believes its current efforts are sufficient in light of its focus on managing
ongoing operations. However, officials with the Army’s Training and
Doctrine Command have identified as a challenge the need for a broader-
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based assessment of the Army’s modular unit designs and the Army
Science Board and U.S. Army Infantry Center have identified potential
capability gaps.® Furthermore, methodical testing, exercising, and
evaluation of new doctrines and concepts is an established practice
throughout the military. Until these efforts are expanded to include a
wider range of potential missions, the Army may miss opportunities to
further strengthen its designs. Second, with respect to outcome-oriented
metrics, we previously recommended that the Army develop these metrics
to which the Army responded it would explore the development of
expanded metrics; but the Army has not taken specific action on our
recommendation. A 2005 program assessment by OMB noted that the
Army’s current metrics are output-related (i.e., how many units have been
transformed) as opposed to outcome-related. As a result, the Army does
not have a clear way to measure the extent to which it is achieving desired
benefits. Therefore, we are recommending that the Secretary of Defense
require the Army to develop a comprehensive assessment, which includes
steps to evaluate modular units under high-intensity combat and provide
oversight for the Army’s assessment program. J

In commenting on a draft of this report, DOD concurred with our
recommendations to (1) direct the Army to develop a comprehensive
strategy and funding plan, (2) task the Director, Program Analysis and
Evaluation, to review and assess the Army’s plan to ensure that the plan
links funding needs to requirements, (3) revise the existing DOD approved
funding plan and communicate funding requirements to Congress, and

(4) have DOD include additional exhibits in its annual budget submissions
which show what requirements the funding request will fulfill and what
requirements remain to be funded. We agree that the steps DOD plans to
take in response to these recommendations, if fully implemented, will
introduce more effective oversight and management controls of the
Army’s initiative within the Department, and will better inform the
Congress of the Army’s progress in staffing and equipping the modular
force. DOD also concurred with our two recommendations directing

(1) the Secretary of the Army to develop a comprehensive assessment plan
that includes steps to evaluate modular units in full spectrum combat
operations and (2) requiring DOD to oversee the Army’s assessment
program. However, DOD commented that it believed that the Army and

3The Army’s Training and Doctrine Command is, among other things, responsible for
ensuring that the modular force it designs is capable of conducting operations across the B
full spectrum of warfare. %
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DOD were already evaluating modular units in full spectrum operations
via ongoing Army processes and did not indicate what, if any, additional
actions it would take to develop a comprehensive assessment plan. We
continue to believe that the Army should develop and execute a
comprehensive analysis plan to assess its modular force designs and that
DOD should be overseeing the Army’s assessment plan. Without such a
plan, DOD may not be able to fully gauge the need for additional
refinements in its modular unit designs. For this reason, we are adding a
matter for congressional consideration to require the Army to develop a
comprehensive assessment plan for the modular force and require OSD to
review the plan and transmit it to Congress. DOD’s comments are in
appendix II and our evaluation of its comments is on page 33.

Background

The Army’s modular restructuring initiative began in 2004 as part of the
overall Army transformation initiative. The foundation of modular
restructuring is the creation of new, standardized, modular units that
change the Army’s legacy division-based force structure to smaller, more
numerous brigade formations embedded with significant support
elements. These new modular Brigade Combat Teams and
Multi-Functional Support Brigades are designed to be stand-alone, self-
sufficient units that are more rapidly deployable and better able to
conduct joint and expeditionary combat and support operations than their
larger division-based predecessors. These units, along with Functional
Support Brigades and modular Headquarters Units, comprise the Army’s
new modular force. In most cases, modular brigades require some new
modern equipment and a different personnel skill level mix than the earlier
brigades they replace. As opposed to the Army’s legacy units, the
standardized modular unit designs are being implemented in the National
Guard and Army Reserves with the same organizational structure,
equipment, and personnel requirements.

During the development of the new modular Brigade Combat Team
designs, the Army Chief of Staff directed the Army to develop designs that
would be “as capable as” the legacy designs the Army wanted to replace.
The Army, via its Task Force Modularity organization working under the
Army’s Training and Doctrine Command, approved an initial Brigade
Combat Team design, which was assessed and approved by the Army
Chief of Staff as “good enough” for the Army’s modular restructuring. The
Army made this decision based upon the designs’ performance during
combat simulations and scenario-driven table-top exercises, the Army’s
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ability to resource the unit designs within its equipment fielding plans and
existing industrial capacity, and the Army’s ability to quickly stand up new
brigades and restructure its existing brigades by fiscal year 2011.

The Army’s approved designs were similar to modified versions of the
legacy Brigade Combat Team organization the Army previously employed
when it would “task organize” units within its legacy divisions and assign
them to a division’s combat brigades prior to deploying the division for
combat operations. These task-organized brigades would be temporarily
expanded with additional battalion and company-sized units that provided
additional combat support and combat service support capabilities,
allowing the brigade to conduct self-sustained combat operations. By
permanently structuring a Brigade Combat Team with these capabilities,
the Army eliminated the need to task organize combat units. In addition,
the Army believed it would have considerable advantages in operations by
ensuring these units worked, trained, and deployed together.

The Army also considered DOD’s strategic plan as it restructured to a
brigade-based force. For example, the Army’s Brigade Combat Team
designs were intended to be effective across the full spectrum of
operations and warfare including global war, major theater war, smaller
scale contingencies, insurgency/counter-insurgencies, and stability and
support operations. DOD’s most recent strategic plan, the 2006
Quadrennial Defense Review, now refers to Army combat power in terms
of Brigade Combat Teams rather than number of divisions, consistent with
the Army’s new structure. The Army’s Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOOC) is responsible for analyzing whether the modular force is
capable of successfully conducting operations required across the full
spectrum of warfare. TRADOC does this by using its analytical centers,
such as the TRADOC Analysis Center, to analyze the capabilities of the
modular design and make design changes when deemed necessary and
approved by Army headquarters.

The Army’s original restructuring plan called for a total of 43 active
component Brigade Combat Teams—33 restructured from existing combat
brigades and 10 newly created brigades. These 43 active Brigade Combat
Teams would be joined with 34 restructured National Guard brigades,
giving the Army a total of 77 modular Brigade Combat Teams. This plan
was modified by the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review, which reduced the
number to a total of 70 Brigade Combat Teams consisting of 42 active
Army and 28 National Guard brigades.
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Since the Army introduced its modular restructuring initiative, the Army
has adjusted its cost estimate and changed the scope of its plans for
restructuring its operational force several times. In January 2004, the Army
developed a rough order of magnitude estimate which indicated it would
cost $20 billion to restructure the Army’s existing combat brigades and
build additional ones for anticipated overseas combat rotations. This
estimate was updated 6 months later by adding $8 billion to restructure the
National Guard divisions and brigades into modular Brigade Combat
Teams. The Army has since increased the scope of its modular
restructuring initiative to include its entire operational force structure and
in late 2004 obtained Deputy Secretary of Defense approval to spend

$52.5 billion on this initiative through fiscal year 2011.

A year after the Quadrennial Defense Review, in February 2007, the
President submitted his fiscal year 2008 budget request to Congress that
included a plan to increase Army military personnel by 74,200 over the
next 5 years and increase the number of brigades. The plan would increase
active Army end strength by 65,000 personnel to 547,400, Army National
Guard end strength by 8,200 personnel to 358,200, and Army reserve end
strength by 1,000 to 206,000. Army officials have stated this plan will add
six additional active Army Brigade Combat Teams to the 42 brigades
called for in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review, giving the Army a total
of 76 Brigade Combat Teams. The Army’s preliminary cost estimate
indicates that expanding the Army will require approximately $70.2 billion
from fiscal year 2007 through 2013 for personnel, equipment, operations,
maintenance, and facility costs.

Our previous reports on the Army’s modular restructuring initiative
included several recommendations intended to improve the information
DOD provides Congress for making decisions on Army modularity. In our
September 2005 report, we recommended that the Army provide Congress
a detailed plan estimating the costs of modularity and develop an
approach for tracking modular transformation costs that clearly identifies
obligations for the modular force.* In our September 2006 report, we
recommended that DOD direct the Army to provide Congress with details
about the Army’s equipping strategy, including a comparison of equipment

*GAO, Force Structure: Actions Needed to Improve Estimates and Oversight of Costs for
Transforming Army to a Modular Force, GAO-05-926 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 29, 2005).
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plans with unit design requirements.’ In another of our recommendations,
we suggested that DOD direct the Army to develop a comprehensive plan
for assessing progress toward achieving the benefits of a modular force, to
include specific, quantifiable performance metrics and plans and
milestones for conducting further evaluation of modular designs.

In addition to our work on the Army’s modular restructuring initiative, we

have recently completed work on other related Army issues. In August

2007, we issued a report on the Army and Marine Corps reset programs,

which recommends that DOD improve its reporting of obligations and
expenditures for resetting equipment and assess the Army and Marine

Corps approaches for resetting equipment to ensure priority is given to

address equipment shortages in the near term to equip units that are

preparing for deployment.® We have also assessed the Army’s modular

brigade training strategy and recommended that the Army take a series of
actions to assess unit training and identify funding needs by developing

specific goals and metrics and revising its funding model.” This same

report also recornmended that the Army revise its training strategy to
account for the high level of operational demands, clarify the capacity J
modular units require at the combat training centers, and complete testing

of its exportable training capability to verify it is the most appropriate

approach to meet the additional capacity requirements for training

modular units.’ Finally, we recently provided a classified report to both the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees which assessed the Army’s
current readiness challenges and offered a series of recommendations to
improve Army unit readiness.

The Army’s modular restructuring involves substantial resources for which
management controls are needed in order to provide accountability for

’GAO, Force Structure: Army Needs to Provide DOD and Congress More Visibility
Regarding Modular Force Capabilities and Implementation Plans, GAO-06-745
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 6. 2006).

6GAO, Defense Logistics: Army and Marine Corps Cannot Be Assured Equipment Reset
Strategies Will Sustain Equipment Availability while Meeting Ongoing Operational
Requirements, GAO-07-814 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 2007).

7GAO, Military Training: Actions Needed to More Fully Develop the Army's Strategy for
Training Modular Brigades and Address Implemeniation Challenges, GAO-07-936
(Washington, D.C.: Aug. 2007).

8GA0-07-936. ™y
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results. Guidance issued by OMB ° explains that the proper stewardship of
federal resources is an essential responsibility of agency managers and
staff. Federal employees must ensure that federal programs operate and
federal resources are used efficiently and effectively to achieve desired
objectives. Also, management control should be an integral part of the
entire cycle of planning, budgeting, managing, accounting, and auditing.
The Army’s initiative to establish modular units is a major transformation
effort that is considered to be the Army’s most extensive restructuring
since World War II. OMB guidance explains that as agencies develop and
execute strategies for implementing or reengineering agency programs and
operations, they should design management structures that help ensure
accountability for results.”

SOMB, Circular A-123, Management’s Responsibility for Internal Control, Revised
(Washington, D.C.: Dec. 2004).

In addition to the OMB guidance, GAO has issued Standards for Internal Control in the
Federal Government, GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 1999). Both OMB and
GAO consider “internal control” to be synonymous with “management control.” GAO
explains that internal control helps government program managers achieve desired resuits
through effective stewardship of public resources. Internal control comprises the plans,
methods, and procedures used to meet missions, goals, and objectives in support of
performance-based management. Throughout this document we will use the term
management control.
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Modular
Restructuring Is
Progressing, but the
Army Lacks Sufficient
Management Controls
to Provide Decision
Makers with
Complete and
Transparent
Information to Gauge
Progress and Assess
Funding
Requirements

The Army is making progress in transforming its operational force into
modular units but has not established sufficient management controls to
provide accountability for results and facilitate transparency of its overall
funding needs for modular units and force expansion. Additionally, the
Army has substantially revised its timelines for fully staffing and equipping
its modular units. The Army established 138 of 190 planned modular units
by the end of fiscal year 2007. However, the 10 units we visited were
experiencing some equipment and personnel shortages. Moreover,
because the Army’s funding plan is not transparent and fully synchronized
with its schedule for establishing units, it is difficult to gauge the Army’s
progress in moving toward its goal of fully staffing and equipping units in
both the active and reserve components. In addition, although the Army’s
2004 cost estimate of $52.5 billion was initially expected to largely equip
and staff its modular units by fiscal year 2011, an as yet undetermined
amount of additional funding will be needed through 2017, according to
Army officials. This change has occurred because the Army’s earlier
estimate had limitations and was built on several assumptions that no
longer appear valid. Although we previously recommended that the Army
update its cost estimate, the Army has not yet identified the full costs of
equipping modular units. Moreover, DOD and congressional oversight of
Army plans and progress has become more complicated because the Army
has requested funding for its modular force initiative and force expansion
plan using multiple sources of funding which do not clearly show the
linkage between funding needs, progress to date, and the Army’s
requirements. Our work has shown that successful transformation
initiatives have funding plans that are transparent, analytically based,
executable, and link to the initiative’s implementation plans. This requires
effective management controls that provide accountability for the quality
and timeliness of initiatives’ performance, as well as cost. OMB guidance
explains that it is management’s responsibility to take systematic and
proactive measures to develop and implement management controls that
ensure accountability for results. Lacking sufficient controls, DOD may be
limited in its ability to manage resources effectively and reduce risk to the
force because its does not have the complete picture of the Army’s
resource requirements going forward and cannot weigh these against
other competing priorities in order to provide a balanced and affordable
force across all service components.
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The Army Continues to
Transform Its Operational
Force into Modular Units,
but Modular Units We
Visited Experienced Some
Challenges and Assessing
Progress in Staffing and
Equipping Units Is Difficult

Because of the urgency to create more units for rotations to Iraq and
Afghanistan, the Army decided to reorganize units into modular brigades
before funding was available to procure all of the new equipment required
by modular designs. The Army’s strategy has been to allocate its existing
equipment, along with new equipment procured to date, to Army modular
units in accordance with a conversion schedule approved by the Army
senior leadership. This strategy has allowed the restructuring to proceed
generally on schedule, even though the Army does not have sufficient
quantities of all the equipment required by Army-approved modular unit
designs. The Army plans to provide units with additional equipment as it
becomes available through fiscal year 2011 under the Army’s $52.5 billion
funding plan ($43.6 billion of which is allocated to equipment). Additional
equipment procured through other sources of funding, such as reset funds,
could also be allocated to units once it enters the Army’s inventory.
However, because the Army’s funding plan is not fully synchronized with
its schedule for establishing units, it is difficult to gauge the Army’s
progress in moving toward its goal of fully staffing and equipping units in
both the active and reserve components.

In accordance with its strategy, the Army restructured 138 of 190 modular
units, about 73 percent, by the end of fiscal year 2007, as shown in table 1.
Prior to the recently announced expansion plans, the Army was to have a
total of 70 modular Brigade Combat Teams. For the active Army, the Army
projected it will have reorganized 11 of 18 headquarters units, 38 of 42
active Army Brigade Combat Teams, and 30 of 37 active Multi-Functional
Support Brigades by the end of fiscal year 2007. In the National Guard, the
Army expected to have reorganized 6 of 8 headquarters units, 25 of 28
Brigade Combat Teams, and 23 of 46 Multi-Functional Support Brigades by
the end of fiscal year 2007. Finally, the Army projected it will have
reorganized 5 of 11 Multi-Function Support Brigades in the Army reserve
by the end of fiscal year 2007."

"1 addition the Army plans to restructure approximately 118 functional support brigades
across all three components by the end of fiscal year 2011; however, details on the Army’s
plans for these brigades are still limited.
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Table 1: Actual and Planned Army Modular Unit Restructuring

Total unit Units
conversions expected to
through convert from Total
fiscal year fiscal year planned unit
Component Unit type 2007 2008 to 2011 conversions
Active Headquarters units 1 7 18
Brigade Combat Teams 38 4 42
Multi-Function Support 30 7 37
Brigades
National Headquarters units 6 2 8
Guard
Brigade Combat Teams 25 3 28
Muiti-Function Support 23 23 46
Brigades
U.S. Amy Multi-Function Support 5 6 11
Reserve Brigades
Total Army  Headquarters units 17 9 26
Brigade Combat Teams 63 7 70
Multi-Function Support 58 36 94
Brigades
Total modular units 138 52 180

Source: GAO analysis of Army data. Department of the Army, Army Transformation Report to Congress, February 2007, and
Department of the Army, Army Carnpaign Plan Change 5, Annex A, December 15, 2006.

Army officials told us these units will be organized under modular unit
designs; however, it will take additional time to equip and staff units at
authorized levels. As a result, Army reporting notes that reaching an
(E-date) effective date for unit conversion does not imply readiness or
availability for deployment.

The following figure shows the lag between restructuring units and the
planned appropriation of funding for equipment totaling $43.6 billion
included in the Army’s modular force funding plan for fiscal years 2005
through 2011. This is the amount of equipment funding included in the
Army’s OSD approved plan; however, as we discuss later, it does not
reflect the total funding needed to fully equip the modular force. In
addition, the dotted line in this figure shows the expected lag between the
planned appropriation of equipment funds and their expected delivery.
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Figure 1: Time Lag between Establishing Units, Funding Equipment, and Delivering
Equipment for Modular Units
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Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

Note: Data exclude additional units that will be established as part of the Army’s expansion plans and
additional funding that may be required beyond fiscal year 2011. The procured equipment estimated
delivery is an Army planning estimate and we did not independently evaluate it.

The Army continues to allocate available equipment and personnel where
required to support deployed units or units designated as the next to
deploy. Any equipment or personnel resources available after that are
distributed in accordance with the Army’s Resource Priority List. This
approach permits the Army to increase its pool of available units for
operational deployments to Iraq but has resulted in the Army assuming
some risk by having to distribute its equipment among more units. The
Army expects this situation to improve over time as it makes progress in
filling equipment shortages and is able to procure the extra equipment
necessary to proceed with scheduled unit conversions.

Evidence of the Army’s shortfalls in staffing and equipping can be found at

the unit level where Army brigades continue to experience challenges in
fully staffing and equipping their units at authorized levels. We visited and
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reviewed the status of 10 modular units and found that all 10 units
continue to have some equipment and personnel challenges. During our
January 2007 visit to an active Army Brigade Combat Team scheduled to
deploy in the 2nd quarter of fiscal year 2007, we found the unit did not
have its full allowance of light and heavy tactical wheeled vehicles, blue
force tracking equipment, target acquisition equipment, and field artillery
equipment. Unit officials we spoke with said that most of this equipraent
would be filled once the unit arrives in theater and before it conducted its
first operations. During our December 2006 visit to an active Army Combat
Aviation Brigade, unit officials told us less than 38 percent of unit aircraft
were available for training during a 4-month period in late 2006. This lack
of aircraft availability was caused by the unit’s 18-month reset and training
schedule between deployments and its aggressive maintenance schedule,
which was arranged to ensure all unit aircraft were properly maintained
and upgraded prior to the next deployment. Brigade staff stated that while
they were capable of preparing the unit for deployment with a compressed
reset and training period, any period shorter than 18 months would not be
possible for two reasons. The first reason was the lack of available aircraft
for training due to mandatory pre-deployment maintenance, and the
second reason was the inability to conduct sufficient pilot training. The
National Guard and Army reserve units we visited had significantly greater
shortfalls in equipment than their counterparts in the active component.
Unit officials consistently commented that the lack of equipment had a
negative impact on their unit’s ability to train. We also observed that
equipment deficiencies in the Sustainment Multi-Function Support
Brigades were significantly worse than within the Brigade Combat Teams.

Regarding personnel issues, brigade officials were mostly concerned about
mismatches in the skill levels and the specialties of their assigned soldiers
rather than the overall number of personnel assigned to units. Active units
we visited were generally staffed with the authorized number of soldiers,
but mismatches in skill levels and specialties frequently occurred even
though some of the units we visited were nearing their deployment dates.
Unit officials expressed concerns that the Army was managing unit
staffing only at the aggregate level whereby units were expected to “grow
their own” skill-level expertise among noncommissioned and junior officer
leaders. Unit officials informed us that this places a large burden on the
units to ensure they can properly train and operate with lower-skill-level
staff than unit authorization documenits require. The National Guard and
Army Reserve units we visited were concerned about obtaining soldiers
trained in new specialties and retraining their existing soldiers for the new
specialties required by the modular force designs. For example, National
Guard officials told us that obtaining classroom training for National
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Guard members was complicated by the fact that National Guard members
often lacked priority for the training, and in other cases could not take
time from their civilian jobs to take courses exceeding several weeks or
months. Army officials said they expect it will take several years to retrain
personnel in new specialties required by the Army’s modular unit designs
and are working with the components to develop and implement training
plans.

Brigade staff also commented on the challenge of training soldiers for
deployment when equipment is in limited supply. Deploying units have a
higher priority for equipment and personnel while nondeployed units do
not have the higher priority for either until approximately 45 days prior to
their mission rehearsal exercise. On the basis of a unit’s performance
during this exercise, the Army will certify a unit has achieved the requisite
collective skills to successfully perform its assigned military operations
while deployed. However, several unit officials we spoke with stated that
receiving the bulk of their equipment and personnel just 45 days before
they are to conduct this exercise leaves insufficient time to ensure soldiers
become proficient in operating some of the more complex technical
equipment prior to the mission rehearsal exercise.

To address high demand for limited quantities of equipment and
personnel, the Army’s headquarters staff along with other major Army
commands continues to manage key equipment for modular units. The
Army maintains an extensive list of these critically managed pieces of
equipment controlled by its Deputy Chief of Staff G-8 headquarters staff.
These items are limited in quantity but are in high demand for deploying
units as well as those units converting to the modular design. Examples of
these items include the Long Range Scout Surveillance System, the
Counter-Fire Radar System, and the Heavy Expanded Mobility Tactical
Truck. The G-8 staff conducts a semiannual equipment and personnel
synchronization conference in order to determine the requirements from
units scheduled for upcoming deployment along with equipment
availability given existing inventory, newly procured equipment, and
equipment completing repair and reset work. Representatives from the
Army’s personnel management organizations also address upcoming
personnel requirements. Even with these coordination efforts, some Army
units still experience shortages in their authorized level of equipment and
personnel, which may not be filled until shortly before the unit deploys.
While the Army is working on improving its ability to provide equipment to
units earlier in their training cycle, some shortages are likely to continue
until the Army procures more equipment over time or the demand lessens
for large numbers of Army units for overseas operations.
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The Army’s Cost Estimate
for Funding Modular Units
Contained Uncertainties
and Was Built on Some
Assumptions That No
Longer Appear Valid

The Army’s $52.5 billion cost estimate for its modular restructuring
initiative, which was developed in late 2004, contained uncertainties and
was based upon several assumptions that no longer appear valid. As the
Army’s plans for its modular force have evolved, some of the early
uncertainties have now been clarified, while some of the key
assumptions—particularly those that related to National Guard equipping,
and the return of equipment from Iraq and Afghanistan—may no longer be
valid. Army officials told us that the OSD-approved $52.5 billion funding
plan will not be adequate to fully equip the modular force. As shown in
table 2, $43.6 billion in this plan was specifically designated for equipment
purchases from fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2011.*

Table 2: Funding Plan for Modular Restructuring, Fiscal Years 2005-2011, as Reported to OMB in January 2007

Doliars in millions

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Year Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Total 2005-
Appropriation category  Year 2005 Year 2006 2007 Year 2008 Year2009 Year 2010 Year 2011 2011
Equipment $4,354 $5,436 $5,907 $6,855 $7,165 $7,226 $6,666 $43,609
Sustainment and Training $0 $1,022 $196 $285 $679 $744 $588 $3,514
Construction/ Fagcilities $250 $13 $497 $461 $1,440 $1,358 $1,359 $5,378
Total $4,604 $6,471 $6,600 $7,601 $9,284 $9,328 $8,613 $52,501

Source: GAO analysis of Amny data.

At the time the estimate was developed, the Army’s modular designs were
incomplete, so budget analysts were uncertain about the exact number of
personnel and how many and what type of equipment items would be
needed for modular units, which contributed to the analysts’ challenge in
developing an accurate cost estimate. Further, because the number and
composition of National Guard units had not been decided upon at the
time the cost estimate was developed, budget analysts made certain
assumptions about how much funding would be required by National
Guard units to convert to the new modular designs. When the Army began
to implement its modular restructuring initiative, it planned for the
National Guard to establish 34 Brigade Combat Teams plus an additional
number of support brigades. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review,
however, recommended that the Army establish only 28 National Guard

0ther GAO work related to the Army’s military construction requirements and funding
can be found in GAO, Defense Infrastructure: Challenges Increase Risks for Providing
Timely Inﬁastmcmre Support for Army Installations Expectmg Substantial Personnel
Growth, GAO-07-1007 (Washington D.C.: Sept. 13, 2007).
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Brigade Combat Teams and convert the remaining units to support
brigades.

In addition to these uncertainties, the Army assumed that National Guard
modular units would retain some older equipment rather than acquire the
newer versions being procured for active units. However, the Army has
recently found that it cannot deploy National Guard units to Iraq with
older equipment since it was not compatible with the equipment being
used by the active Army units. Further, maintenance personnel were not
able to maintain older equipment items in theater because repair parts
were difficult to obtain.

Further, from the beginning of the Army’s modular restructuring initiative,
the National Guard was recognized as having significant equipment
shortfalls. These preexisting equipraent shortfalls have been exacerbated
over the past several years as National Guard units needed to transfer
equipment between units to ensure deploying units were fully equipped.
These equipment transfers, combined with the Army’s practice of leaving
significant quantities of National Guard equipment in Iraq for follow-on
units, have depleted National Guard equipment stocks nationwide to less
than 49 percent of requirements. As part of the Army’s original

$52.5 billion cost estimate, the Army dedicated $21 billion to purchase new
National Guard ground equipment. However, because of the National
Guard’s extensive equipment requirements, the Army now plans to
allocate $37 billion for National Guard equipment through fiscal year 2013.
Moreover, senior Army officials have stated that this amount may not be
sufficient to ensure that National Guard units are equipped to their
authorized levels.

Last, the Army assumed that significant quantities of equipment would
come back from Iraq and be available after some reset and repair work to
be distributed to new modular units. Given the heavy use of equipment in
Irag and Afghanistan, this assumption may no longer be valid. At the time
the cost estimate was developed, the Army assumed that at some point
equipment would begin to rotate back from Iraq and be reset at the Army’s
repair depots to be redistributed to new modular units. The increased
demands for equipment used in Iraq operations, however have had a
dramatic effect on equipment availability. This demand reduces expected
service life, creates significant repair expenses, and creates uncertainty as
to whether it is economically feasible to repair and reset these vehicles.”

Bgee GAO-07-831 for additional information on reset challenges.
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Further, some of the up-armored vehicles currently being operated in
theater may be replaced altogether by newer vehicles offering better

protection at a higher cost.

The Army Has
Substantially Revised Its
Timeline for Fully
Equipping Units but Has
Not Fully Identified the
Total Cost

According to senior Army staff officials, the Army cannot fully equip and
staff its modular units to meet unit design requirements by its planned
2011 completion date. The Army is requesting modularity funding in line
with its $52.5 billion plan, although the Army is also requesting additional
funding for new initiatives to accelerate conversion of two modular

brigades and to expand the size of the Army. However, Army officials have

also said they plan to request additional funding for modular force
equipment beyond 2011 and revise the timeline for fully equipping the

modular force to 2019." Given the Army’s reliance

on the reserve

component units, senior Army staff officials said that the Army now plans
to procure 100 percent of authorized levels of equipment for reserve
component units as well as for the active Army units. The implication of
this decision will likely be to extend procurement timelines for the
additional quantities of equipment needed to equip all units to their
authorized levels. Army officials said they now plan to fully equip the
Brigade Combat Teams by 2015 and the Multi-Function Support Brigades

by 2019, regardless of component.

The practice of providing equipment to the fully authorized level
represents a departure from the Army’s past practice of equipping reserve
forces with less equipment than many active component units. However,
for the units to be able to assist the active Army in meeting its operational
requirements in Iraq and Afghanistan, and elsewhere, senior Army staff
officials said this practice needed to be changed. The Army previously
believed that in the event of war or a crisis, sufficient time would be
available to fully equip reserve component units prior to deploying them.
According to Army officials, this has proven unfounded in the current
operational environments of Iraq and Afghanistan as the Army required
both National Guard and Army reserve unit capabilities early in these

conflicts and afterward to support the Army’s continued rotation of forces.

This decision will drive costs higher than anticipated as equipment costs

represent the bulk of the Army’s funding requests.

“The Army plans to request funding through 2017 which will result in a fully equipped force

by 2019.
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In our September 2005 report,”® we recommended that the Secretary of
Defense direct the Army to provide Congress a detailed plan estimating
the costs of modularity sufficient to provide Congress reasonable
assurance that estimated costs reflect total costs of modular units as
designed and tested. We made this recommendation to improve the
information available to decision makers on the cost of the Army’s plan
and to disclose potential risk that modularity might not be implemented as
planned. OSD did not comment on our report recommendation, and
instead provided us with comments prepared by an Army official who
stated that the Army’s estimate was solid and did not include
uncertainties. The Army official further commented that while there would
continue to be Army modular force design changes subsequent to that
estimate, these changes were normal in the course of the Army’s force
development process and would not substantially change the Army’s
estimate. Although the Army partially concurred with our September 2005
report recommendation to provide Congress a detailed cost estimate and
recognized the need for regular reporting on the Army'’s restructuring
initiative, the Army decided that its current methods for reporting to
Congress were sufficient and additional information was unnecessary. We
do not agree that the Army’s regular reporting on its modular restructuring
initiative fully addressed the requirements of our recommendation.
Moreover, by not commenting on our recommendation and not requiring
the Army to take positive corrective action, OSD has allowed a lack of
transparency concerning total funding needs to continue, and decision
makers do not have all the necessary information they need to assess
funding needs and weigh competing priorities.

BGAO-05-926.
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The Lack of Transparency
and Clear Linkages
between the Army’s
Funding Requests,
Requirements, and
Implementation Plans
Reflect Management
Control Weaknesses and
Contribute to Oversight
Challenges

In addition to its modular force initiative, the Army is requesting funds for
other initiatives, such as force expansion and modular brigade
acceleration, using a combination of regular and supplemental
appropriations. These multiple funding requests also make it difficult for
DOD and congressional decision makers to assess the Army’s
requirements for and progress in fully equipping the modular force and
establishing new units. Congress has required the Army to submit its
assessment of progress in transforming to a modular force. However,
while the Army is submitting regular reports to Congress in conjunction
with the President’s annual budget requests, these reports include lists of
modular equipment to be purchased but do not include enough
information to enable Congress to gauge progress in meeting modular unit
requirements. For example, the reports do not compare the quantities of
equipment being requested with total requirements and quantities on hand
so that senior DOD officials and Congress can assess the need for the
requested equipment and progress to date in procuring quantities required
based on the Army’s modular unit designs. As a result, these reports
provide insufficient information on which to judge the extent to which the
Army’s proposed equipment purchases are addressing equipment
requirements for the modular force. The lack of linkage between
requirements, funding requests, and implementation to date impedes
oversight by not providing a means to measure the progress the Army is
making in filling its modular equipment requirements, and to what extent
the Army is making the best use of its requested funding.

Similarly, the Army’s reporting to OMB does not provide sufficient
information to measure the Army’s progress in equipping its modular
units. In declining to implement our recommendation to provide Congress
a detailed plan estimating the cost of modularity, the Army commented
that the information it was reporting to Congress, as well as information
provided to OMB for modularity, already provided comprehensive
oversight and any additional reporting would be redundant and
unnecessary. The Army commented that it regularly submitted budget and
other program management information to OMB through the Office’s
Program Assessment Rating Tool known as “PART.™ However,
information contained in PART reinforces the need for a detailed plan
estimating the modular force equipment costs. For example, the PART

The Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) is a series of questions designed to provide
a consistent approach to rating programs across the federal government. The PART uses
diagnostic tools that rely on professional judgment to assess and evaluate programs across
a wide range of issues related to performance.
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shows that “risk for cost growth remains high” for Army modularity and
that increased efficiency and cost effectiveness has not been an Army
priority. On the basis of our review, we found that neither the Army’s
report to Congress nor the Army’s reporting under PART provides
evidence of specific plans, milestones, or resources required for the Army
to fully staff and equip its modular units.

Congressional oversight also will be complicated by the multiple sources
of funding being sought by DOD to complete the Army’s modular
restructuring and expansion initiatives as well as a lack of transparency
into how the Army estimated these amounts. For example, as shown in
table 3, DOD’s fiscal year 2008 regular budget request includes funds for
the Army’s modular restructuring initiative, as well as the Army’s newly
announced force expansion plan, which will involve the creation of six
Brigade Combat Teams and an unspecified number of support units.
Additional funds required to expand the Army are included in the fiscal
year 2007 emergency supplemental request and the fiscal year 2008 Global
War on Terror supplemental request, submitted with DOD’s fiscal year
2008 budget. DOD’s fiscal year 2008 annual budget request includes

$7.6 billion for the modular force, an amount that is consistent with the
Army’s existing $52.5 billion funding plan through fiscal year 2011.
Funding to expand the Army draws on three different funding sources
with $1.3 billion included in the fiscal year 2007 supplemental request,
$3.6 billion in the fiscal year 2008 regular budget request, and $4.1 billion
in the fiscal year 2008 Global War on Terror request. Additional funding to
accelerate the conversion of two Brigade Combat Teams is included in
two requests—3$1.9 billion in the fiscal year 2008 regular budget request,
and $.9 billion in the 2008 Global War on Terror request. All of these
funding requests included substantial sums for Army equipment, but it
remains unclear how each request will support the Army’s goal of fully
equipping the modular force because the Army has not provided a basis
for how it computed its cost estimates, including underlying assumptions,
and has not linked these estimates to modular force requirements and
progress in equipping the force to date. Without a fuller explanation of |
these estimates, decision makers will not be in a position to assess
whether the Army is estimating costs consistently and whether requested
funding for these initiatives will meet, fall short of, or exceed Army
requirements.
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Table 3: Sources of Army Funding for Modular Restructuring and Expansion

Dollars in billions

Fiscal year 2007 Fiscal year 2008 Fiscal year 2008 Global

Fiscal year 2007 regular supplemental budget regular budget War on Terror budget
Army Initiative budget request request request request
Army Modular $6.6 $0 $76 $0
Restructuring
2 BCT Restructuring $0 $0 $1.9 $0.9
Acceleration
Army Expansion $0 $1.3 $3.6 $4.1

Source: GAO analysis of Ammy data.

Further, DOD has requested other funds to meet modular brigade
equipment requirements, making it even more difficult to assess the
Army’s progress against its plans. As shown in table 3, funding to support
the recent decision to accelerate the modular force conversion of two
Brigade Combat Teams in order to deploy them earlier than planned
includes a request for $1.9 billion in the fiscal year 2008 budget submission
and nearly $1 billion in the fiscal year 2008 Global War on Terror budget
requests. We have also reported that the Army is using some of its funds
appropriated for resetting equipment to accelerate achieving the Army’s
strategic goals under its modularity initiative.”” DOD has not fully
explained the basis for these multiple funding requests and how it
distinguishes one set of requirements from the other. For example, DOD is
requesting $2.8 billion to accelerate the conversion of two Army Brigade
Combat Teams, but the Army’s $52.5 billion funding plan for modularity
also included funding for these same Brigade Combat Teams. Also,
funding for DOD’s plans to expand the Army is not fully reflected in the
three funding requests currently before Congress, and the Army continues
to refine its estimated costs. Preliminary cost estimates from the Army
state this initiative may require $70 billion or more, which the Army plans
to request through fiscal year 2013. Because the Army’s cost estimates are
still incomplete, decision makers in DOD and Congress do not know the
magnitude of funding required to complete the expansion plans and
restructure the Army’s active and reserve units into a modular force. As a
result, they will not know how to weigh those requirements against other
competing priorities.

"GAO-07-814.
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Our work has shown that major transformation initiatives have a greater
chance of success when their funding plans are transparent, analytically-
based, executable, and link to the initiative’s implementation plans. The
scope, complexity, and magnitude of the resources required to implement
the Army’s modular restructuring and expansion initiatives require a high
degree of fiscal stewardship. We have testified about the need for
transparency, accountability, and enhanced stewardship of appropriated
funds as a necessary component for the success of major military
transformation efforts.” OMB has provided guidance to agencies to
improve accountability and the effectiveness of agency programs and
operations, emphasizing management’s responsibility for establishing
accountability for results when developing new plans to accomplish the
agency'’s mission. Without adequate management controls over such a
broad-based initiative as the Army’s modular force restructuring, decision
makers will not have the information they need to evaluate progress,
understand tradeoffs being made, and assess risk. By directive, OSD plays
a key role in providing guidance and allocating resources to initiatives
such as this. First, the OSD’s responsibilities include defining strategy,
planning integrated and balanced military forces, and ensuring the
necessary framework (including priorities) to manage DOD resources
effectively for successful mission accomplishment consistent with
national resource limitations. Second, OSD is responsible for the efficient
management of resources, which includes conducting an annual
departmentwide budget review of the services’ budget requests with OMB.
The Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation, plays a key role in
managing departmentwide planning and budgeting by leading and
supporting a “cost analysis improvement group” that has the expertise to
make independent cost estimates of major spending programs to provide a
comparison against service-provided estimates. By not commenting on our
prior recommendations related to the cost of the Army’s modular force
restructuring, and not directing the Army to take positive corrective action
in response to our recommendations, the OSD has missed an opportunity
to improve management controls, and emphasize transparency and
accountability for an initiative costing tens of billions of dollars. Further,
the Army may be at risk of not being able to complete both its modular
force and expansion initiatives because the Army has not provided
Congress with complete cost estimates for both of these initiatives and has

BComptroller General David Walker, Fiscal Stewardship and Defense Transformation,
GAOQ-07-600CG, speech before the U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, (Washington,
D.C.: Mar. 8, 2007).
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already extended time frames for equipping modular units well into the
next decade.

The Army has a responsibility to DOD and Congress for establishing

effective management controls over its transformation to a modular force,
particularly considering the magnitude of the dollars being requested.
Management controls include the organization, policies, and procedures

used by agencies to reasonably ensure that programs achieve results;

resources are used consistent with agency mission; and reliable and timely
information is obtained, maintained, reported, and used for decision

making. Effective management conirols also mean that leadership is

responsive to outside audit recommendations and takes proper corrective
action. The lack of a transparent linkage between the Army’s modular

force requirements, progress to date, and additional funding requests

means that a key management control is lacking—one that holds the

agency accountable for results. Without improvements to its management
controls, the Army will be unable to fully assess the costs of equipping

modular units and expanding the force, and quantify progress in equipping B
units to meet modular unit requirements. J

Arm : While the Army is evaluating lessons learned from its ongoing
The y Is Ap pl) g counterinsurgency operations and applying these lessons to identify

Lessons Learned but changes to its modular designs, it still lacks (1) a comprehensive testing

Still Lacks a and evaluation plan to determine whether fielded modular unit designs
‘ . meet the Army’s original goals for modular units across the full spectrum
Compr ehensive of warfare and (2) outcome-oriented performance metrics. The Army

A r h f evaluated the experiences of modular units deployed to Iraq and

PD oa:c or Afghanistan and has made some changes in unit designs based on these
Assessmg Modular lessons; however, the Army continues to lack a plan for evaluating and
Unit Desi testing modular brigades in a wide variety of situations that include high-
t Des gns and intensity combat operations. Further, the Army has not yet defined

Performance outcome-oriented metrics against which it could assess the modular force.

As aresult, the Army does not have a clear way to measure the extent to
which it is achieving the benefits it initially envisioned when it designed
the modular force and ensure that it is doing so in a manner that is
affordable and meets DOD joint war fighting capabilities.

Page 26 _ GAQO-08-145 Force Structare



Lessons Learned from
Ongoing Operations Are
Being Applied to the
Current Modular Force,
but the Army Lacks a
Comprehensive Test and
Evaluation Plan

The Army has not established a comprehensive approach to ensure its
original performance goals for modular units are being met by its fielded
modular designs across the full-spectrum of military operations. When a
large organization implements major transformation initiatives that require
substantial expenditures of resources, it is important to establish a
comprehensive approach to assess the extent to which the goals of the
transformation are being met. Our prior work examining organizational
change and defense transformation shows that developing performance
measures and criteria for assessing results is important for transforming
organizations to increase their likelihood for success.” Additionally, our
prior work shows that methodically testing, exercising, and evaluating
new doctrines and concepts are an important and established practice.”
Prior to implementing modular restructuring, the Army established
specific expectations for how its modular designs would improve combat
performance and operational deployment and identified significant
amounts of additional resources—personnel and equipment—these units
need to meet these goals. Additionally, the Army’s modular restructuring
initiative is about more than just providing units with additional resources;
it includes new doctrinal concepts that are critical to the success of these
new units.

The Army has a process to assess modular force capabilities against the
requirements of current operations; however, the Army lacks a
comprehensive approach to ensure its performance goals are met across
the full spectrum of military operations. As part of its evaluation process,
TRADOC officials formed teams that evaluate modular unit designs and
make recommendations for improvements in staffing and equipping the
force based on lessons learned from current operations. The lessons-
learned process relies on unit evaluations that take place before, during,
and after deployments to Irag and Afghanistan. For example, on the basis
of lessons learned, the Army has reconfigured some of the modular unit
designs and has added additional capabilities in force protection and route
clearance to counter specific threats faced by deployed units. The Army
adjusted the number and skill mix of staff within its modular unit designs
and changed the number and types of equipment in modular units to
increase their ability to address current threats in Iraq and Afghanistan.

®GAO, Military Transformation: Additional Actions Needed by U.S. Strategic Command
to Strengthen Implementation of Its Many Missions and New Organization, GAO-06-847
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 8, 2006).

BGAO-06-745.
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While the Army’s modular designs are being evaluated based on the
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, these are counterinsurgency or
stability operations. The Army has not taken a more comprehensive
approach to test and evaluate the modular force across the full spectrum
of warfare, which includes high-intensity combat operations. The Army’s
emphasis on current operations may be understandable given the need to
ensure that Army units are ready to meet the demanding requirements of
ongoing operations. While operations in Iraq and Afghanistan are
challenging, they represent only certain specific types of operations as
opposed to the Army’s broader requirements to respond to a full spectrum
of joint operations. According to TRADOC officials, the biggest challenge
in testing and evaluating modular unit design is in ensuring that the Army
is assessing these units based on full- spectrum joint operations that are
not limited to the requirements of current operations. In addition to its
current operations, the Army may also be required to deploy its modular
forces to face the challenge of protracted high intensity offensive or
defensive combat operations instead of the counterinsurgency
engagements in Iraq and Afghanistan. J

The Army tested early versions of Brigade Combat Team designs via
computer simulations and desktop exercises which involved a specific
scenario that was neither prolonged nor characterized by large-scale, high-
intensity combat operations. These tested designs were also. equipped with
higher levels of key equipment enablers, which so far, the Army has not
yet fielded in its Brigade Combat Teams. For example, the original designs
for Brigade Combat Teams included significantly greater numbers of
specific key-enabler equipment, such as Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and the
Long-Range Advanced Scout Surveillance System. This key-enabler
equipment provided units with a more robust intelligence surveillance and
reconnaissance capability allowing the modular units to detect and engage
enemy positions faster than without the equipment. Because of the
differences between the design tested by the Army and the current
configuration of Army modular units, we recommended in our September
2006 report that the Army formulate a testing plan that includes milestones
for conducting comprehensive assessments of the modular force as it is
being implemented.” While the Army disagreed with this recommendation,
believing its existing program was adequate, we nonetheless continue to
believe that this recommendation has merit because of the narrow
spectrum of operations being used to assess modular force designs and

AGAO-06-745. ‘ ki?%‘
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the limited nature of the original testing program that evaluated a more
capable unit design that included key enabler equipment that has not yet
been assigned to Brigade Combat Teams.

In addition, other organizations have released reports identifying
capability gaps with the Army’s modular designs that could ultimately
affect the modular units’ ability to operate effectively against some current
and predicted threats. The Army Science Board, the department’s senior
scientific advisory body, released a study in 2006 asserting that
Multi-Function Support Brigades are not adequately equipped or staffed
for independent operations because they lack the communications and
force protection equipment needed to operate without the assistance of
other units. Instead of operating independently, these brigades need to
rely on Brigade Combat Teams for these capabilities, which affect the
Brigade Combat Tear’s mission capability. In March 2006, the U.S. Army
Infantry Center at Fort Benning, Georgia, produced a capabilities
assessment of the Infantry Brigade Combat Team, and found that these
units may not have the desired capability to operate independently against
heavier enemy forces, composed of tanks and other armored vehicles,
because these units were lighter and did not possess sufficient anti-armor
capability. Specifically, the U.S. Army Infantry Center was concerned that
the Infantry Brigade Combat Teams did not have the capability to defeat
enemy armored vehicles at a safe distance, or armored vehicles with
advanced reactive armor or active denial systems that are currently being
developed and fielded to some armies throughout the world. Without a
process to evaluate modular units of all types—heavy and light combat
units and support units—the Army cannot be sure that it will have the
capability to operate effectively in the full-spectrum of joint combat
operations.

The Army Has Not
Established Outcome-
Oriented Metrics for
Measuring its Progress in
Achieving the Benefits of a
Modular Force

The Army has not established outcome-oriented metrics to ensure that its
modular designs meet its original goals, support joint warfighting efforts,
or are affordable given competing resourcing priorities. Transforming the
Army to a more modular and deployable force requires significant
resources to properly staff, train, and equip newly organized modular units
at a time when the Army must staff, equip, and train units deploying to Iraq
and Afghanistan. The Army proceeded with this modular restructuring
effort in the face of these resource challenges because it expected this
transformation to achieve certain benefits. The ultimate goals of its
modular restructuring efforts, according to the Army’s Strategic Planning
Guidance, were to achieve output-oriented goals, such as increasing the
rotational pool of ready units by at least 50 percent and outcome-oriented
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objectives, such as enhancing combat power by at least 30 percent in the
active component. While the Army’s primary modular force transformation
plan—the Army Campaign Plan—includes output-oriented metrics, such
as the number of units organized each year, the Army has not developed
important outcome-oriented performance measures and criteria to
measure success and track the progress it is making toward its goals, such
as assessing the amount of combat power generated by these units.

Our prior work examining organizational change and defense
transformation shows that developing outcome-oriented performance
measures and criteria for assessing progress an organization is making
toward its goals is important for transforming organizations.” Because of
the value of these assessments, we recommended that the Army develop
specific, quantifiable performance metrics to measure progress toward
meeting the goals and objectives established in the Army Campaign Plan.?
The Army partially concurred with our recommendation, but to date, has
not taken any action, and according to an OSD official, OSD has not
required it to do so. OMB in its Program Assessment Rating Tool noted the
Army’s current metrics for modularity are outputrelated rather than
focused on outcomes. According to OMB, an outcome metric answers the
question “What is the program’s goal or purpose?” Without developing
outcome-related metrics, the Army will be unable to measure whether its
modular units are achieving their originally envisioned benefits.

OSD Oversight of the
Army’s Modular Force
Transformation Initiative
Is Needed to Ensure
Efforts Support Joint
Warfighting and Provide
Benefits That Outweigh
Costs

Without a comprehensive evaluation of the Army’s modular force, it is not
clear whether the Army’s plans for the modular force are compatible with
the overall development of joint force capabilities and provide sufficient
benefits that outweigh their costs. OSD has responsibility for providing the
best allocation of DOD’s resources to provide for joint warfighting
capabilities by defining strategy, planning integrated and balanced military
forces, ensuring the necessary framework (including priorities) to manage
DOD resources effectively in order to accomplish DOD’s mission
consistent with national resource limitations, and providing decision
options to the Secretary of Defense. While the Army and not OSD is
primarily responsible for modular restructuring, some features of the
Army’s modular force designs may affect other service roles and missions,
which suggest that OSD may need to become more involved in Army

2GAO-06-847.
BGA0-06-745.
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modular design efforts. For example, Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) are
critical enablers in the Army’s modular force designs, but the Air Force
had advocated that it be designated executive agent for all mid-range and
higher range UAVSs. Further, as part of its modular transformation, the
Army is exploring the potential for adding precision-guided artillery to its
designs, in lieu of current reliance on joint-fires, such as the precision
strike capability provided by other services. Given the fact that there may
be duplication of effort and resources in these areas, DOD may need to
consider how to ensure the Army is capable of meeting its requirements
for UAV coverage and precision fires while minimizing the potential for
unnecessary duplication and wasted resources among the joint force.
Finally, Congress required the Army to seek out the views of the
combatant commanders, the final end users of Army units, on the Army’s
modular force, but the Army has yet to transmit this assessment to
Congress. To date, according to an OSD official, OSD has not required the
Army to develop outcome-related metrics or develop a comprehensive
plan for evaluating modular units. Without further analysis of the Army’s
modular force initiative in the context of joint force capabilities, OSD will
not be in a position to evaluate the Army’s modular force plans and
funding requests.

Conclusions

The Army’s modular restructuring is a major undertaking requiring many
billions of dollars and therefore needs sound management controls. The
lack of linkage between the Army’s funding requests, progress in equipping
and staffing units, and its modular design requirements contribute to
oversight challenges. This lack of linkage impedes oversight by DOD and
congressional decision makers by not providing a means to measure the
Army'’s progress in filling its modular equipment requirements or to inform
budget decisions. The Army currently plans to request additional funding
from Congress and extend its timeline to equip its modular units; however,
it has not provided a complete cost estimate, or provided detailed
information, on what specific requirements remain to be filled. Moreover,
the Army has recently announced a plan to expand its force, which will
lead to requirements to fund new modular units at the same time it is
trying to implement its original restructuring plans. Until the Army
provides a comprehensive plan outlining its requirements for its modular
restructuring and expansion initiatives, identifying progress made to date,
and detailing additional equipment and other resources required, OSD and
Congress will not be in a sound position to determine the total costs to
complete modular restructuring and expand the Army and decide how to
best allocate future funding. The risk to the force is that insufficient funds
to complete both initiatives along overlapping timelines may result in
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continued equipment and personnel shortfalls. Effective management
controls over these initiatives will be needed to help measure progress and
to achieve effective and efficient operations. Moreover, OSD has a role to
play in overseeing the initiatives to help ensure accountability for results
in addition to its annual reviews of the services’ budget requests. Further,
while the Army continues to evaluate the performance of its modular
designs in the current counterinsurgency conflict in Iraq and Afghanistan,
the Army’s testing and evaluation of its modular unit designs still lack
some important components. The lack of outcome-related metrics
prevents the Army from measuring whether its modular unit designs are
achieving their originally envisioned benefits thereby justifying the large
expenditure of funds required to implement the Army’s modular
restructuring initiative. The Army’s modular restructuring initiative would
benefit from an assessment of the Army’s fielded modular designs across
the full spectrum of warfare since it has limited itself to the current
counterinsurgency operations and has not included protracted high-
intensity conflict. Without a comprehensive testing program for the Army’s
modular initiative incorporating these elements, OSD lacks the
information necessary to evaluate the Army’s modular designs in terms of
the designs’ effectiveness in supporting joint warfighting requirements or
make informed decisions on the Army’s modular funding plans given
competing priorities for funding,

b
Recommendations

To improve management controls, enhance transparency, and reduce the
risk associated with the Army modularity and force expansion initiatives’
costs, we are recommending that the Secretary of Defense take the
following four actions:

Direct the Secretary of the Army to develop a comprehensive strategy and
funding plan that identifies requirements for equipment and personnel
based on modular unit designs, identifies total funding needs, and includes
management controls for measuring progress in staffing and equipping
units. Also, direct the Secretary of the Army to report its estimates to
Congress.

Direct the Deputy Secretary of Defense, with support from the Director,
Program Analysis and Evaluation, to review and assess whether the
Army’s strategy and funding plan clearly identifies and links requirements,
progress to date, and additional funding requirements.

Direct the Deputy Secretary of Defense, with support from the Director,
Program Analysis and Evaluation and the DOD Comptroller, and in
keeping with the overall priorities of the department and current and
expected resource levels, to replace the Army’s existing Office of the
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Agency Comments
and Our Evaluation

Secretary of Defense~approved funding plan for modularity that ends in
fiscal year 2011, with a new approved Office of the Secretary of Defense
funding plan that fully considers the Army’s requirements for a modular
force and is consistent with the Army’s extended time frames to fully staff
and equip the modular force. This plan should also be reported to
Congress.

Direct the Secretary of the Army to include exhibits with the annual
budget submissions to show how the budget requests help meet the
equipment and personnel requirements of the Army’s modular units and
help identify what remains to be funded in future years.

Further, to enhance the rigorousness of the Army’s efforts to assess
modular designs, we are recommending that the Secretary of Defense take
the following two actions:

require the Army to develop a comprehensive assessment plan that
includes steps to evaluate modular units in full spectrum combat and
oversee the Army’s assessment program.

In written comments responding to a draft of this report, the Department
of Defense concurred with all six of our recommendations. The
Department’s comments are discussed below and are reprinted in
appendix I

DOD concurred with our four recommendations intended to improve
management controls and bring about a comprehensive Army strategy and
funding plan for staffing and equipping modular units. Specifically, DOD
concurred with our recommendations to (1) direct the Army to develop a
comprehensive strategy and funding plan, (2) task the Director, Program
Analysis and Evaluation, to review and assess the Army’s plan to ensure
that the plan links funding needs to requirements, (3) revise the existing
DOD approved funding plan and communicate funding requirements to
Congress, and (4) have DOD include additional exhibits in its annual
budget submissions which are intended to show what requirements the
funding request will fulfill and what requirements remain to be funded. In
explaining how it planned to implement these recommendations, DOD
stated that would include in its FYO8 Annual Report on Army Progress
under Section 323 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2007 (P.L. 109-364), the equipping and staffing requirements
for different brigade types; the number and types of brigades, the status of
conversions to modular design, and the status of the manning and
equipment for the force as a whole. DOD also stated that the Director,
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Program Analysis and Evaluation will review and assess the Army’s
strategy and funding plans as part of DOD’s budget development process.
In addition, DOD stated it will work with the Army to reassess the
accounting means for equipping the force and determine the appropriate
path forward. DOD stated the Army will include additional information on
equipping and personnel requirements for its modular forces in its fiscal
year 2008 Annual Report on Army progress and will incorporate the
Army’s funding needs in the President’s annual budget submission to
Congress. We agree that the steps DOD plans to take in response to these
recommendations, if fully implemented, will introduce more effective
oversight and management controls of the Army’s initiative within the
Department, and will better inform the Congress of the Army’s progress in
staffing and equipping the modular force. With regard to developing an
updated funding plan, we believe it will be important for the Army to
identify in its report to Congress its overall funding needs to staff and
equip the modular force through 2017—consistent with the Army’s latest
plan—in addition to providing materials to support the President’s Budget
Request for a particular year. Such an overall plan is needed to help senior
DOD officials and Congress weigh the Army’s funding needs for modular
units with other competing needs. In conjunction with the work we are
undertaking to annually review and report on the Army’s plans and
progress in equipping and staffing modular units in response to a
congressional mandate, we plan to review the funding information DOD
submits as part of its annual report and fiscal year 2009 budget
Jjustification materials and assess its comprehensiveness.

DOD also concurred with our two recommendations directing the
Secretary of the Army to develop a comprehensive assessment plan that
includes steps to evaluate modular units in full spectrum combat
operations and requiring OSD to oversee the Army’s assessment program.
However, DOD commented that it believed that the Army and OSD were
already evaluating modular units in full spectrum operations via the
Training and Doctrine Command’s modular force assessment efforts and
the Total Army Analysis process. Our review found that the Training and
Doctrine Command’s ongoing evaluations and assessments are focused
primarily on counterinsurgency operations rather than full spectrum
warfare. Moreover, the primary purpose of the Total Ariny Analysis
process is to develop the mix of forces (numbers and types of units)
needed to carry out full spectrum operations; it is not a tool specifically
intended to assess and refine individual unit designs. For example, Total
Army Analysis may determine how many intelligence units the Army
needs, but would not be expected to determine how an intelligence unit
should be structured. We continue to believe that the Army should
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Matter for
Congressional
Consideration

develop and execute a comprehensive analysis plan to assess its modular
force designs and that DOD should be overseeing the Army’s assessment
plan. Without such a plan, DOD may not be able to fully gauge the need
for additional refinements in its modular unit designs. The specific actions
DOD has described in its comments do not fully meet the intent of our
recommendation. For this reason, we are adding a matter for
congressional consideration to require the Army to develop a
comprehensive assessment plan for the modular force and require OSD to
review the plan and transmit it to Congress.

Given the magnitude of the Army’s initiative to transform to a modular
force, and the range of analytical efforts the Army could bring to bear to
assess the effectiveness of the modular designs in meeting 21% century
challenges, Congress should consider requiring DOD to develop and
provide a comprehensive assessment plan that includes steps to evaluate
modular units in full spectrum combat.

We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Defense; the
Deputy Secretary of Defense; and the Secretary of the Army. We will also
make copies available to others upon request. In addition, this report will
be available at no charge on the GAO Web site at http:/www.gao.gov.

If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please contact me
at (202) 512-4402 or stlaurentj@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page
of this report. GAO staff who made major contributions to this report are
listed in appendix III.

84%/4.3&%@& :

Janet A. St. Laurent
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
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C Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

To conduct our work for this engagement, we analyzed data, obtained and
reviewed documentation, and interviewed officials from the Headquarters,
Department of Army; National Guard Bureau; U.S. Army Reserve
Command; U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, U.S. Army Forces
Command; U.S. Army Center for Army Analysis; and U.S. Army Combined
Arms Center. We supplemented this information with visits to brigades
that had undergone modular conversions to gain an understanding of the
Army’s modular force implementation plans and progress in organizing,
staffing, and equipping modular brigades. This included requesting data
comparing equipment and personnel on hand versus authorized under the
new design requirements; discussing implementation challenges with
senior brigade and division-level officials; and researching future plans for
completing the modular conversion. The brigades we visited included
brigades in the regular Army, Army National Guard, and Army Reserve. We
selected 10 nondeployed brigades to interview based upon whether each
brigade had completed its restructuring to a modular organization or was
in the process of restructuring, whether the unit was currently preparing

. for an upcoming deployment, and whether other restructured modular

Q' brigades of the same type were available to interview in other
components. In the regular Army, we visited brigades in the 3rd Infantry
Division, including the 2nd Brigade Combat Team, 3rd Combat Aviation
Brigade, and the 3rd Sustainment Brigade. We also visited the 4th Infantry
Brigade Combat Team of the 1st Infantry Division. In the Army National
Guard, we visited the 29th Combat Aviation Brigade, Maryland; 30th Heavy
Brigade Combat Team, North Carolina; and 116th Infantry Brigade Combat
Team, Virginia. We also interviewed the brigade staff of the 108th
Sustainment Brigade, Illinois, via phone. In the Army Reserve, we visited
the 56th Sustainment Brigade and interviewed the Commanding Officer of
the 244th Theatre Aviation Brigade via phone. We selected these brigades
in order to compare brigades of the same design within the different
components and discuss progress in meeting Army goals with staff from
each of the components.

To determine the extent to which the Army implemented its modular force
initiative and established management controls that provide transparency
for assessing progress and funding for equipping modular units and
expanding the force, we visited the above listed active and reserve
component units and gathered and analyzed information comparing
required equipment and personnel versus on-hand levels. From the Army’s
Deputy Chief of Staff for Programs (G8), we obtained a list of equipment
the officials told us were vital to enabling modular brigades to operate at

. least as effectively as the brigades they replaced. We met with Army

L officials responsible for managing the equipment items Army-wide to
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

determine Army plans for acquiring and fielding those equipment items.
We updated and analyzed information on Army requirements for funding
and funding plans and assessed areas of risk and uncertainty. We
determined that the data used were sufficiently reliable for our objectives
as our analysis was focused on whether the Army would be able to
completely equip its modular units within the Army’s current funding plan,
procurement plans, and timeline.

To determine how much funding the Army has been appropriated for
modular force restructuring, we reviewed Department of the Army base
budgets and supplemental budgets. To determine how much funding the
Army has programmed for future modular force restructuring costs and
Army expansion plans, we met with officials in the Department of Army
Headquarters, specifically officials from the Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff
for Programs (G8). We also reviewed testimony provided by Army officials
at congressional hearings and budget data submitted by the Army to OMB.
To understand the Army’s future plans for funding its modular force
transformation, and current Army views on its ability to complete its
modular force initiative, we met with senior Army staff officials, including
the Military Deputy for Budget, Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial
Management and Comptroller); the Military Deputy, Assistant Secretary of
the Army (Acquisition, Logistics and Technology); the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Programs (G-8); and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations (G-

3/5/7).

To determine the extent to which the Army developed a comprehensive
plan to assess its modular unit designs, we assessed the extent of progress
in developing metrics and evaluating units’ performance in full-spectrum
operations. We reviewed our prior work on assessing organizations
undertaking significant reorganizations. We reviewed and analyzed the
Army Campaign Plan and discussed it with officials in the Department of
the Army Headquarters. To analyze the Army’s approach for assessing the
implementation of its modular conversion, we examined key Army
planning documents and discussed objectives, performance metrics, and
testing plans with appropriate officials in the Army’s Combined Arms
Center. We also reviewed recently completed analyses on the Army’s
modular force designs from the Army Science Board and from the United
States Army Infantry Center, Fort Benning, Georgia.

We conducted our work from August 2006 through August 2007 in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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~ Appendix II: Comments from the Department
“ Of Defense

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3000

ACQUISITION.
TECHNOLOGY : NOV 1 ¢ 2007

AND LOGISTICS

Ms. Janet A. St. Laurent .

Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
U.S. Government Accountability Office

441 G Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Ms. St. Laurent:

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the GAO draft report,
GAO-08-145, “FORCE STRUCTURE: Better Management Controls are Needed to
Oversee the Army’s Modular Force and Expansion Initiatives and Improve
Accountability for Results,” dated October 18, 2007 (GAO Code 350885).

The Department concurs with the six GAO recommendations and our comments
4 are enclosed. Modular brigades are the organizational construct of the Army. The
; modular brigade organization has replaced the Army’s division centric organization and is
the means by which the Army provides necessary forces and capabilities to the Combatant
Commanders in support of the National Security and Defense Strategies.

The numbers and types of modular brigades, as well as the general manning and
equipping needs for each type of brigade have been established and these will be
continuously assessed to keep pace with the changing operational environment. The
Army’s year to year equipping, staffing, and readiness plans, for all brigades, are
considered Department resourcing prioritics and are based on: (1) deployment needs to
fulfill missions; (2) existing Army equipment and personnel; (3) planned upgrades and
expansions; and (4) emerging needs. Oversight of equipping, manning, and readiness
plans comes through existing Department requirements, readiness, acquisition, and _
resourcing entities including the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, Senior Readiness
Oversight Council, Defense Acquisition Board, and the Comptroller. The Department
continually seeks to improve these management and oversight processes for better overall

efficiency.
Sincerely,
avid G. Ahern
Director
Portfolio Systems Acquisition
Enclosure:

As stated ﬁ
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department
Of Defense

GAO DRAFT REPORT DATED OCTOBER 18, 2007
GAO-08-145 (GAO CODE 350885)

~ “FORCE STRUCTURE: Better Management Controls Are Needed to
Oversee the Army’s Modular Force and Expansion Initiatives and
Improve Accountability for Results”

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS
TO THE GAO RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION 1: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Secretary of the Army to develop a comprehensive strategy and funding plan that identifies
requirements for equipment and personnel based on modular unit designs, identifies total funding
needs, and includes management controls for measuring progress in staffing and equipping units.
Also, direct the Secretary of the Army to report its estimates to Congress.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. The Army shall include in its FYO8 Annual Report on Army
Progress under Section 323 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2007 (P.L. 109-364); the equipping and staffing requirements for different brigade types;
the number and types of brigades, the status of conversions to modular design, and the status of
the manning and equipment for the force as a whole. The funding needs will be included in the
President’s budget. :

RECOMMENDATION 2: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, with support from the Director of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, to review and assess whether the Army’s strategy and funding plan clearly identifies
and links requirements, progress to date, and additional funding requirements.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. The Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation will review and
assess the Army’s manning and equipping plans as part of the budget development for Program
Objectives Memorandum 2010-2015.

RECOMMENDATION 3: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, with support from the Director Program Analysis and Evaluation
and the DoD Comptroller, and in keeping with the overall priorities of the Department and
current and expected resource levels, to replace the Army’s existing Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) approved funding plan for modularity that ends in fiscal year 2011, with a new
approved OSD funding plan that fully considers the Army’s requirements for a modular force
and is consistent with the Army’s extended time frames to fully staff and equip the modular
force. This plan should also be reported to Congress.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. As part of the Program Objectives Memorandum
2010-2015 budget preparations, the Director Program Analysis and Evaluation and the DoD
Comptroller will work with the Army to reassess the accounting means for equipping the force
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and determine the appropriate path forward. This will be provided to Congress as part of the
fiscal year 2010 budget.

RECOMMENDATION 4: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Secretary of the Army to include exhibits with the annual budget submissions to show how the
budget requests help meet the equipment and personnel requirements of the Army’s modular
units and help identify what remains to be funded in future years.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. As part of the Army’s Green Top and the budget detail provided
with the fiscal year 2010 President’s budget, the Army will address equipping and manning
status.

RECOMMENDATION §: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense require the
Secretary of the Army to develop a comprehensive assessment plan that includes steps to
evaluate modular units in full spectrum combat.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. The Department and the Army will continue to assess the Army’s
modular unit designs and the force effectiveness in full spectrum operations. Force structure and
force design are evaluated using the Department’s Analytic Agenda, to include Defense Planning
Scenarios for the full spectrum of combat operations, in coordination with the Joint Staff and
Joint Forces Command. The Department, including the Joint Staff and Program Analysis and
Evaluation, assesses force structure and capability continuously to inform Defense Planning
Guidance, The Army’s yearly Total Army Analysis and Training and Doctrine Command’s force
effectiveness efforts evaluate the capabilities of the modular brigades throughout the spectrum of
combat operations.

RECOMMENDATION 6: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense oversee the
Department of the Army’s assessment program.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. The Department will continue to review the Army’s equipping and
manning plans, capabilities, and execution. :
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constitutional responsibilities and to help improve the performance and
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What GAO Found

The Army is making progress in creating active and National Guard modular
combat brigades while fully engaged in ongoing operations, but it is not
meeting its equipping goals for active brigades and has not completed
development of an equipping strategy for its new force rotation model. This
raises uncertainty about the levels to which the modular brigades will be
equipped both in the near and longer term as well as the ultimate equipping
cost. The Army plans to employ a force rotation model in which units
nearing deployment would receive required levels of equipment while
nondeploying units would be maintained at lower readiness levels. However,
because the Army has not completed key details of the equipping strategy—
such as defining the specific equipping requirements for units in various
phases of its force rotation model—it is unclear what level of equipment
units will have, how this strategy may affect the Army’s equipment funding
plans, and how well units with low priority for equipment will be able to
respond to unforeseen crises.

While the Army has several initiatives under way to meet its modular force »._‘i}
personnel requirements in the active component, it faces challenges in
achieving its modular restructuring without permanently increasing its
active component end strength above 482,400, as specified by the 2006
Quadrennial Defense Review. The Army plans to increase its active combat
force but doing so without permanently increasing its overall active end
strength will require the Army to eliminate or realign many positions in its
noncombat force. The Army has made some progress in reducing military
personnel in noncombat positions by converting some to civilian positions
and pursuing other initiatives, but Army officials believe future initiatives
may be difficult to achieve and could lead to difficult trade-offs. Without
information on the progress of these initiatives and what risks exist if the
Army’s goals are not met, Congress and the Secretary of Defense lack the
information they need to understand challenges and risks.

Finally, the Army does not have a comprehensive and transparent approach

to measure progress against its modularity objectives, assess the need for

further changes to modular designs, and monitor implementation plans.

While GAO and DOD have identified the importance of establishing

objectives that can be translated into measurable metrics that in turn

provide accountability for results, the Army has not established outcome-

related metrics linked to most of its modularity objectives. Further, although

the Army is analyzing lessons learned from Iraq and training events, the

Army does not have a long-term comprehensive plan for further analysis and
testing of its modular combat brigade designs and fielded capabilities.

Without performance metrics and a comprehensive testing plan, neither the _
Secretary of Defense nor Congress will have full visibility into how the 3
modular force is currently organized, staffed, and equipped. As a result, v’
decision makers lack sufficient information to assess the capabilities, cost,

and risks of the Army’s modular force implementation plans.
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In 2004, the Army began its modular force transformation to restructure
itself from a division-based force to a modular brigade-based force—an
undertaking it considers the most extensive reorganization of its force
since World War II. This initiative, according to Army estimates, will
require a significant investment exceeding $52 billion through fiscal year
2011, at a time when the Army is fully engaged in a high pace of operations
and is facing many other demands for funding such as the Future Combat
System program, now expected to cost over $160 billion.' The foundation
of the modular force is the creation of standardized modular combat
brigades in both the active component and National Guard. The new
modular brigades are designed to be stand-alone, self-sufficient units that
are more rapidly deployable and better able to conduct joint and
expeditionary operations than their larger division-based predecessors.
The Army plans to achieve its modular restructuring without permanently
increasing its active component end strength above 482,400, in accordance
with a Department of Defense (DOD) decision reached during the 2006
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). It plans to achieve this primarily by
eliminating some noncombat positions in which military personnel
currently serve, and transferring these positions to its operational combat
forces.? The February 2006 QDR also specified that the Army would create
70 modular combat brigades in its active component and National Guard.
This represents a 7-brigade reduction from the Army’s original plan of
having 77 modular combat brigades. However, according to Army officials,
resources from the 7 brigades that were part of the original plan will be
used to increase support units in the reserve component, and DOD
officials believe that 70 brigades will be sufficient to execute the defense
strategy.

! The Future Combat System (FCS) is a family of weapons and other systems including
manned and unmanned ground vehicles, air vehicles, sensors, and munitions linked by an
information network. The FCS cost estimate is in then-year dollars as of January 2006.

2 Army personnel assigned to noncombat positions provide management, administrative,
training, and other support. Operational combat forces include personnel assigned to the
Army’s combat, combat support, and combat service support units.
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Because of the cost and magnitude of the Army’s transformation plans,
and broad congressional interest, we have initiated a body of work on both
the force structure and cost implications of the Army’s transformation to a
modular force under the Comptroller General’s statutory authority. We
presented our preliminary observations on the Army’s plan in a March
2005 hearing before the Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces,
House Committee on Armed Services.? In our September 2005 report on
the cost of the modular force conversion, we reported that the Army’s $48
billion total modular force conversion cost estimate was evolving and
included uncertainties that may drive costs higher. We recommended that
the Army clarify its definition of modular force costs including equipment
costs, which constituted $41 billion of the $48 billion estimate.! In our
April 2006 testimony before the Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land
Forces, House Committee on Armed Services, we observed that the
Army’s cost estimate through fiscal year 2011 had increased from the
earlier $48 billion estimate to $52.5 billion, and that the Army faces
significant challenges in executing its modularity plans to fully achieve
planned capabilities within this current estimate and the time frames it has Y
established for the modular conversion.’ This report focuses on the Army’s \J
plans for implementing the modular force initiatives, with an emphasis on
active combat brigades, since the Army has already begun to restructure
its active divisions to the new brigade-based designs.

We are sending this report to you because of your oversight
responsibilities on defense matters. Specifically for this report we
assessed (1) the Army’s progress and plans for equipping modular combat
brigades, (2) progress made and challenges to managing personnel
requirements of the modular force, and (3) the extent to which the Army
has developed an approach for assessing the results of the modular
conversions and for further adjusting designs or implementation plans.

To assess the Army’s progress and plans for equipping active component
modular combat brigades, we analyzed Department of Army data on
selected equipment that the Army identified as essential for achieving the

3 GAO, Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on Army Plans to Implement and
Fund Modular Forces, GAO-05-443T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 16, 2005).

* GAO, Force Structure: Actions Needed to Improve Estimates and Oversight of Costs for
Transforming Army to a Modular Force, GAO-05-926 (Washington, D.C.: Sep. 29, 2005).

® GAO, Force Structure: Capabilities and Cost of Army Modular Force Remain
Uncertain, GAO-06-548T (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 4, 2006).
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modular combat brigades’ intended capabilities. For these selected items,
we analyzed the Army’s active component equipment requirements
obtained from the Department of the Army Office of the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations and Training for each of the three brigade variants—
heavy, light, and Stryker. We compared the equipment requirements of the
brigades to data we obtained from officials from the Department of the
Army Deputy Chief of Staff G-8° on the levels of equipment expected to be
on hand in 2007 and discussed plans for meeting key equipment
requirements with these officials. We also reviewed unit readiness reports
from those brigades that had completed or were in the process of
completing their modular conversion as of February 2006. In addition, we
visited the first three Army divisions undergoing modular conversions to
obtain information on the plans for organizing, staffing, and equipping the
modular brigades. To assess progress made and challenges to managing
personnel requirements of the modular force, we reviewed documents and
discussed the implications of force structure requirements with officials
from the Department of Army Offices of the Deputy Chiefs of Staff for
Personnel, Intelligence, and Operations and Training, and the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs. We
also reviewed the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report.
Finally, to assess the extent to which the Army has developed an approach
for assessing the results of the modular conversions and for further
adjusting designs or implementation plans, we examined key Army
planning documents and discussed objectives, performance metrics, and
testing plans with officials in the Department of the Army Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Training, and the Training and
Doctrine Command. Also, we met with a panel of retired senior Army
general officers at the Association of the U.S. Army Institute of Land
Warfare. In addition, we relied on our past reports assessing organizations
undertaking significant reorganizations. We conducted our work from
September 2004 through March 2006 in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards and determined that the data
used were sufficiently reliable for our objectives. The scope and
methodology used in our review are described in further detail in appendix
L

® This office is responsible for progrémming, materiel integration, and management of
Department of the Army studies and analyses.
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Results in Brief

While the Army is well under way in creating active component modular
combat brigades, it is not meeting its equipping goals for these brigades
and has not yet completed its equipping strategy, which raises
considerable uncertainty about the levels to which the modular brigades
will be equipped both in the near and longer term and the ultimate
equipment cost. The Army established equipping goals in its Campaign
Plan in which converting units are expected to receive most of the major
equipment items required by the new modular design within specified time
frames. However, although the Army is procuring billions of dollars of new
equipment required by its new modular design, units undergoing their
modular conversions are not meeting these equipping goals due to several
factors, including the challenges of undertaking such an extensive
restructuring while managing equipment requirements for ongoing
operations. In addition, brigades will initially lack planned quantities of
items such as communications and surveillance systems necessary to
provide the enhanced intelligence, situational awareness, and network
capabilities that are essential for creating smaller, more flexible and
mobile combat brigades. Moreover, the Army will likely face even greater
challenges fully equipping 28 planned National Guard modular combat
brigades since National Guard units have historically been underequipped
and have transferred large quantities of equipmentwto deploying units. To
mitigate equipment shortages, the Army is developing a force rotation
model that will provide varying levels of equipment to brigades depending
on how close they are to deployment. However, this strategy is not yet
complete because key details have not been decided, including the types
and quantities of equipment for brigades in each of the various phases of
the model. Until the Army completes the development of its equipping
strategy, it will not be possible to determine which units will be equipped,
or how this strategy may affect the Army’s equipment funding plans. It is
also unclear how well units with low priority for equipment will be able to
respond to unforeseen crises.

While the Army has several initiatives under way to manage its modular
force personnel requirements, it faces significant challenges achieving its
modular restructuring without permanently increasing its active
component end strength above 482,400, as specified by DOD’s 2006 QDR
report. The Army plans to increase the size of its modular combat force
from 315,000 to 355,000, but doing so without permanently increasing its
active component end strength is an ambitious undertaking that will
require the Army to eliminate many positions in its noncombat force.
Effective strategic workforce planning includes the development of
strategies to monitor and evaluate progress towards achieving goals.
However, the Army has not provided DOD or Congress with detailed
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information on the status of its various personnel initiatives and progress
towards meeting its modular force personnel goals. We found some of the
Army’s personnel realignment and reduction initiatives may not meet the
Army’s initial goals or expectations. For example during fiscal year 2005,
the Army converted approximately 8,000 military positions to civilian-
staffed positions within the Army’s noncombat force. However, Army
officials believe additional conversions to achieve the 19,000 planned
reductions in the noncombat force will be significantly more challenging
to achieve. Also, the Army expected that the 2005 Base Realignment and
Closure decisions would free up approximately 2,000 to 3,000 positions in
the noncombat force, but it is revisiting this assumption based upon
updated manpower levels at the commands and installations approved for
closure or consolidation. As a result, it is not clear to what extent the
Army will be able to meet its modular force requirements within its end-
strength goal and what risks exist if these goals are not met. Furthermore,
without information on the status and progress of these personnel
initiatives, the Secretary of Defense and Congress lack the visibility
necessary to assess the challenges and effectively address problems when
they arise.

While the Army has established overall objectives and time frames for
modularity, it lacks a long-term comprehensive and transparent approach
to effectively measure progress against stated modularity objectives,
assess the need for further changes to its modular unit designs, and
monitor implementation plans. GAO and DOD have identified the
importance of establishing objectives that can be translated into
measurable metrics, which in turn provide accountability for results. The
Army has identified objectives and a timeline for modularity, but metrics
for assessing the Army’s progress on modularity-specific, quantifiable
goals are extremely limited. Moreover, in 2004, the Army’s Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) conducted a wide-ranging baseline
analysis of the modular design using measures of combat effectiveness
against simulated threats; however, the Army does not have a long-term
plan to conduct a similar analysis so that it can compare the performance
of actual modular units with the TRADOC-validated design. Army officials
maintain that ongoing assessments such as observations of training events
provide sufficient validation that the modularity concept works in
practice. However, while these assessments are useful, they do not
provide a comprehensive evaluation of the modular design as a whole. In
November 2005, we reported that methodically testing, exercising, and
evaluating new doctrines and concepts are important and established
practices throughout the military, and that particularly large and complex
initiatives may require long-term testing and evaluation guided by study
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plans.” Without performance metrics and a comprehensive testing plan,
neither the Army nor Congress will be able to assess the capabilities of
and risks associated with the modular force as it is organized, staffed, and
equipped.

We are recommending that the Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary
of the Army to develop and provide Congress with detailed information
about the modular force equipping strategy, the status of its various
personnel initiatives, and plans for developing an approach for measuring
and assessing implementation progress. In commenting on a draft of this
report, DOD fully or partially agreed with our recornmendations to
develop and provide information on its equipping strategy and personnel
initiatives and to develop expanded performance metrics for assessing
progress. However, DOD disagreed with our recommendations to develop
and provide assessments of the risk associated with its equipping strategy
and plans for staffing its modular operational combat force. It also
disagreed with our recommendation to develop a testing plan for further
assessing modular unit designs. DOD stated that it is assessing equipment
risk and is continuing to evaluate all aspects of modular units’
performance on a continuous basis. However, while Army officials are
managing risk in allocating currently available equipment to Army units
based on scheduled overseas deployments, the Army had not yet
completed its equipping strategy for its new force rotation model at the
time of our review and therefore had not conducted and documented a
formal risk assessment of its equipping plans for implementing the new
model. In addition, although the Army is conducting further evaluation of
its modular forces through training exercises and modular unit
deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan, it has not developed a plan to further
test modular unit designs under a range of operational scenarios, such as
major offensive combat operations. Moreover, it is not clear how and to
what extent the Army is integrating lessons learned from training
exercises and deployments into periodic evaluations to assess the need for
further changes to the designs. Because of the significance, cost, scope,
and potential for risk associated with the Army’s modularity initiative
along with the lack of transparency regarding these risks, we continue to
believe our recommendations that the Army develop and provide Congress
with additional plans and risk assessments are needed. Therefore, to

7 GAO, Military Readiness: Navy's Fleet Response Plan Would Benefit from a
Comprehensive Management Approach and Rigorous Testing, GAO-06-84 (Washington,

D.C.: Nov. 22, 2005). “’t%
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Background

facilitate greater transparency and improve accountability for results, we
have included a matter for congressional consideration that Congress
require the Secretary of Defense to submit more specific and complete
information regarding the modular force equipping strategy, the status of
its various personnel initiatives, risks associated with its plans, and efforts
to measure and assess its progress in implementing modularity.

DOD’s comments are in appendix II and our evaluation of its comments is
on page 28.

The Army’s conversion to a modular force encompasses the Army’s total
force—active Army, Army National Guard, and Army Reserve—and
directly affects not only the Army’s combat units, but related command
and support organizations. A key to the Army’s new modular force design
is embedding within combat brigades reconnaissance, logistics, and other
support units that previously made up parts of division-level and higher-
level command and support organizations, allowing the brigades to
operate independently. Restructuring these units is a major undertaking
because it requires more than just the movement of personnel or
equipment from one unit to another. The Army’s new modular units are
designed, equipped, and staffed differently than the units they replace;
therefore, successful implementation of this initiative will require changes
such as new equipment and a different mix of skills and occupational
specialties among Army personnel. By 2011, the Army plans to have
reconfigured its total force—to include active and reserve components
and headquarters, combat, and support units-—into the modular design.
The foundation of the modular force is the creation of modular brigade
combat teams—combat maneuver brigades that will have a common
organizational design and are intended to increase the rotational pool of
ready units. Modular combat brigades (depicted in fig. 1) will have one of
three standard designs—heavy brigade, infantry brigade, or Stryker
brigade.?

8 The Army began the formation of Stryker brigades in 2002 and completed the formation of
the first two Stryker brigades in fiscal year 2003.
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Figure 1: Standard Heavy, Infantry, and Stryker Combat Brigades

Standard Modular Combat Brigade Designs

Heavy brigade Infantry brigade Siryker brigade
3,700 Soldiers 3,300 Soldiers 3,900 Soldiers
Equipped with Abrams tanks Dismounted infantry Equipped with

and Bradiey Fighting vehicles - Stryker vehicles

Abrams tank Infantry soldier Stryker vehicle

Sources: GAO analysis of Army data; National War College, National War College, and U.S. Army (images left to right).

Until it revised its plans in early 2006, the Army had planned to have a total
of 77 active component and National Guard modular combat brigades by
expanding the Army’s existing 33 combat brigades in the active
component into 43 modular combat brigades by 2007, and by creating 34
modular combat brigades in the National Guard by 2010 from existing
brigades and divisions that have historically been equipped well below
requirements. To rebalance joint ground force capabilities, the 2006 QDR
determined the Army should have a total of 70 modular combat brigades—
42 active brigades and 28 National Guard brigades. Table 1 shows the
Army’s planned numbers of heavy, infantry, and Stryker combat brigades
in the active component and National Guard.

Table 1: Planned Numbers of Modular Combat Brigades in the Active Component
and National Guard as of March 2006

Modular combat brigades Active component National Guard Total
Heavy 19 6 25
Infantry 17 21 38
Stryker 6 1 7
Total 42 28 70

Source: U.S. Amy.
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At the time of this report, the Army was in the process of revising its
modular combat brigade schedule to convert its active component combat
brigades by fiscal year 2010 instead of 2007 as previously planned, and
convert National Guard combat brigades by fiscal year 2008 instead of
2010. Table 2 shows the Army’s schedule that reflects these changes as of
March 2006.

Table 2: Army Schedule for Creating Active Component and National Guard
Modular Combat Brigades as of March 2006

FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 Total

Active component 2 11 8 14 3 2 1 1 42
combat brigades
National Guard — — 7 7 7 7 — — 28
combat brigades
Total 2 11 15 21 10 9 1 1 70

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

According to the Army, this larger pool of available combat units will
enable it to generate both active and reserve component forces in a
rotational manner. To do this, the Army is developing plans for a force
rotation model in which units will rotate through a structured progression
of increased unit readiness over time. Units will progress through three
phases of operational readiness cycles, culminating in full mission
readiness and availability to deploy. For example, the Army plans for
active service members to be at home for 2 years following each
deployment of up to 1 year.

The Army’s objective is for the new modular combat brigades, which will
include about 3,000 to 4,000 personnel, to have at least the same combat
capability as a brigade under the current division-based force, which range
from 3,000 to 5,000 personnel. Since there will be more combat brigades in
the force, the Army believes its overall combat capability will be increased
as a result of the restructuring, providing added value to combatant
commanders. Although somewhat smaller in size, the new modular
combat brigades are expected to be as capable as the Army’s existing
brigades because they will have different equipment, such as advanced
communications and surveillance equipment, and a different mix of
personnel and support assets. The Army’s organizational designs for the
modular brigades have been tested by its Training and Doctrine
Command’s Analysis Center against a variety of scenarios, and the Army
has found the new designs to be as capable as the existing division-based
brigades in modeling and simulations.
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The Army’s cost estimate for modularity through fiscal year 2011 is $52.5
billion as of April 2006. Of this $52.5 billion estimate, $41 billion, or 78
percent, is planned to be spent on equipment for active and reserve units,
with the remaining $11.5 billion allocated to military construction,
facilities, sustainment, and training (see table 3). In addition, Army leaders
have recently stated they may seek additional funds after 2011 to procure
more equipment for modular restructuring.

_________________________________________________________________|
Table 3: Modular Force Cost Estimates for the Entire Army by Function

Dollars in billions

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Percentage

Equipping $4.7 $5.8 $5.4 $5.9 $6.5 $6.7 $6.0 $41.0 78
Military construction/ 03 00 05 05 15 15 15 58 11
facilities

Sustainment and 00 07 07 12 141 10 1.0 57 11
training

Total $5.0 $6.5 $6.6 $7.6 $9.1 $9.2 $8.5 $525 100 \}%

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

Arm The Army has made progress in creating active component modular
3.7 Is Well Under combat brigades, but it is not meeting its equipping goals for these

Way in Its Modular brigades and has yet to complete the development of its rotational

Combat Bngade equipping strategy, which raises concerns about the extent to which

. brigades will be equipped in the near and longer term. Moreover, brigades
COHVGI‘SIOIIS, but Its will initially lack planned levels of key equipment, including items that
Abilitv to M N . provide enhanced intelligence, situational awareness, and network

ty eet Near capabilities needed to help the Army achieve its objective of creating

and LOIlg-Term combat brigades that are able to operate on their own as part of a more

Eauipping Goals Is mobile, rapidly deployable, joint, expeditionary force. In addition, because
quipp g of existing equipment shortages, the Army National Guard will likely face

Unclear even greater challenges providing the same types of equipment for its 28

planned modular combat brigades. To mitigate equipment shortages, the

Army has developed a strategy to provide required levels of equipment to
deploying active component and National Guard units, while allocating

lesser levels of remaining equipment to other nondeploying units.

However, the Army has not yet completed key details of this strategy,

including determining the levels of equipment it needs to support this

strategy, assessing the operational risk of not fully equipping all units, or
providing to Congress information about these plans so it can assess the

Army’s current and long-term equipment requirements and funding plans. ™
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Army Faces Difficulty
Meeting Its Goals for
Equipping Active Modular
Combat Brigades

The Army faces challenges meeting its equipping goals for its active
modular combat brigades both in the near and longer term. As of February
2006, the Army had converted 19 modular combat brigades in the active
force.’ According to the Army Campaign Plan, which established time
frames and goals for the modular force conversions, each of these units is
expected to have on hand at least 90 percent of its required major
equipment items within 180 days after its new equipment requirements
become effective.' We reviewed data from several active brigades that had
reached the effective date for their new equipment requirements by
February 2006, and found that all of these brigades reported significant
shortages of equipment 180 days after the effective date of their new
equipment requirements, falling well below the equipment goals the Army
established in its Campaign Plan. Additionally, the Army is having
difficulty providing equipment to units undergoing their modular
conversion in time for training prior to operational deployments, and
deploying units often do not receive some of their equipment until after
their arrival in theater. At the time of our visits, officials from three Army
divisions undergoing modular conversion expressed concern over the lack
of key equipment needed for training prior to deployment.

The Army already faced equipment shortages before it began its modular
force transformation and is wearing out significant quantities of equipment
in Iraq, which could complicate plans for fully equipping new modular
units. By creating modular combat brigades with standardized designs and
equipment requirements, the Army believed that it could utilize more of its
total force, thereby increasing the pool of available and ready forces to
meet the demands of sustained rotations and better respond to an
expected state of continuous operations. Also, by comparably equipping
all of these units across the active component and National Guard, the
Army further believes it will be able to discontinue its practice of
allocating limited resources, including equipment, based on a system of

? This number does not inciude the formation of two Stryker brigades in fiscal year 2003.

! The Army defines this in its Campaign Plan as the effective date on which the new
modular organizational designs’ equipment requirements formally apply to converting
brigades. The Army calls this a Modified Table of Organization and Equipment, which
documents the specific types and amounts of equipment Army units are authorized to have.
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tiered readiness," which resulted in lower priority units in both active and
reserve components having significantly lower levels of equipment and
readiness than the higher priority units. However, because of the need to
establish a larger pool of available forces to meet the current high pace of
operational commitments, the Army’s modular combat brigade conversion
schedule is outpacing the planned acquisition or funding for some
equipment requirements. The Army has acknowledged that funding does
not match its modular conversion schedule and that some units will face
equipment shortages in the early years of transformation. According to
Army officials, the Army may continue to seek funding to better equip iis
modular forces beyond 2011.

For example, according to Army officials, funds programmed for the
Army's tactical wheeled vehicle modernization strategy will not meet all of
its requirements for light, medium, and heavy tactical vehicles and trucks
through fiscal year 2011. In 2007, when 38 of 42 planned active component
brigades are expected to complete their modular conversions, the Army
expects to have only about 62 percent of the heavy trucks it needs to meet
its requirements for these brigades.” New higher requirements for trucks
for the modular brigades added to an existing shortage of trucks in the
Army’s inventory. In addition, battle damage and losses along with higher-
than-normal wear and tear on Army vehicles from current operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan are contributing to this shortfall. While the Army
plans to eventually fill these shortages through a combination of new
procurement and modernization of its existing truck fleet, Army officials
told us that the higher requirement for trucks is currently unaffordable
within its near-term budget authority. Until the Army is able to meet its
modular combat brigade design requirement for trucks, these brigades will
not have their envisioned capability to conduct their own logistical
support operations if necessary without requiring the augmentation of
external combat and combat-service support forces.

1 Under this model, which the Army calls its tiered readiness system, high-priority or first-
to-deploy units in the active component received much higher levels of resources than
lower priority or later-deploying active and reserve component units. While some units
maintained high levels of readiness, a large part of both the active and reserve components
were in a low state of readiness, with the expectation that there would be sufficient time to
add the required resources prior to deployment.

2 At the time of this report, the Army was in the process of revising its equipment

requirements based on the planned reduction in the number of modular combat brigades
from 43 to 42 in the active component.
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Equipment Shortages
Include Key Items the
Army Identified as
Essential for Achieving
Modular Force Capabilities

Active modular combat brigades will initially lack required numbers of
some of the key equipment that Army force design analyses determined
essential for achieving their planned capabilities. Two primary objectives
underlying the Army’s modular force designs and concepts are to (1)
create more combat forces within the Army’s current end strength that are
as lethal as the division-based brigades they are replacing and (2) organize,
staff, and equip these units to be more responsive, rapidly deployable, and
better able to operate on their own compared to division-based brigades.
Army force designers identified a number of key organizational, personnel,
and equipment enablers they determined must be present for the modular
combat brigades to be as lethal as the division-based brigades they are
replacing. They include key battle command systems that are intended to
provide modular combat brigades the latest command and control
technology for improved situational awareness; advanced digital
communications systems to provide secure high-speed communications
links at the brigade level; and advanced sensors to provide modular
combat brigades with their own intelligence-gathering, reconnaissance,
and target-acquisition capabilities.

We reviewed equipping plans for several command and control,
communications, and reconnaissance systems to determine the Army’s
timelines for providing active modular combat brigades some of the key
equipment they need to achieve their planned capabilities and function as
designed. According to Army officials responsible for managing the
distribution and fielding of equipment, the Army will not have all of this
equipment on hand to meet the new modular force design requirements by
2007, when 38 of 42 active component modular combat brigades are to
complete their modular conversions. These shortfalls are due to a range of
reasons, but primarily because the modular conversion schedule is
outpacing the planned acquisition or funding. For example,

The Army does not expect to meet until at least 2012 its modular combat
brigade requirements for Long-Range Advanced Scout Surveillance
Systems, an advanced visual sensor that provides long-range surveillance
capability to detect, recognize, and identify distant targets.

The Army decided that it cannot meet design requirements within its
current budget for Force XXI Battle Command Brigade and Below
(FBCB2), a battle command component that provides real-time situational
awareness information through identification and tracking of friendly
forces to control battlefield maneuvers and operations. Moreover, because
it has been in full production for less than 2 years, FBCB2 production has
not kept pace with the new higher modular force FBCB2 requirements. As
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aresult, the Army plans to provide active heavy and infantry brigades with
less than half of their design requirement for FBCB2 through at least 2007.
» . The Army plans to meet only 85 percent of its requirements across the
force for Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio Systems, a command
and control network radio system that provides voice and data
communications capability in support of command and control operations,
due to a funding decision.
» The Army’s design requirement for Shadow tactical unmanned aerial
vehicle systems was to have one system composed of seven air vehicles
per modular combat brigade, but because the Army lacks adequate
numbers of air vehicle operators and maintainers, it decided to field the
Shadow systems with four air vehicles instead.
» The Army’s schedule for the acquisition of Joint Network Node—a key
communications system that provides secure high-speed computer
network connection for data transmission down to the battalion level—
could be delayed. According to Army officials, DOD recently decided to
require the Army to have Joint Network Node undergo developmental and
operational testing prior to further acquisition, which could delay .
equipping modular combat brigades. J

The systems discussed above are key to achieving the benefits Army
officials expect to achieve with a modular force. For example, the Army
decided to structure its new modular combat brigades with two maneuver
battalions each instead of three battalions each, even though Army
analysis showed that brigades with three maneuver battalions have several
advantages and the Army’s former division-based brigades have three
battalions. The Army’s decision to approve a brigade design with two
maneuver battalions was made largely because of affordability concerns.
However, the Army determined that brigades with two maneuver
battalions could be as effective in combat as its division-based brigades
provided they have the right mix of maneuver companies and enablers
such as the systems discussed above. Until the Army is able to provide
modular units with required quantities of these enablers, it is not clear
whether the new brigades are as capable as the division-based brigades
they are replacing.

National Guard Faces In addition to the challenges the Army faces in providing active
Signjﬁcant Equipping component modular combat brigades the equipment necessary for meeting
Challenges expected capabilities, the Army will face greater challenges meeting its

equipping requirements for its 28 planned National Guard combat
brigades. The Army’s modular force concept is intended to transform the
National Guard from a strategic standby force to a force that is to be >,
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organized, staffed, and equipped comparable to active units for
involvement in the full range of overseas operations. As such, National
Guard combat units will enter into the Army’s new force rotational model
in which, according to the Army’s plans, Guard units would be available
for deployment 1 year out of 6 years. However, Guard units have
previously been equipped at less than wartime readiness levels (often at 65
to 75 percent of requirements) under the assumption that there would be
sufficient time for Guard forces to obtain additional equipment prior to
deployment. Moreover, as of July 2005, the Army National Guard had
transferred more than 101,000 pieces of equipment from nondeploying
units to support Guard units’ deployments overseas. As we noted in our
2005 report on National Guard equipment readiness,” National Guard
Bureau officials estimated that the Guard’s nondeployed units had only
about 34 percent of their essential warfighting equipment as of July 2005
and had exhausted inventories of 220 critical items. Although the Army
says it will invest $21 billion into equipping and modernizing the Guard
through 2011, Guard units will start their modular conversions with less
and much older equipment than most active units. This will add to the
challenge the Army faces in achieving its plans and timelines for equipping
Guard units at comparable levels to active units and fully meeting the
equipping needs across both components. Moreover, the Army National
Guard believes that even after the Army’s planned investment, the Army
National Guard will have to accept risk in certain equipment, such as
tactical wheeled vehicles, aircraft, and force protection equipment.

To Mitigate Equipment
Shortages, Army Plans to
Rotate Equipment among
Units Based on Their
Movement through
Training, Readiness, and
Deployment Phases

Because the Army realized that it would not have enough equipment in the
near term to simultaneously equip modular combat brigades at 100 percent
of their requirements, the Army is developing a new equipping strategy as
part of its force rotation model; however, this strategy is not yet completed
because the Army has not finalized equipping requirements for this new
strategy or assessed the operational risk of not fully equipping all units.
Under the force rotation model, the Army plans to provide increasing
amounts of equipment to units as they move through training phases and
near readiness for potential deployment so they would be ready to
respond quickly if needed with fully equipped forces. The Army believes
that over time, equipping units in a rotational manner will enable it to

8 GAO, Reserve Forces: Plans Needed to Improve Army National Guard Equipment
Readiness and Better Integrate Guard into Army Force Transformation Initiatives,
GAO-06-111 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 4, 2005).
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better allocate available equipment and help manage risk associated with
specific equipment shortages.

Under this strategy, brigades will have three types of equipment sets—a
baseline set, a training set, and a deployment set. The baseline set would
vary by unit type and assigned mission and the equipment it includes could
be significantly reduced from amounts the modular brigades are designed
to have. Training sets would include more of the equipment units will need
to be ready for deployment, but units would share the equipment that
would be located at training sites throughout the country. The deployment
set would include all equipment needed for deployment, including theater-
specific equipment, high-priority items provided through operational
needs statements, and equipment from Army prepositioned stock. With
this rotational equipping approach, the Army believes it can have up to 14
active combat brigades and up to 5 Army National Guard combat brigades
equipped and mission ready at any given time.

While the Army has developed a general proposal to equip both active and
Army National Guard units within the force rotation model, it has not yet
fully developed specific equipment requirements, including the types and
quantities of items, required in each phase of the model. As of March 2006,
the Army was still developing proposals for what would be included in the
three equipment sets as well as the specific equipping requirements for
units. Figure 2 shows the Army’s three-phase force rotation model.

Page 16 GAO-06-745 Force Structure

o,



Figure 2: Army’s Force Rotation Model

Force rotation and equipping phases

Reset/Train
_Baseline

. gquipment set 7

In this phase, modular
units receive minimal
levels of equipment while
they are recovering from
operations, restoring
equipment, assigning
new personnel, and
undergoing individual
training.

At the end of this phase,
units move to the Ready
phase.

Ready

In this phase, modular
units conduct unit-level
training and mission
preparation. Units share
equipment located at
training sites.

At the end of this phase,
units move to the
Available phase.

Available

" Training Deployment
equipment set equipment set

In this phase, modular
units are available for
immediate deployment
for operational missions.
They are provided
equipment based on
operational requirements.

At the end of their
available time, units
return to the Reset/Train
phase.?

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

*The Army’s force rotation model proposes that active component units in the Available phase will be
available for deployment 1 year in every 3 years, and reserve component units will be available for

deployment 1 year in every 6 years.

The Reset/Train phase will include modular units that redeploy from long-
term operations and are unable to sustain ready or available capability
levels. The Ready phase will include those modular units that have been
assessed as ready at designated capability levels, may be mobilized if
required, and can be equipped if necessary to meet operational surge
requirements. The Available phase will include those modular units that
have been assessed as available at designated capability levels to conduct
missions. In this last phase, active units are available for immediate
deployment and reserve component units are available for mobilization,

training, and validation for deployment. However, this strategy is not yet
complete because the Army has not yet defined specific equipping
requirements for units as they progress through the force rotation model.
Therefore, it is difficult to assess the risk associated with decreasing
nondeploying units’ readiness to perform other missions or the ability of
units in the Reset/Train and Ready phases of the force rotation model to
respond to an unforeseen conflict or crisis, if required.
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Army Faces
Challenges in
Managing Active
Component Personnel
Requirements for Its
New Modular Force
Structure

The Army has made some progress toward meeting modular personnel
requirements in the active component, but faces significant challenges in
achieving its modular restructuring without permanently increasing its
active component end strength above 482,400, as specified by the QDR.
The Army plans to increase the size of its modular combat force but doing
so without permanently increasing its overall end strength is an ambitious
undertaking that will require the Army to eliminate or realign many
positions in its noncombat force. While the Army is moving forward with
its personnel reduction and realignment plans through a variety of
initiatives, it is not clear to what extent the Army will be able to meet its
overall end-strength goals and what risks to meeting modular force
personnel requirements exist if these goals are not met. We have found
that strategic workforce planning is one of the tools that can help agencies
develop strategies for effectively implementing challenging initiatives.
Effective strategic workforce planning includes the development of
strategies to monitor and evaluate progress towards achieving goals.
Without information on the status and progress of its personnel initiatives,
Congress and the Secretary of Defense lack the data necessary to identify
challenges, monitor progress, and effectively address problems when they o
arise.

The Army accounts for its congressionally authorized active component
personnel end strength in three broad categories—the operational corbat
force, the institutional noncombat force, and personnel who are
temporarily unavailable for assignment. The operational combat force
consists of personnel who are assigned to deployable combat, combat
support, and combat service support units; these include modular combat
brigades and their supporting units such as logistics, medical, and
administrative units. The Army’s institutional noncombat force consists of
personnel assigned to support and training command and headquarters
units, which primarily provide management, administrative, training, and
other support, and typically are not deployed for combat operations. This
includes personnel assigned to the Department of the Army headquarters
and major commands such as the Training and Doctrine Command. In
addition, the Army separately accounts for personnel who are temporarily
unavailable for their official duties, including personnel who are in transit
between assignments, are temporarily not available for assignment
because of sickness or injury, or are students undergoing training away
from their units. The Army refers to these personnel as transients,
transfers, holdees, and students.
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The Army plans to reduce its current temporary end-strength authorization
of 512,400" to 482,400 by 2011 in order to help fund the Army’s priority
programs. Simultaneously, the Army plans to increase the number of
soldiers in its operational combat force from its previous level of
approximately 315,000 to 355,000 in order to meet the increased personnel
requirements of its new larger modular force structure. The Army plans to
utilize several initiatives to reduce and realign the Army with the aim of
meeting these planned personnel levels. For example, the Army has
converted some noncombat military positions into civilian positions,
thereby freeing up soldiers to fill modular combat brigades’ requirements.
During fiscal year 2005, the Army converted approximately 8,000 military
positions to civilian-staffed positions within the Army’s noncombat force.
However, Army officials believe additional conversions to achieve the
19,000 planned reductions in the noncombat force will be significantly
more challenging to achieve. In addition to its success with the military-to-
civilian conversions, the Army has been given statutory authority to
reduce active personnel support to the National Guard and reserve by
1,500.® However, the Army must still eliminate additional positions,
including reducing transients, transfers, holdees, and student personnel
utilizing these and other initiatives, so it can reduce its overall end
strength while filling requirements for modular units. As shown in table 4,
the Army’s goal is to reduce overall active component end strength from
the current temporary authorization level while increasing the size of its
operational combat force.

" The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006, Pub. L. No. 109-163, § 401
(2006), sets the end-strength level for the Army at 512,400, but stipulates costs of active
duty personnel of the Army for that fiscal year in excess of 482,400 shall be paid out of
funds authorized to be appropriated for that fiscal year for a contingent emergency reserve
fund or as an emergency supplemental appropriation.

1 The Ronald W. Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, Pub. L.
No. 108-375, § 515 (2004) reduces the minimum number of active component advisors
required to be assigned to units of the selected reserve from 5,000 to 3,500.
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Table 4: Army’s End-strength Authorization History and Modular Force Goal

End-strength authorizations (in thousands)

Current Modular

Fiscal year 2000 (temporary) force goal

Operational combat force 315.0 355.0 355.0

Noncombat force 102.0 94.0 75.0

Other (transients, transfers, 63.0 63.4 524
holdees, students)

Total 480.0 5124 482.4

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

Note: End-strength authorizations account for the maximum numbers of positions available in which
to assign personnel, but do not account for the numbers of personnel actually assigned to those
positions.

While the Army is attempting to reduce end strength in its noncombat
force and realign positions to the combat force via several initiatives, it
may have difficulty meeting its expectations for some initiatives. For
example, the Army expected that the Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) decisions of 2005 could free up approximately 2,000 to 3,000
positions in its noncombat force, but the Army is revisiting this
assumption based upon updated manpower levels at the commands and
installations approved for closure and consolidation. Army officials
believe they will be able to realign some positions from BRAC, but it is not
clear whether the reductions will free up 2,000 to 3,000 military personnel
that can be reassigned to modular combat units. In the same vein, Army
officials expected to see reductions of several hundred base support staff
resulting from restationing forces currently overseas back to garrisons
within the United States. However, Army officials are still attempting to
determine if the actual savings will meet the original assumptions. As a
result, it is not clear to what extent the Army will be able to meet its
overall end-strength goals and what risks exist if these goals are not met.

Furthermore, the Army will face challenges in meeting its new modular
force requirements for military intelligence specialists. The Army’s new
modular force structure significantly increases requirements for military
intelligence specialists. In late 2005, Army intelligence officials told us that
the modular force would require approximately 8,400 additional active
component intelligence specialist positions, but the Army planned to fill
only about 57 percent of these positions by 2013, in part because of efforts
to reduce overall end strength. In May 2006, Army officials told us that the
Army had completed its most recent Total Army Analysis (for fiscal years
2008-2013), which balances Army requirements within a projected end-
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Army Has Overall
Objectives and Time
Frames for
Modularity, but Lacks
a Long-Term
Comprehensive
Approach to Assess
Progress and Monitor
Implementation

strength authorization of 482,400. Accordingly, the Army revised its earlier
estimate of intelligence specialist position requirements and determined
that its increased active component requirement for intelligence
specialists was only 5,600 and that it planned to fill all of these positions
by 2013." However, Army officials acknowledge that meeting modular
force requirements for intelligence specialists is a significant challenge
because it will take a number of years to recruit and train intelligence
soldiers.

According to Army intelligence officials, intelligence capability has
improved over that of the previous force; however, any shortfalls in filling
intelligence requirements would further stress intelligence specialists with
a high pace of deployments. Since intelligence is considered a key enabler
of the modular design—a component of the new design’s improved
situational awareness—it is unclear to what extent any shortages in
planned intelligence capacity will affect the overall capability of modular
combat brigades. Without continued, significant progress in meeting
personnel requirements, the Army may need to accept increased risk in its
ability to conduct operations and support its combat forces or it may need
to seek support for an end-strength increase from DOD and Congress.

While the Army has established overall objectives and time frames for
modularity, it lacks a long-term comprehensive and transparent approach
to effectively measure its progress against stated modularity objectives,
assess the need for further changes to its modular unit designs, and
monitor implementation plans. A comprehensive approach includes
performance measures and a plan to test changes to the design of the
modular combat brigades. The Army has not developed a comprehensive
approach because senior leadership has focused attention on developing
broad guidance and unit conversion plans for modularity while focusing
less attention on developing ways to measure results. Without such an
approach, neither the Secretary of Defense nor Congress will have full
visibility into the capabilities of the modular force and the Army’s
implementation plans.

1S Army officials also told us that some of the earlier 8,400 intelligence specialist positions
have been reclassified as aviation specialist positions.
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Army Lacks Performance While the Army has identified objectives for modularity, it has not

Metrics to Measure the developed modular-specific quantifiable goals or performance metrics to

Results of Modularity measure its progress. GAO and DOD, among others, have identified the
importance of establishing objectives that can be translated into
measurable, results-oriented metrics, which in turn provide accountability
for results. In a 2003 report we found that the adoption of a results-
oriented framework that clearly establishes performance goals and
measures progress toward those goals was a key practice for
implementing a successful transformation.” DOD has also recognized the
need to develop or refine metrics so it can measure efforts to implement
the defense strategy and provide useful information to senior leadership.

The Army considers the Army Campaign Plan to be a key document
guiding the modular restructuring. The plan provides broad guidelines for
modularity and other program tasks across the entire Army. However,
modularity-related metrics within the plan are limited to a schedule for
creating modular units and an associated metric of achieving unit
readiness goals for equipment, training, and personnel by certain dates
after unit creation. Moreover, a 2005 assessment by the Office of J
Management and Budget identified the total number of brigades created as
the only metric the Army had developed for measuring the success of its
modularity initiative. Another key planning document, the 2005 Army
Strategic Planning Guidance, identified several major expected advantages
of modularity, including an increase in the combat power of the active
component force by at least 30 percent, an increase in the rotational pool
of ready units by at least 50 percent, the creation of a deployable joint-
capable headquarters, the development of a force design upon which the
future network-centric developments can be readily applied, and reduced
stress on the force through a more predictable deployment cycle.
However, these goals have not translated into outcome-related metrics
that are reported to provide decision makers a clear status of the modular
restructuring as a whole. Army officials stated that unit-creation schedules
and readiness levels are the best available metrics for assessing modularity
progress because modularity is a reorganization encompassing hundreds
of individual procurement programs that would be difficult to collectively
assess in a modularity context. However, we believe that results-oriented
performance measures with specific, objective indicators used to measure

" GAO, Resulis-Oriented Cultures: Implementation Steps to Assist Mergers and N
Organizational Transformations, GAO-03-669 (Washington, D.C.: July 2, 2003). \3
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progress toward achieving goals are essential for restructuring
organizations.

A major Air Force transformation initiative may provide insights on how
the Army could develop performance metrics for a widespread
transformation of a military force. In 1998, the Air Force adopted the
Expeditionary Aerospace Force Concept as a way to help manage its
deployments and commitments to theater commanders and reduce the
deployment burden on its people. Like the Army’s modular restructuring,
the Air Force's restructuring was fundamental to the force, and according
to the Air Force, represented the largest transformation of its processes
since before the Cold War. In our 2000 report,”® we found that the Air
Force expected to achieve important benefits from the Expeditionary
Concept, but had yet to establish specific quantifiable goals for those
benefits, which included increasing the level of deployment predictability
for individual service members. We recommended that the Air Force
develop specific quantifiable goals based on the Expeditionary Concept’s
broad objectives, and establish needed metrics to measure progress
toward these goals. In a January 2001 report to Congress on the
Expeditionary Aerospace Force Implementation, the Air Force identified
13 metrics to measure progress in six performance areas. For example, to
better balance deployment taskings in order to provide relief to heavily
tasked units, the Air Force developed 4 metrics, including one that
measures active duty personnel available to meet Expeditionary Force
requirements. The Air Force described each metric and assigned either a
quantitative goal (such as a percentage) or a trend goal indicating the
desired direction the metric should be moving over time. These results
were briefed regularly to the Air Force Chief of Staff. The Army’s
transformation is more extensive than the Air Force’s in that the Air Force
did not change traditional command and organizational structures under
its Expeditionary Concept, while the Army modular force has made
extensive changes to these structures, and the Air Force did not plan for
nearly the same implementation costs as the Army. Nonetheless, we
believe some of the goals and challenges faced by the Air Force that we
reported in August 2000 may have relevance to the Army today.

While we recognize the complexity of the Army’s modular restructuring,
without clear definitions of metrics, and periodic communication of

8 GAO, Force Structure: Air Force Expeditionary Concept Offers Benefits but Effects
Should Be Assessed, GAO/NSIAD-00-201 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 15, 2000).
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performance against these metrics, the Secretary of Defense and Congress
will have difficulty assessing the impact of refinements and enhancements
to the modular design—such as DOD’s recent decision to reduce the
number of modular combat and support brigades reported in the QDR, as
well as any changes in resources available to meet modular design

requirements.
Army Lacks a Plan for Since 2004, when the Army approved the original designs for its modular
Comprehensively brigades, it has made some refinements to those designs but does not have
Evaluating Modular a comprehensive plan for evaluating the effect of these design changes or

the need for additional design changes as the Army gets more operational
experience using modular brigades and integrating command and control
headquarters, combat support units, and combat brigades. In fiscal year

2004, TRADOC’s Analysis Center concluded that the modular combat

brigade designs would be more capable than division-based units based on

an integrated and iterative analysis employing computer-assisted

exercises, subject matter experts, and senior observers. This analysis

culminated in the approval of modular brigade-based designs for the Army. '
The assessment employed performance metrics such as mission \‘9
accomplishment, units’ organic lethality, and survivability, and compared

the performance of variations on modular unit designs against the existing
division-based designs. The report emphasized that the Chief of Staff of

the Army had asked for “good enough” prototype designs that could be

quickly implemented, and the modular organizations assessed were not

the end of the development effort.

Designs

Since these initial design assessments, the Army has been assessing
implementation and making further adjustments in designs and
implementation plans through a number of venues, to include

unit readiness reporting on personnel, equipment, and training;

modular force coordination cells to assist units in the conversion process;
modular force observation teams to collect lessons during training; and
collection and analysis teams to assess units’ effectiveness during
deployment.

Based on data collected and analyzed through these processes, TRADOC
has approved some design change recommendations and has not approved
others. For example, TRADOC analyzed a Department of the Army
proposal to reduce the number of Long-Range Advanced Scout
Surveillance Systems, but recommended retaining the higher number in
the existing design in part because of decreases in units’ assessed lethality

and survivability with the reduced number of surveillance systems. )
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Army officials maintain that ongoing assessments described above provide
sufficient validation that the modularity concept works in practice.
However, these assessments do not provide a comprehensive evaluation of
the modular designs. Further, the Army does not plan to conduct a similar
overarching analysis to assess the modular force capabilities to perform
operations across the full spectrum of potential conflict. In November
2005, we reported that methodically testing, exercising, and evaluating
new doctrines and concepts is an important and established practice
throughout the military, and that particularly large and complex issues
may require long-term testing and evaluation that is guided by study
plans.” We believe the evolving nature of the design highlights the
importance of planning for broad-based evaluations of the modular force
to ensure the Army is achieving the capabilities it intended, and to provide
an opportunity to make course corrections if needed. For example, one
controversial element of the design was the decision to include two
maneuver battalions instead of three in the modular combat brigades.
TRADOC’s 2004 analysis noted that the modular combat brigade designs
with the two maneuver battalion organization did not perform as well as
the three maneuver battalion design, and cited this as one of the most
significant areas of risk in the modular combat brigade design.
Nonetheless, because of the significant additional cost of adding a third
combat battalion the Army decided on a two-battalion design for the
modular combat brigades that included key enabling equipment such as
communications, and surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. Some
defense experts, including a current division commander and several
retired Army generals, have expressed concerns about this aspect of the
modular design. In addition, some of these experts have expressed
concerns about whether the current designs have been sufficiently tested
and whether they provide the best mix of capabilities to conduct full-
spectrum operations. In addition, the Army has recently completed
designs for support units and headquarters units. Once the Army gets more
operational experience with the new modular units, it may find it needs to
 make further adjustments to its designs. Without a comprehensive testing
plan, neither the Army nor congressional decision makers will be able to
sufficiently assess the capabilities of the modular combat brigades as they
are being organized, staffed, and equipped.

¥ GAO-06-84.
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Con clusions The fast pace, broad scope, and cost of the Army’s effort to transform into

a modular force present considerable challenges for the Army, and for
Congress as well in effectively overseeing a force restructuring of this
magnitude. The Army leadership has dedicated considerable attention,
energy, and time to achieving its modularity goals under tight time frames.
However, the lack of clarity in equipment and personnel plans raises
considerable uncertainty as to whether the Army can meet its goals within
acceptable risk levels. For example, until the Army defines and
communicates equipment requirements for all modular units and assesses
the risk associated with its plan to not equip brigades with all of their
intended capabilities, it will remain unclear the extent to which its new
modular combat brigades will be able to operate as stand-alone, self-
sufficient units—a main goal of the Army’s modular transformation. With
respect to personnel, the Army’s goal to increase its operational force
while not permanently increasing its current end strength will require it to
make the most efficient use of its personnel. Until the Army communicates
the status of its various ongoing personnel initiatives, the Army’s ability to
meet personnel requirements of its new modular force will also remain
unclear. Finally, until the Army develops a long-term comprehensive \J
approach for measuring progress and a plan for evaluating changes, it
remains uncertain how the Army will determine whether it is achieving its
goal of creating a more rapidly deployable, joint, expeditionary force.
Without such an approach, and clearly defined and communicated plans,
the Secretary of Defense and Congress will not have the information
needed to weigh competing funding priorities and monitor the Army’s
progress in its over $52 billion effort to transform its force.

L
Recomm endations for We recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary of the

. . Army to take the following actions.
Executive Actions

First, in order for decision makers to better assess the Army’s strategy for
equipping modular combat brigades, we recommend the Army develop
and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with

* details about the Army’s equipping strategy, to include the types and
quantities of equipment active component and National Guard modular
units would receive in each phase of the force rotation model, and how
these amounts compare to design requirements for modular units; and

* an assessment of the operational risk associated with this equipping
strategy.
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Second, in order for decision makers to have the visibility needed to
assess the Army’s ability to meet the personnel requirements for its new
modular operational forces while simultaneously managing the risk to its
noncombat forces, we recommend that the Army develop and provide the
Secretary of Defense and Congress with

areport on the status of its personnel initiatives, including executable
milestones for realigning and reducing its noncombat forces; and

an assessment of how the Army will fully staff its modular operational
combat force while managing the risk to its noncombat supporting force
structure.

Third, to improve information available for decision makers on progress of
the Army’s modular force implementation plans, we recommend that the
Army develop and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with a
comprehensive plan for assessing the Army’s progress toward achieving
the benefits of modularity to include

specific, quantifiable performance metrics to measure progress toward
meeting the goals and objectives established in the Army Campaign Plan;
and

plans and milestones for conducting further evaluation of modular unit
designs that discuss the extent to which unit designs provide sufficient
capabilities needed to execute National Defense Strategy and 2006 QDR
objectives for addressing a wider range of both traditional and irregular
security challenges.

Finally, the Secretary of the Army should provide a testing plan as part of
its Army Campaign Plan that includes milestones for conducting
comprehensive assessments of the modular force as it is being
implemented so that decision makers—both inside and outside the
Army—can assess the implications of changes to the Army force structure
in terms of the goals of modular restructuring. The results of these
assessments should be provided to Congress as part of the Army’s
justification for its annual budget through fiscal year 2011.
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Matter for Given the significant cost and far-reaching magnitude of the Army’s plans
. for creating modular forces, Congress should consider requiring the
Congressmnal Secretary of Defense to provide the information outlined in our

Consideration recommendations including;

o details about the Army’s equipping strategy and an assessment of the
operational risk associated with this equipping strategy;

» the status of the Army’s personnel initiatives and an assessment of how
the Army will fully staff its modular operational combat force and manage
the risk to its noncombat force structure; and

» the Army’s plan for assessing its progress toward achieving the benefits of
modularity, plans and milestones for conducting further evaluation of
modular unit designs, and a testing plan for conducting comprehensive
assessments of the modular force as it is being implemented.

mm In written comments on a draft of this report provided by the Army on
Agency Co er}ts behalf of DOD, the department noted that the report adequately reflects
and Our Evaluation the challenges associated with transforming the Army to modular force

designs while at war, but stated that the report fails to recognize ongoing
efforts and accomplishments to date. (DOD’s comments are reprinted in
app. II). DOD also stated that citing the views of unnamed sources
regarding the modular combat brigade design does not contribute to an
accurate, balanced assessment of the Army’s progress. DOD agreed or
partially agreed with our recommendations to develop and provide
information on its equipping strategy and personnel initiatives and to
develop expanded performance metrics for assessing progress. However,
DOD disagreed with three recommendations regarding the need for risk
assessments and a testing plan to further assess designs for modular units.
As discussed below, because of the significance, cost, scope, and potential
for risk associated with the Army’s modularity initiative, we continue to
believe that more transparency of the Army’s plans and risk assessments is
needed in light of the limited amount of information the Army has
provided to Congress. Therefore, we have included a matter for
congressional consideration to require the Secretary of Defense to provide
more detailed plans and assessments of modularity risks. Our specific
comments follow.

First, we strongly disagree with DOD’s assertion that GAO used
anonymous and unverifiable sources which detracted from an accurate
and balanced assessment of the Army’s progress in implementing
modularity. Our analysis of the Army’s progress and potential for risk in
implementing modular units is primarily based on our independent and
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thorough analysis of Army plans, reports, briefings, and readiness
assessments, which we used to compare the Army’s goals for modularity
against its actual plans for equipping and staffing modular units. We
sought views on modular unit designs to supplement our analysis from a
diverse group of knowledgeable people both inside and outside the Army
and DOD, including Army headquarters officials, division and brigade
commanders, Army officials who played key roles in developing and
assessing modular unit designs, and retired generals and defense experts
who have studied and written about Army transformation. Our long-
standing policy is not to include the names of individuals from whom we
obtained information but to use information and evidence from
appropriate and relevant sources and provide balance in our report. We
integrated evidence and information from all sources to reach conclusions
and formulate the recommendations included in this report. Our report
recognizes the Army’s progress in implementing modular units while fully
engaged in ongoing operations but also identifies and provides
transparency regarding a number of risks inherént in the Army’s plans so
that Congress will have better information with which to make decisions
on funding and oversight. The discussion we present highlighting the
concerns of some current and retired senior Army officers and defense
experts regarding certain aspects of modular designs is used to illustrate
the need for further evaluation of modular units as they move from
concept to reality—an approach consistent with DOD policy and best
practice in transforming defense capabilities.

DOD also stated that the report inaccurately (1) asserts that Shadow
tactical unmanned aerial vehicle systems will be fielded with fewer air
vehicles due to a shortage of operators and maintainers, and (2) depicts
the growth of Army Intelligence positions. We disagree with DOD’s
assessment. As our report clearly points out, based on documentation
obtained from the Army, the Army’s approved modular combat brigade
design was for seven air vehicles per Shadow system, which would
provide 24-hour per day aerial surveillance, but the Army opted to field
Shadow systems with four air vehicles instead, primarily because it lacks
adequate numbers of air vehicle operators and maintainers. Although the
Army believes that Shadow systems with four air vehicles are adequate at
this time, we believe it is important to provide transparency by presenting
information which shows that modular combat brigades will not have all
of the capabilities intended by the original modular combat brigade
designs (i.e., brigade-level 24-hour per day surveillance operations)
without Shadow systems composed of seven air vehicles.

With regard to the number of intelligence positions, our report accurately
notes that the Army decided to increase its intelligence positions by 5,600
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in the active force. However, we also note that this was a revision of an
earlier higher estimate of 8,400 positions projected by Army intelligence
officials. Therefore, we do not agree with the department’s comment that
the report inaccurately depicts the growth of Army intelligence positions,
nor do we agree with its characterization that the report inappropriately
focuses on the Army’s manning challenges. We believe that it is important
for the Secretary of Defense and Congress to have a clear and transparent
picture of the personnel challenges the Army faces in order to fully
achieve the goals of modular restructuring and make informed decisions
on resources and authorized end strength.

DOD agreed with our recommendation that the Army develop and provide
the Secretary of Defense and Congress with details about the Army’s
equipping strategy. DOD commented that the Army recently completed
development of the equipping strategy for modular forces and that the
Army has conducted equipping conferences to ensure that soldiers have
the best equipment available as they train and deploy. We requested a
copy of the Army’s recently completed equipping strategy but did not
receive a copy prior to publication and therefore have not been able to
assess how and to what extent it meets the intent of our recommendation.
Moreover, DOD did not indicate what, if any, actions it planned to take to
provide Congress with specific details about the Army’s equipping
strategy, as we recommended. Therefore, we have highlighted the need
for more complete information on the Army’s equipping strategy in a
matter for congressional consideration.

DOD disagreed with our recommendation that the Army develop and
provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with an assessment of the
risk associated with the Army’s rotational equipping strategy and said in
its comments that this action is already occurring on a regular basis.
Although the Army is considering risk in managing existing equipment, at
the time of our review the Army had not finished developing its equipping
strategy for its new rotational force model. Therefore, we continue to
believe that the Army needs to document and provide risk assessments to
Congress based on its newly completed equipping strategy. This is
particularly important given other Army priorities such as the Future
Combat System and near-term equipping needs for Iraq that will compete
for funding and may cause changes to the Army’s current equipping
strategy for modular units.

DOD partially concurred with our recommendation that the Army develop

and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with a report on the
status of its personnel initiatives. However, DOD commented that adding
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another report on this issue would be duplicative and irrelevant and said
this action is already occurring on a regular basis. However, while Army
documents present an overview of how the Army is allocating military
personnel to operational and nonoperational positions, they do not
provide specific information on the Army’s progress in implementing
personnel initiatives. Moreover, the department’s comments did not
address whether the Army plans to provide additional information to
Congress. We continue to believe that such information is needed by
Congress to inform their decisions on Army personnel levels.

DOD disagreed with our recommendation that the Army develop and
provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with a risk assessment of
how the Army will fully staff its modular operational combat force while
managing the risk to its noncombat supporting force structure. DOD
commented that the Army provided the Office of the Secretary of Defense
with a plan for reshaping the Army, including increasing the active
operating force and downsizing overall active end strength by fiscal year
2011, based on several assumptions. However, this document, which
Army officials provided to us, does not highlight potential risks in
executing the Army’s plan. Moreover, DOD’s comments did not address
the intent of our recommendation that the Army improve transparency by
providing Congress with additional information on its plans and
assessment of risk.

DOD partially agreed with our recommendation that the Army develop and
provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with a comprehensive plan
for assessing the Army’s progress toward achieving modularity goals and
said the Army will explore the development of expanded performance
metrics. However, DOD stated that plans and milestones for measuring
progress are unwarranted as such evaluations occur continuously. We
commend DOD for agreeing to develop expanded performance metrics.
However, because of the cost and magnitude of the Army’s transformation
plans, we continue to believe that developing and disseminating a '
comprehensive and formal evaluation plan are critical for providing
transparency and accountability for results. As discussed in the report,
the Army is collecting some data on the performance of modular units that
attend training events and deploy overseas, but lacks a long-term
comprehensive and transparent approach for integrating the results of
these assessments to measure overall progress.

‘Finally, DOD disagreed with our recommendation that the Secretary of

Defense direct the Secretary of the Army to provide a testing plan that
includes milestones for assessing modular unit designs as they are being
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implemented. DOD said the Army thoroughly evaluated modular force
designs and continues to evaluate all facets of modular force performance
both in training and combat operations. Nevertheless, we believe that the
Army needs a more transparent, long-term, and comprehensive plan for
evaluating the modular designs. The Army is still early in its
implementation of modular support brigades and higher echelon
command and control and support units and further evaluation of these
designs based on actual experience may demonstrate that design
refinements are needed. Furthermore, although the Army has gained some
useful operational experience with modular combat units, this experience
has been limited to stability operations and irregular warfare, rather than
major combat operations or other operations across the full spectrum of
potential conflict. To facilitate further assessment of unit designs, we
have included this issue in our matter for congressional consideration.

We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Defense, the
Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller), and the Secretary of the Army. )
We will also make copies available to others upon request. In addition, this J
report will be available at no charge on the GAO Web site at

http://www.gao.gov.

If you have any questions about this report, please contact me at (202) 512-
4402. Contact points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public

Affairs may be found on the last page of this report. Major contributors to
this report are listed in appendix III

8&&:@4 St XGeare—

Janet A. St. Laurent
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

To conduct our work for this engagement, we analyzed data, obtained and
reviewed documentation, and interviewed officials from Headquarters,
Department of Army; U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, U.S.
Army Forces Command; and the U.S. Army Center for Army Analysis. We
supplemented this information with visits to the first three Army divisions
undergoing modular conversions—the 3rd and 4th Infantry Divisions and
the 101st Airborne Division—to gain an understanding of the Army’s
modular force implementation plans and progress in organizing, staffing,
and equipping active modular combat brigades.

To determine the Army’s modular force organizational design
requirements and supporting analysis, we analyzed Department of the .
Army guidance for creating modular forces, and briefings and other
documents on the Army’s modular force design and analytical process
from the Training and Doctrine Command’s Analysis Center. To determine
the Army’s progress and plans for equipping active component modular
combat brigades, we analyzed Department of Army data on selected
equipment that Army analysis identified as essential for achieving the )
modular combat brigades’ intended capabilities. For these selected items, J
we calculated the Army’s equipment requirements for active component
modular combat brigades by multiplying equipment requirements obtained
from the Department of the Army Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations and Training (G-3) for each of the three brigade variants—
heavy, light, and Stryker—>by the planned number of brigades in each
variant. We then compared the sum of equipment requirements in the
active component to data we obtained from officials from the Department
of the Army G-8 on the expected on-hand levels of equipment and assessed
the reliability of the data by discussing the results with knowledgeable
officials. We determined that the data used were sufficiently reliable for
our objectives. We also reviewed unit readiness reports from those
brigades that had completed or were in the process of completing their
modular conversion as of February 2006. For our assessment of Army
National Guard equipping challenges, we relied on past GAO reports and
testimony.

To determine the progress made and challenges to managing personnel
requirements of the modular force, we reviewed documents and discussed

the implications of force structure requirements with officials from the
Department of Army Offices of the Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Personnel

(G1) and Intelligence (G2). We also discussed key personnel-related

concerns during our visits to the divisions undergoing modular

conversion. To determine the Army’s strategies and plans for meeting its
modular force personnel requirements without permanently increasing J
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

overall end strength, we interviewed officials from the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs and the
Department of the Army Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations
and Training (G3). We also reviewed the 2006 Quadrennial Defense
Review as it pertained to Army personnel end strength, and the Army’s
Future Year Defense Program and supplemental budget requests for fiscal
years 2005 and 2006 to determine the Army’s personnel funding plans.

To determine the extent to which the Army has developed an approach for
assessing implementation of modularity and for further adjusting designs
or implementation plans, we reviewed our prior work on assessing
organizations undertaking significant reorganizations. We reviewed and
analyzed the Army Campaign Plan and discussed it with officials in the
Department of Army Headquarters, especially officials from the Deputy
-Chief of Staff for Operations and Training (G3). To analyze the Army’s
approach for assessing the implementation of its modular conversion, we
examined key Army planning documents and discussed objectives,
performance metrics, and testing plans with appropriate officials in the
Department of the Army Headquarters, and the Training and Doctrine
Command’s Analysis Center. In addition, we met with a panel of retired
senior Army general officers at the Association of the U.S. Army Institute
of Land Warfare, Arlington, Virginia. We relied on past GAO reports
assessing organizations undertaking significant reorganizations.

We conducted our work from September 2004 through March 2006 in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department

of Defense

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8
700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0700

June 30, 2006

Ms. Janet St. Laurent

Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
U.S. Government Accountability Office

441 G Street, NW.

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Ms. St. Laurent:

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the GAO draft report,
‘FORCE STRUCTURE: Army Needs to Provide DoD and Congress More Visibility
Regarding Modular Force Capabilities and implementation Plans,’ dated June 2, 2006
(GAO Code 350707/GAO-06-745).

While the report adequately reflects the challenges associated with transfoming the
Army to modular force designs while at war and with limited funding, we believe the
report fails to recognize ongoing efforts and accomplishments to date. Additionally, the
use of anonymous and unverifiable sources throughout the report (e.g., *Some defense
experts, including a current division commander and several retired Army generals,
have expressed concems about this aspect of the modular design.") does not contribute
to an accurate, balanced assessment and should be discouraged.

The Department's comments to the draft report and recommendations are
enclosed.

Sincerely,

A\ &MW

N. Ross Thompson lli
Major General, U.S. Army
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation

Enclosure

mm@mm
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department
of Defense

GAO Draft Report ~ Dated June 2, 2006
GAOQ Code 350707/GAO-06-745

"FORCE STRUCTURE: Army Needs to Provide DoD and Congress More Visibility
Regarding Modular Force Capabilities and Implementation Plans*

Department of Defense Comments and Comments to GAO Recommendations

Comments:

Transforming the Army to modular force designs remains a high priority for the
Department of Defense. The GAO report recognizes the unprecedented challenges
associated with this comprehensive and accelerated redesign of an Amy that is at war.
The report also notes that the Army entered this long war against global terrorism
following a decade of inadequate equipping investments, resulting in widespread
equipment shortages across the Army, especially in its reserve forces. It will take at
least a decade of robust, continuous modemization investments to fully equip all Amy
forces.

To better manage the manning, equipping, and training of modular forces for the
long war, the Army has developed a rotational readiness model, referred to as Army
Force Generation (ARFORGEN). The Army's force structure goal is 70 brigade combat
teams and 211 support brigades, each fully manned, equipped, and trained for the
missions assigned. Given longstanding equipment shortages, the Army 'maneuvers’
equipment across the force to Soldiers and units as they progress through the various
phases of ARFORGEN. To ensure National Guard forces are always prepared for state
and territorial responsibilities, the Army has identified 342 types of equipment for priority
fielding to National Guard units. The Amy has also concentrated equipment in combat
zones to reduce the costs associated with transporting heavy equipment to/from the
theater and to ensure that deployed forces have the best equipment available. While
percentages of equipment fill across the Army may be less than 100 percent, deployed
forces have what they need to accomplish their mission. Additionally, theater-unique
items, such as jammers for improvised explosive devices (IEDs) and armored wheeled
vehicles, are concentrated almost exclusively in the combat zone and are passed
between rotating units. The Department believes that the GAO report unnecessarily
focuses on longstanding equipment shortages, vice the significant progress being made
to equip forces according to the new modular designs.

The Amy regularly and rigorously assesses its responsibilities associated with
providing the most appropriate mix of capabilities to the warfighter within available
resources. As with any complex and dynamic undertaking, objectives, priorities, and
approaches continue to be refined over time. This is a simple reflection of the
continuous process within a Service to provide relevant capabilities within the resources
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provided. Specifically, the GAO report asserts that Shadow tactical unmanned aerial
vehicle systems will be fielded with iess than their full complement of air vehicles (i.e.,
four vice seven) due to a shortage of operators and maintainers. This is inaccurate.
Informed by operational analysis and professional judgment, the Army determined that
four air vehicles per Shadow system are adequate at this time. Shadow units will be
fully manned, equipped, and trained. The GAQ report also inaccurately depicts the
growth of Army intelligence positions. Informed by the Total Army Analysis for fiscal
years 2008-2013, the Army decided to increase its intelligence positions by 7600
positions: 5600 in the active force and 2000 in the reserve force. Recruiting and
training the personnel to fill the additional 7600 intelligence positions will be a challenge,
as noted in the GAO report, but so is the entire Army modular transformation while at
war. The Department believes this GAO report inappropriately focuses on the Amy's
manning challenges, vice provide a balanced assessment of significant change
underway.

Department of Defense Comments to GAO Recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION 1: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of the Army
develop and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with details about the
Army'’s equipping strategy, to including the types and quantities of equipment active
component and National Guard modular units would receive in each phase of its force
rotation model, and how these amounts compare to design requirements for modular
units. (p. 25/GAO Draft Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. The Army recently completed development and
coordination of the equipping strategy for modular forces, consistent with the Army
Force Generation (ARFORGEN) model. To maximize use of constrained resources, the
Army conducts global equipping conferences biannually. To date, the Ammy has
conducted six equipping conferences with representatives from all Army components —
Regular Army, Army National Guard, and U.S. Army Reserve -- to ensure that
combatant commanders' needs are addressed and that all Soldiers and units have the
very best equipment available as they train and deploy in support of the global war on
terrorism or domestic contingencies.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of the Army
develop and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with an assessment of the
operational risk associated with this equipping strategy. (p. 25/GAQ Draft Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Nonconcur. This action is already occurring on a regular basis.
Assessment of risk (operational, institutional, future, and force management) is an
integral part of the Department's management oversight of Defense initiatives, including
Amy modular transformation. Adding another report on this issue would be duplicative
and irrelevant. As the report noted, the Amy entered the current long war against
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global terrorism with a significant equipment shortfall ($56 biltion), following a decade of
inadequate investment in modem equipment. As a result, the Army is maneuvering
equipment across the force to ensure units are adequatsly equipped as they train for a
pending deployment. Once in theater, the unit is augmented with theater-provided
equipment (TPE), which consists of low density, high demand, modem equipment. The
strategy of equipment maneuver and the use of TPE amplifies that the Amy's current
equipment inventory is inadequate to fully equip all units. The Amy is on a path to fully
equip all units regardless of Component. However, sustained, robust procurement
funding is necessary to fill longstanding shortages, fully equip reserve component forces
to effectively operate as part of the operational force, address expanded equipment
needs of modular force designs, and account for increased wear and tear and battle
losses from the ongoing global war on terrorism. The Army equipping strategy is
designed to ensure that Soldiers and units deployed in harm's way have the best
equipment the Nation can provide.

RECOMMENDATION 3: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of the Army
develop and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with a report on the status
of its personnel initiatives, including executable milestones for realigning and reducing
its noncombat forces. (p. 25-26/GAO Draft Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Partially concur. This action is already occurring on a regular basis.
The Ammy Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1, reports quarterly to the Under Secretary of
Defense for Personnel and Readiness on Army progress in reshaping the force,
including the expansion of the active operating force and management of overall active
force endstrength. Adding anather report on this issue would be duplicative and
irrelevant.

BECOMMENDATION 4: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of the Amy
develop and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with an assessment of
how the Amy will fully staff its modutar operational combat force while managing the
risk to its noncombat supporting force structure. (p. 25-26/GAO Draft Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Nonconcur. The Amy provided the Office of the Secretary of
Defense a plan for reshaping the Amy, including increasing the active operating force
to 355,000 Soldiers and downsizing Regular Army endstrength to 482,400 Soldiers by
fiscal year 2011, based on several assumptions. The Army will revisit its endstrength
plan if the assumptions prove invalid.

RECOMMENDATION 5: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Army develop
and provide the Secretary of Defense and Congress with a camprehensive plan for
assessing the Army’s progress toward achieving the benefits of modularity to include:
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+ specific, quantifiable performance metrics to measure progress toward
mesting the goals and objectives established in the Army Campaign
Plans; and

« plans and milestones for conducting further evaluation of modular unit
designs that discuss the extent to which unit designs provide sufficient
capabilities needed to execute National Defense Strategy and 2006
Quadrennial Defense Review objectives for addressing a wider range of
both traditional and irregular security challenges. (p. 26/GAO Draft
Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Partially concur. The Amny will explore the development of
expanded performance metrics to determine their potential value in managing the
modular transformation of the Amy. Given the ongoing long war against global
terrorism, fuffilling combatant commander needs for Amy forces is the preeminent
performance metric, and the Army continues to fully meet force requirements for the
war. The Amy equipping strategy also provides for the adequate equipping of Army
forces for homeland missions. Development of plans and milestones for further
evaluation of modular unit designs is unwarranted, as such evaluations are embedded
in Army processes and occur continuously under the close supesvision of the Army
leadership. The doctrine, organization, training, manning, and equipping of Aimy
modular forces will be a continuous process, informed by multiple sources, including
feedback from Soldiers and leaders who have served in combat in modular forces.

RECOMMENDATION 6: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Defense direct
the Secretary of the Amy to provide a testing plan as part of its Army Campaign Plan
that includes milestones for conducting comprehensive assessments of the modular
force as it is being implemented so that decision makers — both inside and outside the
Ammy - can assess the implications of changes to the Army force structure in terms the
goals of modular restructuring. The results of these assessments should be provided to
Congress as part of the Army’s justification for its annual budget through fiscal year
2011. (p. 26/GAQ Draft Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Nonconcur. The Army thoroughly evaluated modular force designs,
as noted in this repont, and continues to evaluate all facets of modular force
performance both in training and combat operations. Proposed changes in doctrine,
organization, training, manning, and equipping are thoroughly and continuously
assessed and implemented, consistent with the needs of the warfighter and available
resources.
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The Army considers its modular Although the Army is making progress creating modular units, it faces
force transformation the most significant challenges in managing costs and meeting equipment and
extensive restructuring it has personnel requirements associated with modular restructuring in the active
undertaken since World War II. component and National Guard. Moreover, the Army has not provided
Restructuring the Army from a sufficient information for the Department of Defense and congressional
division-based force to a modular

decision makers to assess the capabilities, costs, affordability, and risks of

té;geﬁ(;—’l;q;ﬁ:gl&%g%lnreqmm the Army’s modular force implementation plans. The Army’s cost estimate
equipment and retraining of for completing modular force restructuring by 2011 has grown from an initial
personnel. The foundation of the rough order of magnitude of $28 billion in 2004 to $52.5 billion currently.
modular force is the creation of Although the Army’s most recent estimate addresses some shortcomings of
standardized modular combat its earlier estimate, it is not clear to what extent the Army can achieve
brigades designed to be stand- expected capabilities within its cost estimate and planned time frames for
alone, self-sufficient units that are completing unit conversions. Moreover, according to senior Army officials,

more rapidly deployable and better the Army may request additional funds for modularity beyond 2011.
able to conduct joint operations

thax‘; their larger division-based Although modular conversions are under way, the Army is not meeting its
bredecessors. near-term equipping goals for its active modular combat brigades, and units
GAO was asked to testify on the are likely to have shortfalls of some key equipment until at least 2012. The
status of the Army’s modularity Army plans to mitigate risk in the near term by providing priority for

effort. This testimony addresses equipping deploying units and maintaining other units at lower equipping

(1) the Army’s cost estimate for levels. However, it has not yet defined specific equipping plans for units in
restructuring to a modular force, various phases of its force rotation model. As a result, it is unclear what level
(2) progress and plans for ' of equipment units will have and how well units with low priority for
equipping modular combat equipment will be able to respond to unforeseen crises.

brigades, (3) progress made and

challenges to meeting personnel In addition, the Army faces significant challenges in implementing its plan to

requirements, and (4) the extent to

which the Army has developed an reduce overall active component end strength from 512,400 to 482,400

soldiers by fiscal year 2011 while increasing the size of its modular combat

?gg&ﬂgﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁ%ﬁéﬁﬁgﬂw force from 315,000 to 355,000. This will require the Army to eliminate or

adjusting designs or realign many positions in its noncombat force. The Army has made some

implementation plans. progress in reducing military personnel in noncombat positions through
military civilian conversions and other initiatives, but some of its goals for

This testimony is based on these initiatives may be difficult to meet and could lead to difficult trade-

previous and ongoing GAO work offs. Already the Army does not fully plan to fill some key intelligence

examining Army modularity plans positions required by its new modular force structure.

and cost. GAO’s work has been

primarily focused on the Army’s

. Finally, the Army does not have a comprehensive and transparent approach
g:::v&fgg::siﬁr?smha; srgﬁlg:fﬁ; to measure progress against stated modularity objectives and assess the
the Secretary of Defense to provide need for further changes to modular designs. The Army has not established
a plan for overseeing spending of outcome-related metrics linked to many of its modularity objectives.
funds for modularity. Further, although the Army is analyzing lessons learned from Iraq and

. training events, the Army does not have a long-term, comprehensive plan for 5

www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt? GAO-06-548T. further analysis and testing of the designs and fielded capabilities. Without ¢
To view the full product, including the scope performance metrics and a comprehensive testing plan, neither the
and methodalogy, ciick on the link above. Secretary of Defense nor congressional leaders will have full visibility into
For more information, contact Janet St. the capabilities of the modular force as it is currently organized, staffed, and

Laurent at (202) 512-4402 or .
stlaurentj@gao.gov. equipped.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I'am pleased to be here to discuss our ongoing work on the Army’s plans
for restructuring into a modular brigade-based force. In 2004, the Army
began its modular force transformation to restructure itself from a
division-based force to a modular brigade-based force—an undertaking it
considers the most extensive reorganization of its force since World War
II. This restructuring will require a significant investment of billions of
dollars at a time when the Army is developing other high-cost capabilities,
such as the Future Combat Systems.' For example, the administration
requested $6.6 billion for modularity as part of its fiscal year 2007 budget
request. The foundation of the modular force is the creation of
standardized modular brigade combat teams designed to be stand-alone,
self-sufficient units that are more rapidly deployable and better able to
conduct joint and expeditionary operations than their larger division-
based predecessors. The Army plans to achieve its modular restructuring
without permanently increasing its active component end strength above
482,400 soldiers, primarily by eliminating some noncombat positions in
which military personnel currently serve, and transferring these positions
to its operational combat forces.? The February 2006 Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) specified that the Army would create 70 modular combat
brigades in its active component and National Guard. This represents a 7-
brigade reduction from the Army’s original plan of having 77 modular
combat brigades. However, according to Army officials, resources from
the 7 brigades subtracted from the original plan will be used to increase
support units in the reserve component, and Department of Defense
(DOD) officials believe that 70 brigades will be sufficient to execute the
defense strategy.

For this hearing, you asked us to update our March 2005 testimony before
this committee, in which we provided preliminary observations on the
Army’s plan to implement and fund modular forces.® At that time we

! Future Combai Systems is a program that consists of a family of systerss composed of
advanced network combat and sustainment systems, unmanned ground and air vehicles,
and uvnattended sensors and munitions.

% Army personnel assigned to noncombat positions provide management, administrative,
training, and other support. Operational combat forces include personnel assigned to the
Army’s combat, combat support, and combat service support units, including the modular
brigade combat teams.

3 GAO, Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on Army Plans to Implement and
Fund Modular Forces, GAO-05-443T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 16, 2005).
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observed that because the Army is undertaking this effort while executing
operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere and developing other new
capabilities, such as the Future Combat Systems, DOD may face some
long-term affordability challenges as it moves forward with these and
other initiatives. Since that hearing, in September 2005 we issued a report
on the costs of modularity, and we are drafting a report on the Army’s
plans for modularity, which we expect to issue this spring.* Specifically,
my testimony today will address (1) the Army’s cost estimates for
restructuring to a modular force, (2) the Army’s progress and plans for
equipping modular combat brigades, (3) progress made and challenges to
managing personnel requirements of the modular force, and (4) the extent
to which the Army has developed an approach for assessing
implementation of modularity and for further adjusting designs or
implementation plans.

My testimony is based on both our September 2005 report on cost issues
and on our past and ongoing work examining the Army’s plans for
implementing modularity. For our ongoing work, we interviewed officials B
and obtained documents from Headquarters, Department of the Army; U.S. o
Army Training and Doctrine Command; and U.S. Army Forces Command
to determine the Army’s modular force implementation plans,
organizational design requirements and supporting analysis, equipment
and personnel requirements for the brigade combat teams, and plans for
equipping and staffing modular brigade combat teams to the required
levels. We visited the first three Army divisions undergoing modular
conversions to obtain information on the plans for organizing, staffing, and
equipping the modular brigades and discussed modular force support
requirements with officials from the U.S. Army Center for Army Analysis.
To assess the Army’s cost estimates, we updated our September 2005
report with information from the fiscal year 2007 President’s Budget
request and discussions with Army officials about implications of the QDR
on the cost of modular restructuring. To address equipment plans and
status, we analyzed Department of the Army data on selected equipment
the Army identified as essential for achieving the modular combat
brigades, required operational capabilities and reviewed unit readiness
reports from those brigades that had completed or were in the process of
completing their modular conversion as of February 2006. To assess
personnel plans, we discussed the implications of force structure changes

* GAO, Force Structure: Actions Needed to Improve Estimaotes and Oversight of Costs for )
Transforming Army to a Modular Force, GAO-05-926 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 29, 2005). !

3

Page 2 GAO-06-548T



c

Summary

and plans for eliminating noncombat positions with officials from the
Department of the Army Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Personnel (G1) and
Intelligence (G2). Finally, to assess the framework for assessing
modularity implementation, we examined key Army planning documents
and discussed objectives, performance metrics, and testing plans with
appropriate officials in the Department of the Army Headquarters,
especially officials from the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and
Training (G3) and the Training and Doctrine Command. In addition, we
relied on our past reports assessing organizations undertaking significant
reorganizations. We conducted our work from May 2005 through March
2006 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards and determined that the data used were sufficiently reliable for
our objectives.

The Army is making progress converting active Army combat units to the
new modular structure at a time of war. The Army’s goals for increasing
combat power while introducing predictability in deployments for its
soldiers are important, and the Army leadership in headquarters, military
and civilian staffs, and operational and support units throughout the Army
have dedicated considerable attention, energy, and time to achieving these
goals under tight time frames. However, the Army faces significant
challenges in executing its modularity plans to fully achieve planned
capabilities within the time frames it established. In short, because of
uncertainties in cost, equipment, and personnel plans and the absence of a
comprehensive approach for assessing modularity results, we do not
believe decision makers have sufficient information to assess the
capabilities, costs, and risks posed by the transformation to a modular
force. I will now turn to our four main issues.

First, the lack of clarity in the Army’s cost estimates for modularity may
limit the Secretary of Defense and Congress’s ability to weigh competing
funding priorities. The Army’s cost estimate through fiscal year 2011 has
increased from an initial rough order of magnitude estimate of $28 billion
in 2004 to $52.5 billion currently. Of this $52.5 billion estimate, $41 billion,
or 78 percent, has been allocated to equipment, with the remaining

$11.5 billion allocated to military construction, facilities, sustainment, and
training. Although the estimate has grown, the Army’s rationale for
allocating dollar amounts to specific aspects of modularity has not become
more transparent. For example, it is not clear how the Army will
distinguish between costs associated with modularity and the costs
associated with modernizing equipment or restoring equipment used
during ongoing operations. In addition, despite recent force structure
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changes, schedule changes, and design refinements, the Army has not
updated its cost estimate or funding plan. Moreover, the Army may seek
additional funding after 2011 to buy equipment required for modular
restructuring. In short, it is not clear what level of capability the Army will
achieve with the $52.5 billion it plans to spend on its modular restructuring
through fiscal year 2011. As a result, decision makers may not have
adequate information on which to weigh competing demands for funding.

Second, while the Army is well under way in creating active component
modular combat brigades, it is not meeting its equipping goals for these
brigades and is still developing its equipping strategy, raising considerable
uncertainty as to the levels of equipment they will have in both the near
term and longer term. Although active modular combat brigades are
receiving considerable quantities of equipment, they will initially lack
required quantities of items such as communications systems that are key
for providing the enhanced intelligence, situational awareness, and
network capabilities needed to help match the combat power of the
Army’s former brigade structure. The Army will likely face even greater
challenges fully equipping 28 planned National Guard modular combat
brigades since the National Guard has historically been underequipped. To
mitigate equipment shortages, the Army is developing an equipping
strategy that will provide varying levels of equipment to brigades
depending on their phase of readiness—that is, whether the brigades are
available for deployment, training for deployment, or returning from
deployment. However, the Army has not yet defined specific equipping
plans for brigades in each of the various readiness phases. Until the Army
completes development of its equipping strategy, the Secretary of Defense
and Congress will not be in a good position to assess the Army’s
equipment requirements and the level of risk associated with the Army’s
plans.

Third, while the Army has made some progress meeting modular
personnel requirements in the active component by shifting positions from
its noncombat force to its operational combat force, it faces significant
challenges in meeting its goal to reduce its overall active end strength to
482,400, as specified by the QDR, while increasing the size of its modular
combat force. The Army has developed initiatives to reduce and realign its
end strength, but some of these initiatives may not meet the Army’s initial
expectations. In addition, the Army does not plan to fill some key
intelligence positions required by its new modular force structure design
in part because of the requirement to reduce overall end strength. Without
continued, significant progress in meeting personnel requirements, the
Army may need to accept increased risk in its ability to conduct
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operations and support its combat forces or it may need to seek support
for an end strength increase from DOD and Congress.

Finally, the Army lacks a comprehensive and transparent approach to
effectively measure progress against stated modularity objectives, assess
the need for further changes to its modular unit designs, and monitor
implementation plans. GAO and DOD have identified the importance of
establishing objectives that can be translated into measurable metrics,
which in turn provide accountability for results. The Army has identified
objectives for modularity, but metrics for assessing the Army’s progress on
modularity-specific goals are extremely limited. In 2004, the Army’s
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) conducted a wide-ranging
baseline analysis of the modular design using measures of effectiveness;
however, the Army does not have a long-term plan to conduct similar
analysis so that it can compare the performance of actual modular units
with the TRADOC-validated design. Without performance metrics and a
comprehensive testing plan, neither Army nor congressional leaders will
be able to assess the capabilities of and risks associated with the modular
force as it is currently organized, staffed, and equipped.

Background

The Army’s conversion to a modular force encompasses the Army’s total
force—active Army, Army National Guard, and Army Reserve—and
directly affects not only the Army’s combat units, but related command
and support organizations. A key to the Army’s new modular force design
is embedding within combat brigades battalion-sized, reconnaissance,
logistics, and other support units that previously made up parts of
division-level and higher-level command and support organizations,
allowing the brigades to operate independently. Restructuring these units
is a major undertaking because it requires more than just the movement of
personnel or equipment from one unit to another. The Army’s new
modular units are designed, equipped, and staffed differently than the
units they replace; therefore successful implementation of this initiative
will require changes such as new equipment and a different mix of skills
and occupational specialties among Army personnel. By 2011, the Army
plans to have reconfigured its total force—to include active and reserve
components and headquarters, combat, and support units—into the
modular design. The foundation of the modular force is the creation of
modular brigade combat teams—combat maneuver brigades that will have
a common organizational design and will increase the rotational pool of
ready units. Modular combat brigades will have one of three standard
designs—heavy brigade combat team, infantry brigade combat team, and
Stryker brigade combat team.
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Until it revised its plans in March 2006, the Army had planned to have a
total of 77 active component and National Guard modular combat brigades
by expanding the existing 33 combat brigades in the active component into
43 modular combat brigades by 2007, and by creating 34 modular combat
brigades in the National Guard by 2010 from existing brigades and
divisions that have historically been equipped well below requirements. To
rebalance joint ground force capabilities the 2006 QDR determined the
Army should have a total of 70 modular combat brigades—42 active
brigades and 28 National Guard brigades. Also in March 2006, the Army
was in the process of revising its modular combat brigade conversion
schedule; it now plans to convert its active component brigades by fiscal
year 2010 instead of 2007 as previously planned, and convert National
Guard brigades by fiscal year 2008 instead of 2010. As of March 2006 the
Army had completed the conversion of 19 active component brigades to
the modular design and was in the process of converting 2 active and 7
National Guard brigades. Table 1 shows the Army’s schedule as of March
2006 for creating active component and National Guard modular combat
brigades. J
|

Table 1: Army Schedule for Creating Active Component and National Guard
Modular Combat Brigades as of March 2006

FYO3 FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO7 FY08 FY09 FY10 Total

Active component 2 11 8 14 3 2 1 1 42
combat brigades
National Guard — — 7 7 7 7 _ — 28
combat brigades
Total 2 1 15 21 10 9 1 1 70

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

According to the Army, this larger pool of available combat units will
enable it to generate both active and reserve component forcesin a
rotational manner that will support 2 years at home following each
deployed year for active forces. To do this, the Army has created a
rotational force generation model in which units rotate through a
structured progression of increased unit readiness over time. Units will
progress through three phases of operational readiness cycles, culminating
in full mission readiness and availability to deploy.

The Army’s objective is for the new modular combat brigades, which will
include about 3,000 to 4,000 personnel, to have at least the same combat
capability as a brigade under the current division-based force, which range
from 3,000 to 5,000 personnel. Since there will be more combat brigades in
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Lack of Clarity in
Army’s Cost Estimate
~ for Modularity Limits
. Decision Makers’
Ability to Weigh
Funding Priorities

the force, the Army believes its overall combat capability will be increased
as aresult of the restructuring, providing added value to combatant
commanders. Although somewhat smaller in size, the new modular
combat brigades are expected to be as capable as the Army’s existing
brigades because they will have different equipment, such as advanced
communications and surveillance equipment, and a different mix of
personnel and support assets. The Army’s organizational designs for the
modular brigades have been tested by its Training and Doctrine
Command’s Analysis Center against a variety of scenarios, and the Army
has found the new designs to be as capable as the existing division-based
brigades in modeling and simulations.

- The Army’s cost estimate for modularity has continued to evolve since our

September 2005 report.® As we reported, the Army’s cost estimate for
transforming its force through fiscal year 2011 increased from $28 billion
in the summer of 2004 to $48 billion in the spring of 2005. The latter
estimate addressed some of the shortcomings of the initial rough order of
magnitude estimate and included lessons learned from operations in Iraq.
For example, it included costs of restructuring the entire force, to include
77 brigade combat teams, as well as the creation of support and command
units. However, it excluded some known costs. For example, the

$48 billion estimate did not include $4.5 billion in construction costs the
Army plans to fund through business process engineering efficiencies,
which historically have been difficult to achieve. The Army added these
costs when it revised its cost estimate in March 2006, bringing the most
recent total to $52.5 billion. As shown in table 2, most of the planned
funding for modularity—$41 billion, or about 78 percent—will be used to
procure equipment, with the remaining funds divided between military
construction and facilities and sustainment and training. In addition, Army
leaders have recently stated they may seek additional funds after 2011 to
procure additional equipment for modular restructuring.

® GAO-05-926.
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- ______________________|
Table 2: Modular Force Cost Estimates for the Entire Army by Function

Dollars in billions
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Percentage

Equipping $47 $58 $54 %59 $6.5 $6.7 $6.0 $41.0 78
Military .03 00 05 05 15 15 15 58 11
construction/

facilities

Sustainment 00 07 07 12 14 10 1.0 5.7 11
and training

Total $5.0 $6.5 $6.6 $76 $9.1 $9.2 $8.5 $52.5 100

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

In our September report, we highlighted uncertainties related to force
design, equipment, facilities, and personnel that could drive costs higher.
Some of these uncertainties have been clarified. For example, we noted
that costs in equipment and facilities would increase significantly if the
Secretary of Defense decided to add 5 brigades to the Army’s active
component to create a total of 48 brigade combat teams—a decision that
was scheduled to be made in fiscal year 2006. The decision about the
number of brigades was made based on the QDR. Instead of a 5 brigade
combat team increase, the report stated that the Army would create a total
of 42 such brigades in the active component, a 1 brigade combat team
reduction from the Army’s plan. In addition, the number of National Guard
brigade combat teams was reduced from 34 to 28. In sum, the QDR
decisions reduced the number of planned brigade combat teams from 77
to 70. However, Army officials stated that the Army plans to fully staff and
equip these units. Moreover, Army officials told us that the Army plans to
use resources freed up by this decision {o increase support units in the
reserve component and to fund additional special operations capability in
the active component. We also noted in our September 2005 report that
the Army had not completed designs for all the support units at the time
the estimate was set. According to Army officials, these designs have been
finalized. Despite these refinements to the design and changes to the
planned number of combat and support brigades, the Army has not made
revisions to its $52.5 billion cost estimate or funding plan based on these
changes. '

Moreover, as I will discuss shortly, uncertainty remains in the Army’s
evolving strategy for equipping its modular combat brigades. As a result,
based on discussions with Army officials, it remains unclear to what
extent the $41 billion will enable the Army to equip units to levels in the
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Army’s tested design. In addition, it is not clear how the Army will
distinguish between modularity, costs associated with restoring equipment
used in operations, or modernizing equipment. In estimating its equipment
costs for modularity, the Army assumed that some equipment from
ongoing operations would remain in operational condition for
redistribution to new and restructured modular units. To the extent
equipment is not returned from operations at assumed rates, it is not clear
how this will affect equipping levels of modular units or how the Army
would pay for such equipment. As a result, the Secretary of Defense and
Congress may not be in a sound position to weigh competing demands for
funding and assess whether the Army will be able to fully achieve planned
capabilities for the modular force by 2011 within the planned funding
level.

Although the Army Is
- Well Under Way in Its

“w Active Modular
Combat Brigade
Conversions, Its
Ability to Meet Its
Equipping Goals by
2011 Is Unclear

The Army has made progress in creating active component modular
combat brigades, but it is not meeting its equipping goals for these
brigades and is still developing its overall equipping strategy, which raises
concerns about the extent to which brigades will be equipped in the near
and longer term. While active brigades are receiving significant amounts of
new equipment, Army officials indicated that they may seek additional
funding for equipment beyond 2011. Moreover, brigades will initially lack
key equipment, including items that provide enhanced intelligence,
situational awareness, and network capabilities needed to help the Army
achieve its planned capabilities of creating a more mobile, rapidly
deployable, joint, expeditionary force. In addition, because of existing
equipment shortages, the Army National Guard will likely face even
greater challenges providing the same types of equipment for its 28
planned modular combat brigades. To mitigate equipment shortages, the
Army plans to provide priority for equipment to deploying active
component and National Guard units but allocate lesser levels of
remaining equipment to other nondeploying units based on their
movement through training and readiness cycles. However, the Army has
not yet determined the levels of equipment it needs to support this
strategy, assessed the operational risk of not fully equipping all units, or
provided to Congress detailed information about these plans so it can
assess the Army’s current and long-term equipment requirements and
funding plans.
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Army Facing Difficulty
Meeting Its Goals for
Equipping Active Modular
Combat Brigades

The Army faces challenges meeting its equipping goals for its modular
brigades both in the near and longer term. As of February 2006, the Army
had converted 19 modular combat brigades in the active force. According
to the Army Campaign Plan, which established time frames and goals for

the modular force conversions, each of these units individually is expected

to have on hand at least 90 percent of its required major equipment items
within 180 days after its new equipment requirements become effective.®
We reviewed data from several brigades that had reached the effective
date for their new equipment requirements by February 2006, and found
that all of these brigades reported significant shortages of equipment 180
days after the effective date of their new equipment requirements, falling
well below the equipment goals the Army established in its Campaign
Plan. Additionally, the Army is having difficulty providing equipment to
units undergoing their modular conversion in time for training prior to

operational deployments, and deploying units often do not receive some of

their equipment until after their arrival in theater. At the time of our visits,
officials from three Army divisions undergoing modular conversion
expressed concern over the lack of key equipment needed for training

prior to deployment.

The Army already faced equipment shortages before it began its modular
force transformation and is wearing out significant quantities in Iragq,
which could complicate plans for fully equipping new modular units. By
creating modular combat brigades with standardized designs and

equipment requirements, the Army believed that it could utilize more of its

total force, thereby increasing the pool of available and ready forces to
meet the demands of sustained rotations and better respond to an
expected state of continuous operations. Also, by comparably equipping
all of these units across the active component and National Guard, the
Army further believes it will be able to discontinue its practice of
allocating limited resources, including equipment, based on a system of
tiered readiness,” which resulted in lower-priority units in both active and

® The Army defines this in its Campaign Plan as the effective date on which the new
modular organizational designs’ equipment requirements formaily apply to converting
brigades. The Army calis this a Modified Table of Organization and Equipment, which

documents the specific types and amounts of equipment Army units are authorized to have.
7 Under this model, which the Army calls its tiered readiness system, high priority or first to

deploy units in the active component received much higher levels of resources than lower
priority or later deploying active and reserve component units. While some units

maintained high levels of readiness, a large part of both the active and reserve components

were in a low state of readiness with the expectation that there would be sufficient time to

add the required resources prior to deployment.
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reserve components having significantly lower levels of equipment and
readiness than the higher priority units. However, because of the need to
establish a larger pool of available forces to meet the current high pace of
operational commitments, the Army’s modular combat brigade conversion
schedule is outpacing the planned acquisition or funding for some
equipment requirements. The Army has acknowledged that funding does
not match its modular conversion schedule and that some units will face
equipment shortages in the early years of transformation. The Army says it
will manage these shortfalls; however, according to Army officials, the
Army may continue to seek modular force equipment funding beyond 2011
and may exceed its $52.5 billion modularity cost estimate.

Equipment Shortages
Include Key Equipment the
Army Identified as
. Essential for Achieving
L Modular Force Capabilities

Active modular combat brigades will initially lack required numbers of
some of the key equipment that Army force design analyses determined
essential for achieving their planned capabilities. Army force designers
identified a number of key organizational, personnel, and equipment
enablers they determined must be present for the modular combat
brigades to be as lethal as the division-based brigades they are replacing,
achieve their expected capabilities, and function as designed. Essential
among these is the equipment that will enable the modular combat
brigades to function as stand-alone, self-sufficient tactical forces, capable
of conducting and sustaining operations on their own if required without
also deploying large numbers of support forces. They include battle
command systems to provide modular combat brigades the latest
command and control technology for improved situational awareness;
advanced digital communications systems to provide secure high-speed
communications links; and advanced sensors, providing modular combat
brigades their own intelligence-gathering, reconnaissance, and target
acquisition capabilities.

We reviewed several command and control, communications, and
reconnaissance systems to determine the Army’s plans and timelines for
providing active modular combat brigades some of the key equipment they
need to achieve their planned capabilities and function as designed.
According to Army officials responsible for managing the distribution and
fielding of equipment, in 2007 when 38 of 42 active component modular
combat brigades are to complete their modular conversions, the Army will
not have all of this equipment onhand to meet the new modular force
design requirements. These shortfalls are due to a range of reasons, but
primarily because the modular conversion schedule is outpacing the
planned acquisition or funding. For example, the Army does not expect to
meet until at least 2012 its modular combat brigade requirements for Long-
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Range Advanced Scout Surveillance Systems, an advanced visual sensor
that provides long-range surveillance capability to detect, recognize, and
identify distant targets. In addition, because of an Army funding decision,
the Army only plans to meet 85 percent of its requirements across the
force for Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio Systems, a command
and control network radio system that provides voice and data
communications capability in support of command and control operations.
Finally, a recent DOD decision could set back the Army’s schedule for the
acquisition of Joint Network Node, a key communications system that
provides secure high-speed computer network connection for data
transmission down to the battalion level, including voice, video, and e-
mail. According to Army officials, DOD recently decided to require the
Army to have Joint Network Node undergo developmental and operational
testing prior to further acquisition, which could delay equipping active and
National Guard modular combat brigades.

National Guard Faces
Significant Equipping
Challenges

In addition to the challenges the Army faces in providing active
component modular combat brigades the equipment necessary for meeting
expected capabilities, the Army will face greater challenges meeting its
equipping requirements for its 28 planned National Guard combat
brigades. The Army’s modular force concept is intended to transform the
National Guard from a strategic standby force to a force that is to be
organized, staffed, and equipped comparable to active units for
involvement in the full range of overseas operations. As such, Guard
combat units will enter into the Army’s new force rotational model in
which, according to the Army’s plans, Guard units would be available for
deployment 1 year out of 6 years. However, Guard units have previously
been equipped at less than wartime readiness levels (often at 65 to 75
percent of requirements) under the assumption that there would be
sufficient time for Guard forces to obtain additional equipment prior to
deployment. Moreover, as of July 2005, the Army National Guard had

transferred more than 101,000 pieces of equipment from nondeploying

units to support Guard units’ deployments overseas. As we noted in our
report last year on National Guard equipment readiness,’ National Guard
Bureau officials estimated that the Guard’s nondeployed units had only
about 34 percent of their essential warfighting equipment as of July 2005

8 GAO, Reserve Forces: Plans Needed to Improve Army National Guard Equipment
Readiness and Better Integrate Guard into Army Force Transformation Initiatives,
GAO-06-111 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 4, 2005).
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and had exhausted inventories of 220 critical items. Although the Army
says it plans to invest $21 billion into equipping and modernizing the
Guard through 2011, Guard units will start their modular conversions with
less and much older equipment than most active units. This will add to the
challenge the Army faces in achieving its plans and timelines for equipping
Guard units at comparable levels to active units and fully meeting the
equipping needs across both components. Moreover, the Army National
Guard believes that even after the Army’s planned investment, the Army
National Guard will have to accept risk in certain equipment, such as
tactical wheeled vehicles, aircraft, and force protection equipment.

To Mitigate Equipment
Shortages, Army Plans to
Rotate Equipment among
Units Based on Their

. Movement through

. Training, Readiness, and
Deployment Cycles

Because the Army realized that it would not have enough equipment in the
near term to simultaneously equip modular combat brigades at 100 percent
of their requirements, the Army is developing a new equipping strategy as
part of its force rotation model; however, it has not yet determined
equipping requirements for this new strategy. Under the force rotation
model, the Army would provide increasing amounts of equipment to units
as they move through training phases and near readiness for potential
deployment so they would be ready to respond quickly if needed with fully
equipped forces. The Army believes that over time, equipping units in a
rotational manner will enable it to better allocate available equipment and
help manage risk associated with specific equipment shortages.

Under this strategy, brigades will have three types of equipment sets—a
baseline set, a training set, and a deployment set. The baseline set would
vary by unit type and assigned mission and the equipment it includes could
be significantly reduced from the amount called for in the modular brigade
design. Training sets would include more of the equipment units will need
to be ready for deployment, but units would share the equipment that
would be located at training sites throughout the country. The deployment
set would include all equipment needed for deployment, including theater-
specific equipment, high-priority items provided through operational
needs statements, and equipment from Army prepositioned stock. With
this cyclical equipping approach, the Army believes it can have from 12 to
16 active combat brigades and from 3 to 4 Army National Guard combat
brigades equipped and mission ready at any given time.

However, the Army has not yet determined equipping requirements for
units as they progress through the rotational cycles. While the Army has
developed a general proposal to equip both active and Army National
Guard units according to the readiness requirements of each phase of the
rotational force model, it has not yet detailed the types and quantities of
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The Army Faces
Challenges in
Managing Personnel
Requirements for Its
New Modular Force
Structure

items required in each phase. We noted in our October 2005 report on
Army National Guard equipment readiness’ that at the time of the report,
the Army was still developing the proposals for what would be included in
the three equipment sets and planned to publish the final requirements in
December 2005. However, as of March 2006 the Army had not decided on
specific equipping plans for units in the various phases of its force rotation
model.

Because the Army is early in the development of its rotational equipping
strategy and has not yet defined specific equipping plans for units as they
progress through rotational cycles, the levels of equipment the deploying
and nondeploying units would receive are currently not clear. Therefore, it
is difficult to assess the risk associated with decreasing nondeploying
units’ readiness to perform other missions or the ability of units in the
earlier stages of the rotational cycle to respond to an unforeseen crisis if
required.

The Army has made some progress meeting modular personnel
requirements in the active component by shifting positions from its
noncombat force to its operational combat force but faces significant
challenges reducing its overall end strength while increasing the size of its
modular combat force. The Army plans to reduce its current end strength
of 512,400, based upon a temporary authorized increase,” to 482,400
soldiers by 2011 in order to help fund the Army’s priority acquisition
programs. Simultaneously, the Army plans to increase the number of
soldiers in its combat force from approximately 315,000 to 355,000 in order
to meet the increased personnel requirements of its new larger modular
force structure. The Army plans to utilize several initiatives to reduce and
realign the Army with the aim of meeting these planned manpower levels.

For example, the Army has experienced some success in converting
nonoperational military positions into civilian positions, thereby freeing up
soldiers to fill modular combat brigades’ requirements. During fiscal year

® GAO-06-111.

' The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006, Pub. L. No. 109-163, § 401
{(Jan. 6, 2006), sets the end strength level for the Army at 512,400 but stipulates costs of
active duty personnel of the Army for that fiscal year in excess of 482,400 shall be paid out
of funds authorized to be appropriated for that fiscal year for a contingent emergency
reserve fund or as an emergency supplemental appropriation.
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2005, the Army converted approximately 8,000 military positions to
civilian-staffed positions within the Army’s institutional force. However,
officials believe additional conversions will be more challenging to
achieve. In addition to its success with the military-to-civilian conversions,
the Army has been given statutory authority to reduce active personnel
support to the National Guard and Reserves by 1,500." However, the Army
must still eliminate additional positions, utilizing these and other
initiatives, so it can reduce its overall end strength while filling
requirements for modular units.

While the Army is attempting to reduce end strength and realign positions
to the combat force via several initiatives, it may have difficulty meeting
its expectations for some initiatives. For example, the Army expected that
the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions of 2005 could free up
approximately 2,000 to 3,000 positions in the institutional Army, but the
Army is revisiting this assumption based upon updated manpower levels at
the commands and installations approved for closure and consolidation.
Army officials believe they will be able to realign some positions from
BRAC, but it is not clear whether the reductions will free up 2,000 to 3,000
military personnel. In the same vein, Army officials expected to see
reductions of several hundred base support staff resulting from
restationing forces currently overseas back to garrisons within the United
States. However, Army officials are still attempting to determine if the
actual savings will meet the original assumptions.

In addition, the Army’s new modular force structure increases
requirements for military intelligence specialists, but according to Army
officials the Army will not be able to fully meet these requirements. The
modular force requires the Army to adjust the skill mix of its operational
force by adding 8,400 active component intelligence specialist positions to
support its information superiority capability—considered a key enabler
of modular force capabilities. However, the Army plans to fill only about
57 percent of these positions by 2013 in part because of efforts to reduce
overall end strength. According to Army officials, despite these shortfalls,
intelligence capability has improved over that of the previous force;
however, shortfalls in filling intelligence requirements have stressed
intelligence specialists with a high tempo of deployments. However, since

" The Ronald W. Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, Pub. L.
No. 108-375, § 515 (Oct. 28, 2004) reduces the minimum number of active component
advisors required to be assigned to units of the selected reserve from 5,000 to 3,500.
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The Army Has
Objectives and Time
Frames for
Modularity but Lacks
Performance Metrics
to Measure Progress

intelligence was considered a key enabler of the modular design—a
component of the new design’s improved situational awareness—it is
unclear how this shortage in planned intelligence capacity will affect the

overall capability of modular combat brigades.

If the Army is unable to transfer enough active personnel to its combat
forces while simultaneously reducing its overall end strength, it will be
faced with a difficult choice. The Army could accept increased risk to its
operational units or nonoperational units that provide critical support,
such as training. Alternatively, the Army could ask DOD to seek an end
strength increase and identify funds to pay for additional personnel.

However, DOD is seeking to reduce end strength in all the services to limit

its personnel costs and provide funds for other priorities.

The Army lacks a comprehensive and transparent approach to effectively
measure its progress against stated modularity objectives, assess the need

for further changes to its modular unit designs, and monitor
implementation plans.

Army Lacks Performance
Metrics to Measure the
Results of Modularity

GAO and DOD, among others, have identified the importance of
establishing objectives that can be translated into measurable, results-

oriented metrics, which in turn provide accountability for results. In a 2003

report we found that the adoption of a results-oriented framework that

clearly establishes performance goals and measures progress toward those

goals was a key practice for implementing a successful transformation.”
DOD has also recognized the need to develop or refine metrics so it can
measure efforts to implement the defense strategy and provide useful

information to senior leadership.

The Army considers the Army Campaign Plan to be a key document
guiding the modular restructuring. The plan provides broad guidelines for

12 GAO, Results-Oriented Cultures: Implementation Steps to Assist Mergers and
Organizational Transformations, GAO-03-669 (Washington, D.C.: July 2, 2003).
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modularity and other program tasks across the entire Army. However,
modularity-related metrics within the plan are limited to a schedule for
creating modular units and an associated metric of achieving unit
readiness goals for equipment training and personnel by certain dates after
unit creation. Moreover, a 2005 assessment by the Office of Management
and Budget identified the total number of brigades created as the only
metric the Army has developed for measuring the success of its modularity
initiative. Another key planning document, the 2005 Army Strategic
Planning Guidance, identified several major expected advantages of
modularity, including an increase in the combat power of the active
component force by at least 30 percent, an increase in the rotational pool
of ready units by at least 50 percent, the creation of a deployable joint-
capable headquarters, a force design upon which the future network-
centric developments can be readily applied, and reduced stress on the
force through a more predictable deployment cycle. However, these goals
have not translated into outcome-related metrics that are reported to
provide decision makers a clear status of the modular restructuring as a
whole. Army officials stated that unit creation schedules and readiness
levels are the best available metrics for assessing modularity progress
because modularity is a reorganization encompassing hundreds of
individual procurement programs that would be difficult to collectively
assess in a modularity context.

While we recognize the complexity of the modular restructuring, we also
note that without clear definitions of metrics, and periodic communication
of performance against these metrics, the Secretary of Defense and
Congress will have difficulty assessing the impact of refinements and
enhancements to the modular design, such as changes in the number of
modular combat and support brigades reported in the QDR and any
changes in resource requirements that may occur as a result of these
changes.

Army Lacks a Long-term
Plan for Comprehensively
Evaluating Modular

Designs

In fiscal year 2004, TRADOC’s Analysis Center concluded that the modular
brigade combat team designs would be more capable than division-based
units based on an integrated and iterative analysis employing computer-
assisted exercises, subject matter experts, and senior observers. This
analysis culminated in the approval of modular brigade-based designs for
the Army. The assessment employed performance metrics such as mission
accomplishment, units’ organic lethality, and survivability, and compared
the performance of variations on modular unit designs against the existing
division-based designs. The report emphasized that the Chief of Staff of
the Army had asked for “good enough” prototype designs that could be
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quickly implemented, and the modular organizations assessed were not
the end of the development effort.

Since these initial design assessments, the Army has been assessing
implementation and making further adjustments in designs and
implementation plans through a number of venues, to include

unit readiness reporting on personnel, equipment, and training;

modular force coordination cells to assist units in the conversion process;
modular force observation teams to collect lessons during training; and
collection and analysis teams to assess units’ effectiveness during
deployment.

TRADOC has approved some design change recommendations and has not
approved others. For example, TRADOC analyzed a Department of the
Army proposal to reduce the number of Long-Range Advanced Scout
Surveillance Systems, but recommended retaining the higher number in
the existing design in part because of decreases in units’ assessed lethality
and survivability with the reduced number of surveillance systems.

Army officials maintain that ongoing assessments provide sufficient
validation that the modularity concept works in practice. However, these
assessments do not provide a comprehensive evaluation of the modular
design as a whole. Further, the Army does not plan to conduct a similar
overarching analysis to assess the modular force capabilities to perform
operations across the full spectrum of potential conflict. In November
2005, we reported that methodically testing, exercising, and evaluating
new doctrines and concepts is an important and established practice
throughout the military, and that particularly large and complex issues
may require long-term testing and evaluation that is guided by study
plans.” We believe the evolving nature of the design highlights the
importance of planning for broad-based evaluations of the modular force
to ensure the Army is achieving the capabilities it intended, and to provide
an opportunity to make course corrections if needed. For example, one
controversial element of the design was the decision to include two
maneuver battalions instead of three in the brigade combat teams."

2 GAO, Military Readiness: Navy's Fleet Response Plan Would Benefit from a
Comprehensive Management Approach and Rigorous Testing, GAO-06-84 (Washington,
D.C.: Nov. 22, 2005).

" Brigades are made up of battalions; battalions made up of companies.
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Concluding Remarks

TRADOC’s 2004 analysis noted that the brigade designs with the two
maneuver battalion organization had reduced versatility compared to the
three maneuver battalion design, and cited this as one of the most
significant areas of risk in the modular combat brigade design. Some
defense experts, to include a current division commander and several
retired Army generals, have expressed concerns about this aspect of the
modular design. In addition, some of these experts have expressed
concerns about whether the current designs have been sufficiently tested
and whether they provide the best mix of capabilities to conduct full-
spectrum operations. In addition, the Army has recently completed
designs for support units and headquarters units. Once the Army gets more
operational experience with the new modular units, it may find it needs to
make further adjustments to its designs. Without another broad-based
evaluation, the Secretary of Defense and congressional leadership will
lack visibility into the capabilities of the brigade combat teams as they are
being organized, staffed, and equipped.

The fast pace, broad scope, and cost of the Army’s restructuring to a
modular force present considerable challenges for the Army, particularly
as it continues to be heavily involved in fighting the Global War on
Terrorism. These factors pose challenges to Congress as well to provide
adequate oversight of the progress being made on achieving modularity
goals and of funds being appropriated for this purpose. In this challenging
environment, it is important for the Army to clearly establish and
communicate its funding priorities and equipment and personnel
requirements and assess the risks associated with its plans. Moreover, it is
important for the Army to clearly establish a comprehensive long-term
approach for its modular restructuring that reports not only a schedule of
creating modular units, but measures of its progress toward meeting its
goal of creating a more rapidly deployable, joint, expeditionary force.
Without such an approach, the Secretary of Defense and Congress will not
have the information needed to weigh competing funding priorities and
monitor the Army’s progress in its over $52 billion effort to transform its
force.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, this concludes my
prepared remarks. I would be happy to answer any questions you may
have.
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Actions Needed to Improve Estimates
and Oversight of Costs for Transforming
Army to a Modular Force

What GAO Found

The Army’s cost estimates for its modular force are evolving and have
increased substantially, and uncertainty exists that will likely increase costs
further. In March 2005, the Army estimated it will need $48 billion to fund
modularity through 2011, a 71 percent increase from its 2004 estimate of $28
billion. However, this latest estimate does not include $27.5 billion in
personnel and construction costs the Army and GAO identified, bringing
potential known costs to $75.5 billion. Uncertainties remain in this estimate
related to force design, equipment, facilities, and personnel, which could
increase costs or require the Army to reduce capabilities. Until the Army
provides a more reliable estimate of its modularity costs, DOD and Congress
will not be well positioned to weigh competing requests for funding.

The Army’s funding plan, which it uses as the basis for developing funding
requests, relies on annual and supplemental appropriations and may present

future affordability challenges. Uncertainty in cost estimates noted above, ,
reliance on business engineering efficiencies that historically have been ‘)
difficult for DOD to achieve, and likely cost growth from another high-cost .
program—Future Combat Systems—collectively pose the risk of making this

plan unaffordable. Also, as shown below, the Army will be creating most of

the modular units before it has the funding to support them.

Comparison of Modularity Restructuring and Funding Schedules
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Source: GAO analysis of Amy funding data and unit creation schedules.
Note: The Army plan did not include funding data for fiscal year 2004.

While the Army can generally identify overall equipment purchases, it lacks
an approach for tracking most modularity obligations and thus cannot
provide a reliable picture of past spending or future funding needs. Army
officials said they had not established a framework to track personnel and
equipment obligations in part due to the difficulty of defining whether such !
expenses were incurred specifically for modularity or to support the force in Hﬁ;
general. However, we note the Army has made such distinctions in its past

funding requests, including identifying specific amounts needed for

equipment, and will require such data to develop and justify future requests.

T,

United States Government Accountability Office



~ Contents

Letter 1
Results in Brief 2.
Background 5
Modular Transformation Cost Estimate Has Increased, and
Uncertainties Surrounding Pending Decisions May Increase
Costs Further 8
The Army’s Funding Plan Poses Funding Risks That May Cause
Affordability Challenges in the Future 15
Lack of an Approach to Track Funds Obligated for the Modular
Force Limits the Transparency of Funds Used 19
Conclusions 21
Recommendations for Executive Action 21
Matter for Congressional Consideration 22
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 22
Appendix I Scope and Methodology 28
Appendix II Comments from the Department of Defense 30
Appendix III GAO Contact and Staff Acknowledgments 37
Tables
Table 1: Army Schedule for Transforming to the Modular Design 7
Table 2: Modular Force Cost Estimates for the Entire Army by
Function 10
Table 3;: Modular Force Funding Plan 15
Figure
Figure 1: Comparison of Army Modularity Restructuring and
Funding Schedules 17

Page i GAOQ-05-926 Force Structure



Abbreviations

BRAC Base realignment and closure
CBO Congressional Budget Office
DOD Department of Defense

FCS Future Combat Systems

FYDP Future Years Defense Program

This is a work of the U.S. government and is not subject to copyright protection in the
United States. It may be reproduced and distributed in its entirety without further
permission from GAQO. However, because this work may contain copyrighted images or
other material, permission from the copyright holder may be necessary if you wish to
reproduce this material separately.

Page ii GAO-05-926 Force Structure



Iy

C&E GAO

Accountabllity * Integrity * Reliability

Umted States Government Accountability Office

Washington, DC 20548

September 29, 2005
Congressional Committees

The Army considers its transformation into a modular force to be the most
extensive reorganization of its force since World War II, requiring large
investments in personnel and equipment to restructure a force now
organized in divisions to a modular brigade-based force. By the end of
fiscal year 2006, the Army plans to reorganize its 10 active duty divisions,
expanding from 33 brigades to 43 modular brigade combat teams, and by
fiscal year 2010, create new types of command and support units. At the
same time, the Army is fighting the Global War on Terrorism and
developing other new capabilities such as the Future Combat Systems
(FCS)." As the Department of Defense (DOD) requests funds to support
these Army initiatives, it is incumbent on DOD to provide the best
available data to justify its resource needs.

Because of the magnitude of the Army’s transformation plans and growing
congressional concerns about their affordability, we are examining both
the force structure and cost implications of the Army's transformation into
a modular force under the Comptroller General’s statutory authority. We
presented our preliminary observations on the Army’s plan in a March
2005 hearing before the Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces,
House Committee on Armed Services.? This report focuses on the cost of
the modular force, with an emphasis on assumptions related to the active
component because these plans were the most mature at the time of our
review. Because of your oversight responsibilities, we are sending this
report to you. Specifically, we (1) determined the extent of change in the
Army’s cost estimate for transforming to a modular force and the potential
areas of uncertainty that could affect those costs, (2) examined the Army’s
plan for funding these costs and factors that may affect its ability to afford
modularity, and (3) determined whether the Army has an adequate
approach to track modularity obligations. We will be providing a separate

! FCS is a program that consists of a family of systems composed of advanced network
combat and sustainment systems, unmanned ground and air vehicles, and unattended
sensors and munitions.

2 GAO, Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on Army Plans to Implement and
Fund Modular Forces, GAO-05-443T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 16, 2005).
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report on force structure implications of the modular transformation at a
later date.

Overall, our assessment of the cost estimate, funding plan, and the
approach for tracking obligations associated with the modular force
transformation focused on the assumptions underlying cost projections
for equipment, personnel, and facilities as they related to the modular
force proposed by the Army. We examined the processes for developing
them and assessed the estimates against analyses from officials
knowledgeable about each of the cost categories. We found this
information sufficiently reliable for analyzing the assumptions underlying
costs of the modular force and funding plans. Specifically, to assess
change and uncertainty in the cost estimate, we compared the Army’s
original rough order of magnitude estimate with updated estimates and
discussed reasons for the changes with Army budget and programming
officials. We also discussed areas of uncertainties with Army officials
responsible for equipment procurement, personnel, and facilities,
including both headquarters and command officials. To assess the
affordability of the funding plan, we examined the plan in light of our
ongoing and previously issued reviews examining Army assumptions
about other high-cost programs and projected efficiencies expected in the
Army’s budget. To assess the Army’s approach for tracking modular force
costs, we discussed processes used to track these funds at the command
and headquarters levels, and discussed the Army’s existing processes for
tracking costs in general with headquarters officials. We conducted our
review from May 2004 through June 2005 in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. Further information on our
scope and methodology and data reliability assessment appears in
appendix L.

Results in Brief

The Army’s cost estimates for transforming to a modular force are
evolving and have increased substantially, and uncertainty exists that will
likely increase costs. As of March 2005, the Army estimated that it will
need $48 billion to fund modular forces—which represents a 71 percent

. increase from its 2004 estimate of $28 billion.® However, this most recent
estimate does not include $27.5 billion in personnel and construction costs

the Army and GAO have identified, bringing the potential known costs to

® Unless otherwise noted, costs presented in this report are in then-year dollars.
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$75.5 billion.* Uncertainties remain in assumptions about force structure
design, equipment requirements and shortfalls, personnel costs, and
basing, which could increase costs even more. For example, if the
Secretary of Defense decides to further increase the number of brigade
combat teams—a decision to be made in fiscal year 2006—increases in
equipment, facilities, and personnel costs may occur. In addition, the
amount for equipment costs included in the Army’s estimate is likely
understated because it does not entirely reflect the cost of purchasing all
the equipment needed to bring the currently planned units to the modular
design—and therefore to the level of capability—that the Army validated
in testing. Also, Army officials are uncertain whether the current end
strength authorization is enough to support the modular conversion,
putting personnel costs at risk of increasing if additional end strength is
needed. Finally, the costs of constructing permanent facilities are
uncertain because they have not incorporated recent proposals for base
realignment and closure and restationing of personnel from overseas. If
costs grow due to these uncertainties, the Army may require additional
funding beyond $75.5 billion or need to accept reduced capabilities among
some or all of its units. Until the Army provides a better understanding of
costs associated with the modular force and a clearer picture of the impact
of resource decisions on the modular force capability, DOD will not be
well positioned to weigh competing priorities and make informed
decisions nor will Congress or the Secretary of Defense have the
information they need to evaluate funding requests.

The Army’s 2005 through 2011 funding plan for its modular force, which
relies on a combination of supplemental and regular appropriations and
efficiencies, contains various risks that may pose difficult affordability
challenges in the future. In sum, the Army anticipates it will fund the $75.5
billion cost for modularity with $10 billion in supplemental appropriations,
$42.5 billion in regular appropriations (including $4.5 billion achieved
through efficiencies), and a GAO-estimated $23 billion in either
supplemental or regular appropriations to pay for personnel expenses.
According to Army officials, the Army plans to use this strategy to meet its
aggressive schedule for completing its modular conversion and to avoid
canceling or restructuring other programs. It also intends to use its
funding plan as the basis for developing requests for regular
appropriations and supplemental appropriations funds. Several risk
factors may impede the Army’s ability to adhere to its plan. First, the Army

* In constant fiscal year 2006 dollars, this totals $71.6 billion.
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will be creating units before funding is available to restructure them. Its

schedule for creating and transforming modular units shows that by 2008,

96 percent of the 194 active and reserve units will be created by the time

the Army has a little over half of its anticipated funding. Further,

uncertainties in the cost estimate for the modular force noted above may
increase the costs of the conversion. The funding plan also relies on the

Army to produce $4.5 billion from business process reengineering

efficiencies in order to fund new construction for the modular force.

However, the Army’s ability to achieve these savings is uncertain because

DOD historically has had difficulty achieving these efficiencies. Finally,

although the bulk of funding for the Army’s FCS—a high-cost, high-priority

Army program—occurs outside modular transformation time frames, we

have reported that the program is at significant risk for not delivering

required capability within budgeted resources, and that because of the size

of FCS, cost growth could have dire consequences on the affordability of

other Army programs. Collectively, the risks associated with uncertainties

in cost estimates; the Army’s ability to find efficiencies; and implementing

two high-cost, high-priority programs could pose challenges for DOD and 7y
the Army in the future. J

While Army officials stated they can generally identify overall equipment
purchases, the Army lacks an approach for tracking and categorizing most
obligations related to modularity and thus cannot provide decision makers
a transparent, reliable picture of past spending or future budget
requirements for the modular force. Federal internal control standards
state that agencies should provide reasonable assurance that an agency’s
objectives are being achieved through, among other things, reliable reports
on budget execution.® While the Army reported obligations of $133 million
for its operation and maintenance expenses in fiscal year 2004 for the
modular force transformation, Army officials told us that additional funds
were obligated for personnel and equipment, but they could not specify
the amounts. Initial Army estimates indicated that these costs could have
been as high as $496 million. Army officials told us that they had not
established a framework to track these modularity expenditures in part
because of the difficulty in distinguishing whether such expenses were
incurred specifically for the modular force transformation or to support
the force in general. We note, however, that the Army has made such
distinctions in its past funding requests for the modular force by

% GAO, Standards Jor Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1
(Washington, D.C.: November 1999). ;
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Background

requesting specific amounts of funds for equipment. For example, in
documentation supporting the fiscal year 2005 supplemental appropriation
request, the Army stated that it required $4.6 billion for modularity largely
to fund equipment, vehicles, and facilities, and $3.1 billion to repair tanks
and handle other battle losses. Moreover, without centrally tracking and
reporting on equipment and personnel expenditures specifically related to
its modular transformation, the Army cannot determine if the funding it
planned and programmed for this purpose is being spent to meet the
requirements for modularity. In addition, Congress cannot be certain that
the funds it has authorized for fulfilling the Army’s modular conversion
requirements were spent for that purpose and that future funding requests
for the modular force are justified in light of those expenditures.

We made recommendations to DOD to improve information available to
decision makers on the cost of the Army’s plans and related expenditures.
In comments on a draft of this report, DOD strongly disagreed with our
findings related to the cost estimate for the modular force and the
uncertainties we cited. DOD stated that its cost estimate was solid and
that any uncertainties would not substantially change the estimate. For the
reasons stated above and as discussed in the section summarizing these
comments, we do not believe the department is in a position to state that
the estimate is solid. Further, while DOD agreed on the need for improved
reporting on modularity plans, it did not agree to establish an approach for
tracking modularity costs as we recommend. Given the magnitude and
significant cost of the effort, and the fact that DOD has requested funds
from Congress specifically for modularity, we continue to believe
oversight of expenditures is needed. Therefore, we have included a matter
for congressional consideration. Specifically, Congress should consider
requiring the Secretary of Defense to provide a plan for overseeing
spending of funds provided for modularity.

The Army’s modular force transformation, which has been referred to as
the largest Army reorganization in 50 years, encompasses the Army’s total
force—active Army, Army National Guard, and U.S. Army Reserve—and
directly affects not only the Army’s combat units, but related support and
command and control. Restructuring these units is a major undertaking
because it requires more than just the movement of personnel or
equipment from one unit to another. The Army’s new units are designed,
equipped, and staffed differently than the units they replace, therefore
successful implementation of this initiative will require many changes,
such as new equipment and facilities; a different mix of skills and

Page 5 GAO0-05-926 Force Structure



occupational specialties among Army personnel; and significant changes
to training and doctrine.

The foundation of the modular force is the creation of brigade combat
teams—brigade-size units that will have a common organizational design
and will increase the pool of available units for deployment. The Army
believes a brigade-based force will make it more agile and deployable and
better able to meet combatant commander requirements. Not only does
the Army expect to produce more combat brigades after its restructuring,
it believes the brigades will be capable of independent action by the
introduction of key enablers, such as enhanced military intelligence
capability and communications, and by embedding various combat
support units in the brigade itself instead of at a higher echelon of
command. The Army’s objective is for each new modularized brigade
combat team, which will include about 3,000 to 4,000 personnel, to have at
least the same combat capability as a brigade under the current division-
based force, which ranged from 3,000 to 5,000 personnel.® Since there will
be more combat brigades in the force, the Army believes its overall
combat capability will be increased as a result of the restructuring,
providing added value to combatant commanders.

Although somewhat smaller in size, the new modular brigades are
expected to be as capable as the Army’s existing brigades because they
will have different equipment, such as advanced communications and
surveillance equipment, and a different mix of personnel and support
assets. The Army’s organizational designs for the brigade combat teams
have been tested by its Training and Doctrine Command’s Analysis Center
at Fort Leavenworth against a variety of scenarios, and the Army has
found the new designs to be as effective as the existing brigades in
modeling and simulation.

By 2011, the Army plans to have reconfigured its total force—to include
active and reserve components, and headquarters, combat, and support
units—into the modular design. The plan includes expanding the existing
33 brigades in the active component division structure into 43 modular,
standardized brigade combat teams by fiscal year 2006. Table 1 shows the
Army’s schedule for transforming to the modular design.

The Army’s plan calis for three variants of the modularized brigade combat team. The
infantry variant will have about 3,300 personnel, the armored variant 3,700 personnel, and
the Stryker variant 4,000 personnel.
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]
Table 1: Army Schedule for Transforming to the Modutar Design

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total

Active maneuver

brigade combat ‘

teams added 3 3 4 0] 0 0 0 0 10
Active maneuver

brigade combat

teams reconfigured 10 5 11 7 o 0 o 0 33
Active

headquarters units 3 3 4 4 1 2 1 0 18
Active support )

units 6 4 11 12 4 2 0 o] 39
Total active units 22 15 30 23 5 4 1 0 100
Army National

Guard units 0 9 34 13 23 0 0 3 82
U.S. Army Reserve

units 0 0 4 4 4 o] 0 0 12

Total Army units 22 24 68 40 32 4 1 3 194

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

Supporting DOD’s goals for transformation while undertaking current
operations is a complex undertaking. In addition to the sheer magnitude of
force structure changes the Army is implementing, the Army’s
transformation to a modular force is occurring as the Army is rotating over
160,000 troops annually into combat theaters to fight the Global War on
Terrorism. As an indication of the progress already made, the Army
reports it has built 5 new brigade combat teams, converted 16 brigade
combat teams, and created 16 modular support brigades. In addition, the
Army reports it has made “rebalancing” decisions affecting over 100,000
military positions in order to make the best use of its available personnel.
This involves creating more units of the types needed most and eliminating
from the force units of lesser priority.

Legislation has increased the Army’s end strength in part to support the
modular reorganization. In the Ronald W. Reagan National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, the Army was authorized an end
strength of 502,400 soldiers—a 20,000 soldier increase of the fiscal year
2004 end strength of 482,400.” The 2005 act also authorized the Secretary

" Ronald W. Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, Pub. L.
No. 108375 § 401 (2004). _
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Modular
Transformation Cost
Estimate Has
Increased, and
Uncertainties
Surrounding Pending
Decisions May
Increase Costs

Further

of Defense to increase the Army’s end strength as high as 512,400 during
fiscal years 2005 through 2009 to support the operational mission of the
Army in Iraq and Afghanistan and to achieve transformational
reorganization objectives of the Army.®

Since the summer of 2004, the Army’s cost estimate for transforming its
force through fiscal year 2011 increased from $28 billion to $48 billion in
its spring 2005 estimate. While this latest estimate addressed some of the
shortcomings of the initial estimate, and includes lessons learned
developed from operations in Iraq, this estimate excludes some known
costs and includes uncertainties that may increase the cost estimate
further. The Army did not include personnel costs, which we estimate to
total $23 billion over the same time frame, and also did not include $4.5
billion in construction costs the Army plans to achieve through
efficiencies. When added to the most recent estimate, the total known
costs increase from $48 billion to $75.5 billion.’ Uncertainties in the
estimate could cause costs to increase higher. Pending decisions about the
number and design of modular units, and uncertainties surrounding
equipment, personnel, and facilities costs, may require the Army to request
additional funding beyond $75.5 billion or accept reduced capabilities
among some or all of its units. Without a clearer picture of the Army’s
resource requirements, DOD will have difficulty weighing competing
funding priorities, and the Secretary of Defense and Congress will not
have information they need to evaluate funding requests.

Cost Estimate for the
Modular Force Has
Increased

The Army’s current cost estimate for the modular force transformation is
$48 billion, a 71 percent increase from its initial rough order of magnitude
estimate of $28 billion made in the summer of 2004."° There were several
weaknesses in the initial $28 billion estimate. Because the modular force
designs had not been finalized, earlier estimates reflected costs based
mainly on the existing division-based design. Further, in constructing the
active component portion of the estimate the Army (1) assumed the costs

® Ibid, § 403.
® In constant fiscal year 2006 dollars, this totals $71.6 billion.

' The initial estimate for the active component transformation, which accounted for $20.1
billion of the initial $28 billion, was presented to the President and Secretary of Defense in
a January 2004 briefing on the modular force transformation. In later briefings the Army
added $7.9 billion to cover the costs of transforming the reserve component.
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of adding 15 light infantry, division-based brigades but did not include
costs of restructuring the existing combat brigades in the force structure;
(2) did not include restructuring of command and support units; and (3)
made no allowances for permanent construction to house and support
these units, funding instead temporary facilities reflecting the Army’s
assumption that end strength increases would be temporary as well.

In March 2005, the Army increased its estimate for transforming to a
modular force to $48 billion from fiscal year 2005 through 2011."
According to Army officials, this most recent estimate addressed
shortcomings of the initial estimate in that it included funding to (1) both
create new units and restructure existing ones, (2) build permanent
facilities to house and sustain the new force structure, and (3) used the
modular design where available as the basis for estimating costs.
Moreover, officials told us that the modular design had been updated to
reflect lessons learned about equipping and employing the force from
ongoing operations in Iraq.

This estimate, however, did not include personnel costs and some
construction costs. The Army reported that increases in end strength
above the appropriated end strength of 482,400 soldiers were assumed to
cost $3 billion per year, but were not tallied as part of the estimate.
According to Army officials, these personnel costs were excluded because
officials from the Office of Management and Budget and in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense provided guidance that modular transformation
was largely equipment related, and thus the Army should not include such
costs. Further, Army officials cited the difficulty in segregating end
strength cost increases due to modularity versus those due to ongoing
operations. For example, units preparing for deployment to Operation
Iraqi Freedom are being reorganized into a modular organization prior to
deployment. While we acknowledge that it may be difficult to clearly state
whether end strength increases associated with a deploying unit were due
to modular transformation or operational requirements, we believe
including these costs in their entirety is appropriate because (1) the Army
has stated it requires an increase in end strength to accommodate the
modular force, (2) it assumes that its tempo of operations will continue at
the same pace through 2011, and (3) excluding personnel costs would

u Army officials told us they excluded fiscal year 2004 costs from the estimate because the
Army wanted to present future requirements, as opposed to past expenditures, and that the
inclusion of the fiscal year 2004 modular force costs would add a relatively minor increase
to the overall costs.
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significantly understate the cost of the modular force. The Army’s $3
billion estimate multiplied over the 7-year period from 2005 through 2011
and including estimates for inflation totals $23 billion, based on GAO’s
calculations. In addition to these personnel costs, the Army did not include
an additional $4.5 billion in efficiencies it planned to apply to construction
costs related to the modular force. This assumption is discussed in more
detail in the next section. Adding these known costs for construction and
personnel to the Army’s official estimate brings the total potential known
costs to $75.5 billion.

According to Army data and our projection of personnel costs, equipment
accounts for 54 percent of the costs, personnel for 30 percent, military
construction and facilities for 8 percent, and sustainment and training for
8 percent as well. These figures along with the annual totals are presented
in table 2.

Table 2: Modular Force Cost Estimates for the Entire Army by Function

Dollars in billions

Percent
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total oftotal
Equipping 4.7 5.8 5.4 59 6.5 6.7 6.0 $41.0 54
Personnel 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.3 34 3.5 3.6 $23.0 30
Military
construction/
facilities 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 $58 8
Sustainment
and training 00 07 07 12 11 1.0 1.0 $57 8
Total $8.0 $9.6 $9.8 $10.9 $12.5 $12,7 $12.1 $75.5 100

Sources: GAO analysis of Army cost estimates for equipping military construction and facilities, and sustainment and training costs;
GAO projection of Army personnel cost data.

Uncertainty Surrounding
Assumptions Could Result
in Further Cost Increase

Future Decisions on Design of
Combat, Support, and
Command Units Could Affect
Costs

While the Army’s latest cost estimate addressed several of the shortfalls in
its initial rough order of magnitude estimate, uncertainties in its latest ‘
estimate are likely to cause costs to increase. We identified the following
factors that could affect equipment, personnel, and facilities costs.

The Army’s Campaign Plan calls for a decision by fiscal year 2006 on
whether to create five additional modular brigade combat teams—a
decision that could affect the size and composition of the modular force as
well as its cost. Adding five brigades would provide additional capability
to execute the defense strategy but would require additional restructuring
of people and equipment. If the Secretary of Defense decides to add five
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Equipping Brigade Combat
Teams Poses Cost
Uncertainties

brigade combat teams to the current plan, the cost for modularity will
increase significantly. For example, each modular brigade combat team
under the current design would require 3,300 to 3,700 soldiers, for a
potential total of up to 18,500 soldiers. It is not clear whether the Army
would have to add this entire amount to its end strength, however. The
Army has begun initiatives to rebalance the force by converting military
positions to civilian positions, thus allowing soldiers currently in the
institutional force to be moved to the operational force, and by
rebalancing the active and reserve components in the force. To the extent
the Army is successful in reallocating positions under these initiatives, it
may be able to offset some of these requirements of the additional
brigades. In addition to personnel requirements, adding these brigades to
the force structure would add costs for equipment, facilities, and training.

At the time the cost estimates were set, the Army had not finished the
designs for all support units and command and control echelons.
Refinement of these designs could increase costs if, as the Army fields
these designs, it finds that additional personnel and equipment are needed
to ensure sufficient capabilities. Some Army officials we spoke with have
already expressed concern that command echelon designs do not have
sufficient staff to manage all required tasks. For example, at one division
we visited, officials thought that the command design was short staffed
given their expanded set of responsibilities. As a result, command staff
would have to prioritize the management of daily tasks and activities such
as trend analysis, statistical tracking, and oversight, while leveraging of
historical data to produce lessons learned and program improvement
would have to be performed by contractors or other civilian staff. In both
cases, if the Army finds that staffing levels in current command designs
are not sufficient, it will have to choose between decreased capabilities or
increased personnel expenses stemming from higher end strength
requirements or hiring civilians or contractors to perform some of these
functions.

Equipping brigade combat teams poses cost uncertainties because the
Army did not use the equipment quantities in the tested design as the basis
for determining equipment costs. Instead, the amount estimated for
equipment reflects costs based upon a lesser modified amount of
equipment that does not necessarily meet the capabilities of the tested
design. The Army determined it could expect to provide this modified
equipment level to units undergoing conversion based on the limitations of
its current inventory of equipment, planned procurement pipelines, and
expected funding.
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Further, in estimating its equipment costs for the modular force, the Army
assumed that some equipment from ongoing operations would remain in
operational condition for redistribution to new and restructured modular
units. To the extent equipment is not returned from operations at assumed
levels, it is not clear whether costs of replenishing this equipment would
be considered modularity costs or costs of ongoing operations. Currently,
equipment is wearing out and being consumed at higher-than-expected

. rates due to significant usage in current operational commitments
overseas. For example, a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) assessment
indicates that trucks in Iraq and Afghanistan are being driven roughly 10
times more miles per year than the average over the past several years. An
internal Army assessment also found that tactical vehicles in Iraq are being
utilized 6 to 10 times the normal operating tempo, dramatically reducing
expected service life and creating significant repair expenses. In addition,
the Army’s prepositioned stocks will have to be reconstituted due to their
heavy use in Operation Iraqi Freedom. We recently reported that
according to Army officials, the Army is nearing completion on a new
strategy for its prepositioning programs.” They told us that prepositioning
will continue to be important in the future and that the prepositioned sets J
would be converted to the modular configuration by 2012 or sooner.
However, until the strategy is finalized, costs for converting this equipment

remain unclear.
Facilities Cost Estimates Potential increases in the number of brigades and pending decisions
Remain Uncertain related to base realignment and closure (BRAC) and restationing of forces

from overseas present considerable uncertainty in facilities cost estimates.
As previously noted, the current estimate does not include the cost of
funding to cover five additional brigades that may be added if approved by
the Secretary of Defense in fiscal year 2006. A decision to add these
brigades would add significantly to the modular force facilities’ funding
requirements. Without knowing where these brigades would be stationed,
it is difficult to evaluate funding requirements for facilities because each

~ base will likely have a different inventory of facilities in place to house and
support such units. However, according to Army facility planning
estimates, each new brigade combat team would require approximately
$300 million dollars in permanent facilities if there are no existing
facilities, such as barracks and vehicle maintenance facilities, at the
proposed site. This planning estimate does not include facilities

2 GAO, Military Prepositioning: Better Management and Oversight Needed io Reduce )
Risk and Improve Future Programs, GAO-05427 (Washington, D.C.: July 2005). %
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End Strength Requirements Are
Uncertain and Could Increase
Personnel Related Costs

requirements for higher headquarters and support units, which can be
substantial. For example, at Fort Campbell, the facility requirements for
support and headquarters units accounted for $156 million, or 28 percent,
of the $553 million dollar permanent construction requirements for the
installation. None of these costs have been incorporated into the current
estimate.

The impact of decisions related to the BRAC process and DOD's overseas
forces restationing strategy present further uncertainties in the Army’s
facility cost estimate. Although recent cost data on BRAC have been
reported, the Army’s current modularity facilities cost estimate predates
the availability of the data and the Army has not updated its estimates
accordingly. Both BRAC and the overseas restationing strategy have the
potential to limit the Army’s ability to construct new permanent facilities
to support its modularity requirements. The BRAC commission’s decision
to close, realign, or reduce the size of military installations may constrain
the construction funding available for the Army’s modular forces, thereby
serving to delay the Army’s ability to construct sufficient permanent
facilities for its modular force structure. The overseas restationing strategy
aims to determine the optimum level of overseas stationing of U.S. military
personnel and equipment in order to meet defense strategies. According to
the Army, decisions related to the plan could return approximately 47,000
Army soldiers to the United States. This would greatly add to the
requirements for facilities as entire units are relocated back to bases in the
United States and soldiers from disestablished overseas units are
transferred to fill the new modular units. The Army will face severe
facilities shortages due to the increased populations within its continental
U.S. installations resulting simultaneously from the BRAC decisions,
overseas restationing strategy, and modular force restructuring. This
increased demand for facilities may force the Army to make trade-offs in
its permanent facility construction plans and may delay the construction
of permanent facilities for its new modular and restructured units.

Although the Army has estimated that it will require about $3 billion per
year for the 30,000 soldiers it has attributed to meeting the requirements of
transforming to a modular force while conducting operations related to
the Global War on Terrorism, uncertainty about the need for additional
end strength could produce cost growth in personnel-related expenses.
This uncertainty about the total end strength required for the modular
force has been reflected in our discussions with Army officials, in recent
deliberations by Congress, and in analyses by other research
organizations.
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» Officials from the Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Personnel told us in April and
June 2005 briefings that the current authorized end strength of 512,400
active duty soldiers may not be enough to meet modular force personnel
requirements, especially during the transformation process. In these
briefings, officials told us the Army would likely need 522,400 soldiers and
possibly more to staff the modular force structure.

» As apart of deliberations on the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2006, both houses of Congress have proposed increases in end
strength in part to support the Army’s restructuring. The pending House
Defense Authorization Bill increases the Army’s end strength to 512,400,
with the option, as necessary, for the Secretary of Defense to increase the
end strength as high as 532,400 for fiscal years 2007 through 2009.” The
Senate version of the bill authorizes increasing the size of the force to
522,400 in fiscal year 2006."

» Finally, an analysis by the CBO reported that the Army may need as much
as 542,400.” This end strength assumes that the Army will add the 5 -\
brigades to make a 48-brigade force and that it will be unsuccessful in J
reassigning 30,000 soldiers from the institutional to the operational force
as planned.

Increasing end strength has significant cost implications. Using the Army’s
suggested estimate of $70,000 per additional soldier, increasing the end
strength by 10,000 soldiers for a total of 522,400 from 2006 to 2011 would
add $4.7 billion to the $23 billion cost estimate. However, this estimate is
conservative, based primarily on personnel salaries but few other
personnel-related expenses. The Army’s current estimate of about $3
billion per year for 30,000 soldiers—a more comprehensive estimate that
includes expenses for institutional and unit training, relocation, base
support, and other items—translates to about $100,000 per soldier. Using
this more inclusive per-soldier estimate, we estimate that it would cost an
additional $6.7 billion if the Army were required to increase its end
strength to 522,400.

“ H.R. 1815, 109th Cong. §§ 401, 1521, and 1522 (2005).
S. 1402, 109th Cong. § 401 (2005).

1 Congressional Budget Office, Options for Restructuring the Army (Washington, D.C.: )
May 2005), www.cbo.gov (downloaded May 11, 2005). }
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The Army’s Funding

Plan Poses Funding

_ Risks That May Cause
. Affordability

Challenges in the
Future

In written comments on a draft of this report, DOD stated that the end
strength increase was temporary and related solely to current operations.
As discussed in the section of this report on agency comments and our
evaluation, we disagree with DOD’s comments on end strength. We note
that the Army’s own documents justified the end strength increase for the
dual purpose of transforming and conducting operations. For example,
the Army’s approved 2005 Modernization Plan states that a 30,000
temporary increase in the Army’s end strength enabled the beginning of
the modular conversion of active component combat units. This view is
consistent with Army briefings provided throughout our review that link
the end strength increase with the Army’s modularity initiative.

The Army’s funding plan for its modular force anticipates a combination of
supplemental and annual appropriations, but risks borne of the fast pace
of transformation, cost growth for the modular transformation, not
achieving efficiencies as planned, and likely cost growth from FCS could
pose affordability challenges in the future. The plan indicates that the
transformation will be paid for with $10 billion in supplemental
appropriations in fiscal years 2005 and 2006, and a total of $42.5 billion in
its regular appropriations from 2005 through 2011. In addition, the Army
anticipates receiving personnel funding to pay for increased end strength
through either supplemental appropriations or an increase to the Army’s
base budget. As noted earlier, we project these costs to total $23 billion,
including inflation. Table 3 displays the annual totals for these funds.

e
Table 3: Modular Force Funding Plan

Doliars in billions

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total

Supplemental

appropriations 50 5.0 $10.0
Regular appropriations 1.5 6.6 7.6 9.1 9.2 85 $425
Supplemental or regular

appropriations for

increased end strength 3.0 341 32 33 3.4 3.5 36 $23.0
Total $80 $9.6 $9.8 $109 $125 $12.7 $12.1 $755
S : GAO analysis of Army funding plan; GAO projection of Ammy p cost data.

Note: Figures may not add due to rounding.

The Army intends to use this funding plan in developing funding requests
for funds provided through both regular and supplemental appropriations.
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We note that the total costs reflected in the Army’s funding plan are not
specifically identified in the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP)—
DOD'’s centralized report for providing DOD and Congress data on current
and planned resource allocations. According to Army officials, the fiscal
year 2006 FYDP, which projects funding requests from fiscal years 2006
through 2011, included only $42.5 billion of the $67.5 billion the Army
plans to request over those years. Of that, only $25 billion was specifically
designated in the FYDP for this purpose.' The FYDP also included $17.5
billion that the Army planned to use for modularity over that period
according to Army officials, but these amounts were not specifically
identified in the FYDP. Because the FYDP does not include anticipated
requests for supplemental appropriations, the 2006 FYDP did not reflect
either the $5 billion the Army plans to request in fiscal year 2006 or the $20
billion we project the Army will request from fiscal years 2006 through
2011 to support increases in end strength.

Notwithstanding the potential for increases in the cost of modular force
transformation noted above, this funding plan poses several risks that may .
raise difficult affordability questions in the future. First, when compared to d
the Army’s unit creation schedule, the plan indicates that the Army will be
creating units before it has the funding available to resource them, as

shown in figure 1.

' This amount includes $5 billion per year from 2007 through 2011 that the Secretary of
Defense specifically allocated to the Army for modulanty in guidance for preparing the )
fiscal year 2006 budget request. 3
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Figure 1: Comparison of Army Modularity Restructuring and Funding Schedules

Dollars in billions Modular units created/restructured
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Source: GAQ analysis of Army funding data and unit creation schedules.
Note: The Army plan did not include funding data for fiscal year 2004.

While the Army anticipates that 96 percent of its 194 active and reserve
units will be created by 2008, it will have received only 51 percent of its
anticipated funding required to restructure these units by that time. Army
officials told us that while it was necessary to create these modular units
to support ongoing operations, and that units deploying were being
supplied with equipment required to execute ongoing operations, the
Army could not afford to equip the modular units according to its planned
equipping levels for the modular force at the time the units were created.
Therefore, to avoid canceling or restructuring other programs, funding
was flattened out over time to meet the constraints of the funds available.
In written comments on a draft of this report, DOD acknowledged that
some units will face equipment shortages in the early years of
transformation but the Army will manage these shortfalls through
preplanned processes and stringent management controls.

Also, the funding plan assumes that the Army will achieve a total of

$4.5 billion in business process reengineering efficiencies, and that the
savings associated with these efficiencies will be available to fund the
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modular force as part of the Army’s regular appropriations. In December
2004 budget guidance from the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Army was
instructed to assume that $1.5 billion in business process reform
efficiencies would be available for the modular force in each of fiscal
years 2009, 2010, and 2011. In written comments on a draft of this report,
DOD stated that it had identified programmatic offsets for these
efficiencies and intended to include them as part of its fiscal year 2007
President’s budget request. However, Army officials told us that details of
their plan were not yet finalized and available for review. As a result, we
are unable to comment on the specific plan the Army has for achieving
these efficiencies. However, we noted in our most recently issued High-
Risk Series that for years we have reported on inefficiencies and the lack
of transparency and appropriate accountability across DOD’s major
business areas."” Further, despite commitment and attention from senior
DOD leaders, we found little tangible evidence of actual improvement in
DOD’s business operations to date. Given this track record and the lack of
data available for us to review, we are not confident that the Army can
achieve these efficiencies as planned. J
Finally, as we testified in March 2005, the Army’s $108 billion F'CS program

is at significant risk for not delivering required capability within budgeted
resources.” Although the bulk of the funding for this high-priority program

is planned for after 2011 when the Army plans to have completed its

modular transformation, $23 billion is projected to be spent from fiscal

years 2005 through 2011 on research and development costs. Given the

scope of the program, our assessment that FCS is likely to encounter

problems late in development when they are very costly to correct, and
historical cost growth in weapons systems, we reported that cost growth
associated with FCS could have dire consequences on the affordability of

the Army’s programs, especially in light of a constrained discretionary

budget.

In comments to our report DOD stated that the FCS program is on track
and stated that the Army uses a different standard for assessing
technology maturity than GAO. Further, DOD stated that there is sufficient
flexibility in its investment accounts that if financial risks arise, these risks
can be addressed through extended planning period adjustments in future

" GAO, High-Risk Series: An Update, GAO-05-207 (Washington, D.C.: January 2005).

8 GAO, Defense Acquisitions: Future Combat Sysiems Challenges and Prospects for
Success, GAO-05-428T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 16, 2005). h

<
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Lack of an Approach
to Track Funds
Obligated for the
Modular Force Limits
the Transparency of
Funds Used

programming cycles. The fact remains that the program’s level of
knowledge—a key indicator of budgetary risk—is far below that suggested
by best practices or DOD policy: nearly 2 years after program launch and
with $4.6 billion invested, requirements were not firm and only 1 of over 50
technologies was mature as of our March 2005 testimony. Even using the
Army’s standard for assessing technology maturity, less than 40 percent of
the FCS technologies would be mature. Further, we note that while
extended planning periods may make the program more affordable in a
given year, we have reported that such extensions are costly."

While the Army can generally track funds associated with individual
programs, it has not established an approach for tracking funds obligated
for its modular force transformation. As a result, the Army, DOD, and
Congress will have limited visibility over whether funds are being
expended as intended to achieve transformation goals, and will not have
key data available to determine whether course corrections in the program
are needed. Standards for internal control in the federal government state
that internal controls should provide reasonable assurance that the
objectives of the agency are being achieved.” One of the categories of
internal controls is reliability of financial reporting, including reports on
budget execution.

The Army'’s inability to track obligations related to its modular
transformation is most clearly illustrated by the lack of data from fiscal
year 2004. In that year, the Army created or transformed a total of 22 units.
However, the Army has been unable to determine how much money it
obligated to do so. For example, officials from the Army Budget Office told
us that they track obligations of the overall Army related to equipment and
personnel, but cannot discern how much of the funds obligated were
related to the modular force fransformation versus other programs, such
as repairing or replacing equipment from operations in Irag and
Afghanistan. In early cost projections, the Army had estimated that it
would need $400 million to procure equipment and $96 million in
personnel expenditures to support the modular transformation in fiscal
year 2004. Although Army officials told us that the majority of equipment
requirements were satisfied with equipment transfers from other units that

9 GAO, Major Management Challenges and Program Risks: Department of Defense,
GAO-03-98 (Washington, D.C.: January 2003).

BGAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1.
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were not scheduled to deploy to operations in the near future, they were
not able to tell us how much of the $400 million was offset by these
transfers. Similarly, the Army was not able to distinguish how much of the
amount of expenditures on personnel was attributable to the modular
force transformation versus personnel cost increases associated with
activating reservists for ongoing operations, and stop-loss policies
designed to retain servicemembers for the operations beyond their service
obligations. The Army did report that it obligated $133 million related to
operations and maintenance for the modular force in fiscal year 2004
through a database it employs to track obligations related to supplemental
appropriations for the Global War on Terrorism. However, in our report on
cost data related to the Global War on Terrorism to be issued later this
month, GAO found numerous problems in DOD’s processes for recording
and reporting costs for the Global War on Terrorism, raising significant
concemns about the overall reliability of DOD’s reported cost data.

Army officials acknowledged the need to closely monitor resources

required and applied to the modular force transformation, and noted that
this monitoring occurs as part of weekly, high-level meetings with the J
Army Chief of Staff. These meetings focus on tracking equipment needs of
transforming units and making sure that these needs are met. Equipment
shortages can be filled with new equipment, transfers from other units, or

by the unit falling in on equipment left in Iraq. There are also controls to

track how many and what pieces of equipment have been purchased and
distributed, according to these officials. However, because ongoing

missions continually change the status and availability of equipment, it is
difficult for Army officials to define whether new equipment meets the
requirements of modular transformation or ongoing operational needs.

Indeed, sometimes the equipment may serve to meet both purposes. Also

the Army’s financial system has limitations and lacks the functionality

required to split out modular components within each line of equipment.

Army leadership, therefore, has made the decision that it is more

important to account for the total equipment purchased; dollars spent; and
operational issues, such as ensuring that equipment gets to the units that

need it, rather than labeling a particular piece of equipment as dedicated

to modular transformation or not.

While we recognize the challenges of monitoring resource expenditures in

the context of ongoing operations, we also note that in its estimates and

requests for appropriations, the Army has been able to distinguish

between funding requirements for its modular transformation and other
priorities. For example, in documentation supporting the fiscal year 2005 \
supplemental appropriation request, the Army stated that it required $4.6 J
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billion for modularity largely to fund equipment, vehicles, and facilities,
and $3.1 billion to reset and recapitalize tanks and other battle losses.
While the Army appears to have established parameters for estimating
modularity costs, it cannot apply them for tracking purposes.

Conclusions

Despite a significant increase in its estimate to fund the modular
transformation from its original estimate, the Army’s ultimate costs of the
modular force will likely be higher than currently estimated due to
uncertainties and pending decisions, which may drive costs even higher.
Until the Army develops a detailed plan estimating the total costs of the
modular force as designed and tested and starts submitting this plan to
Congress each year, Congress cannot be assured that it is receiving an
accurate reflection of all costs associated with this restructuring and the
risks associated with any funding shortfalls, given the uncertainties of the
current estimate. Moreover, it will be difficult for the Secretary of Defense
to make informed decisions weighing the relative merits of programs
departmentwide in terms of making trade-off decisions when faced with
likely affordability challenges in the future.

Further complicating its ability to project resource needs, the Army is not
tracking and reporting obligations related to this effort by fiscal year. Asa
result, decision makers, including DOD and Army leadership and
Congress, will not be able to assess whether funds appropriated for
modularity have been utilized for the purposes intended nor will they have
historical information useful in considering future funding needs.

Recommendations for
Executive Action

To improve information available to decision makers on the cost of the
Army’s plan for modularity, we are making {o recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense.

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary of the
Army to provide Congress a detailed plan estimating the costs of
modularity sufficient to provide Congress reasonable assurance that
estimated costs reflect total costs of modularity as designed and tested.
Such a plan should be prepared annually and submitted as part of
justification material supporting DOD’s budget request, until the modular
force is fully implemented. It should include

a clear definition of what costs the Army does and does not consider to be

related to the modular transformation;
estimates for equipment, facilities and personnel;

Page 21 GAO-05-926 Force Structure



Matter for
Congressional
Consideration

Agency Comments
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identification of uncertainties in the plan due to pending force structure
design decisions or other decisions that may affect costs, and updates to
the plan as these decisions are made;

areport on obligations related to the modular force made the previous
fiscal year; and

divergences from the plan as stated in the prior year’s report, and
contributing factors.

To facilitate his oversight of the program and collecting the data for
Congress mentioned above, we also recommend that the Secretary of
Defense direct the Secretary of the Army in coordination with the
Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller) to develop a plan for overseeing
the costs related to the Army’s transformation to a modular force. This
plan should include an approach for tracking modular transformation
costs that clearly identifies obligations for the modular force.

The Congress should consider requiring the Secretary of Defense to
provide a plan for overseeing spending of funds provided for modularity.

In written comments on a draft of this report provided by the Army on
behalf of DOD, the department strongly disagreed with our findings
related to the cost estimate for the modular force and the uncertainties
cited. DOD stated that the Army’s $48 billion cost estimate is solid and
does not include uncertainties. For example, although DOD expects the
modular force design to change, it does not believe these changes will
substantially change the Army’s cost estimate. Also, DOD objected to our
inclusion of personnel costs in our estimate because it believes the end
strength increase is temporary and entirely related to the Global War on
Terrorism. DOD noted that an end strength increase would not have been
necessary in a peacetime environment. DOD also stated that our report
includes costs related to resetting the force, BRAC, overseas restationing
of service members, and FCS. The department noted that these costs were
not included in its estimate for the modular force, nor should they be.
Despite these concerns, DOD partially concurred with our
recommendations.
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We do not agree that DOD is in a position to state that the Army’s cost
estimate is solid and continue to believe that our findings fairly reflect the
potential costs and uncertainties associated with the Army’s modular
transformation. As we state in our report, at the time the estimates were
set, the Army had not finished the designs for support units and command
and control echelons. In addition, we note that the Army has not included
the equipment quantities in the tested design as the basis for determining
equipment costs. If subsequent testing or lessons learned demonstrate any
weaknesses in the current design, the Army may decide to modify
equipment levels or force structure, which could affect costs. We
recognize that some of these uncertainties, such as those related to
facilities costs and force design, are a reflection of preparing an estimate
for a very complicated undertaking where there are many moving parts.
Given the complexity of this undertaking and two decades of GAO reports
delineating DOD’s overly optimistic planning assumptions in budget
formulation, which often lead to program instability or costly program
stretch outs, we believe these uncertainties should be explicitly
acknowledged so that decision makers can make informed decisions.

Regarding the inclusion of personnel costs related to the end strength
increase, we note that the Army’s own documents justified the end
strength increase for the dual purposes of transforming and conducting
operations. For example, the Army’s 2005 Modernization Plan states that a
30,000 temporary increase in the Army’s end strength enabled the
beginning of the modular conversion of active component combat units.
Moreover, the Army’s initial 2004 estimate included personnel costs due to
increases in end strength. Finally, it is not clear how the Army would be
able to add 10 combat brigades to the active component without affecting
end strength in some manner. For these reasons we continue to believe
that the Army needs to recognize these costs in its estimate.

DOD also suggests that costs associated with resetting the force, BRAC,
overseas restationing of forces, and FCS are included in our estimate of
$75.5 billion. While we cite these issues as either pending decisions or
related programs that could affect the scope or affordability of the
modular transformation, we do not include the costs of these programs in
the estimate itself.

DOD partially concurred with our recommendation that the Secretary of
Defense direct the Secretary of the Army to provide improved cost
estimates to reflect the total cost of the modular transformation as
designed and tested, and recognized the need for periodic reporting on the
modular force. DOD also cited forthcoming reports that it believed would
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provide official, comprehensive oversight of the modular force initiative.
Specifically, DOD cited a report due to Congress in September 2005 on the
long-range plan for executing and funding the modular force inifiative that
includes related budget projections for fiscal years 2007 through 2011,
funding challenges, equipment requirements, and program management
oversight practices. In addition, according to the comments, the Army was
directed to provide the Office of Management and Budget, through the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, an annual report for the Army modular
force. We agree with DOD that additional reporting on this initiative is
needed, and note that the reporting requirements from both Congress and
the Office of Management and Budget also indicate a need for improved
information. Our recommendation does not seek to create redundant and
unnecessary additional reporting requirements, as was indicated in DOD’s
comments. Indeed, our recommendation allows DOD wide latitude in how
it provides the information we believe Congress needs for oversight to
avoid such redundancy. However, we also note that the reports DOD cited
have not yet been finalized, and we are unable to determine from DOD’s
description whether these reports would address our recommendations. If
these reports adequately address the reporting requirements we
recommend, there would be no need for additional reporting on DOD’s
part.

DOD also partially concurred with our recommendation that the Secretary
of Defense direct the development of a plan for overseeing the costs
related to the Army’s transformation to a modular force. DOD noted that
the Undersecretary of Defense (Cormptroller) will closely monitor the
funding and execution of projects and programs associated with
transformational efforts as part of its oversight responsibilities. However,
DOD also noted that there were no plans to establish an encompassing
framework, grouping Army projects together under “modularity.” It stated
that such a framework would dramatically expand the billing process,
increase administrative costs, and more importantly complicate
distribution of material in a wartime environment. We continue to believe
that the Army will need a framework or approach to oversee expenditures
for modularity in order to provide DOD and Congress the information
needed for effective oversight. We note that the recommendation provides
DOD wide latitude to establish an approach for tracking modular _
transformation costs, and we do not advocate a framework that would
require a separate billing system or complicate distribution of material in a
wartime environment (or any environment). As we noted in the report, in
preparing its budget estimate and request for funding, the Army has
already grouped projects together under the modularity umbrella and has
identified specific funding needs for modularity. DOD is asking Congress
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to allocate $48 billion to this modular transformation (over $75 billion
when personnel and some other costs are included). As with any initiative
of this magnitude, the Secretary of Defense and Congress require the best
data available to weigh competing resource requirements so that they can
make appropriate trade-off decisions. Information on how the Army has
spent funds provided for modularity should be considered in formulating
future funding requests. Therefore, our recommendation is intended to
provide assurance that future such requests consider the obligations made
thus far so that Congress has a sound basis on which to determine
whether funds allocated to the modular force are being obligated as
intended. Because DOD stated it has no plans to establish a framework to
track these obligations, and given the magnitude and significance of the
effort as well as the fact that DOD has requested funds from Congress
specifically for modularity, we continue to believe oversight of
expenditures is needed. Therefore, we have included a matter for
congressional consideration. Specifically, Congress should consider
requiring the Secretary of Defense to provide a plan for overseeing
spending of funds provided for modularity.

DOD’s comments are reprinted in appendix II and addressed as
appropriate in the body of the report. Annotated evaluations of DOD’s
comments are also included in appendix II.

We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Defense, the
Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller), and the Secretary of the Army.
We will also make copies available to others upon request. In addition, this
report will be available at no charge on the GAO Web site at
http://'www.gao.gov.

If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please contact me
at (202) 512-9619 or pickups@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page
of this report. GAO staff who made major contributions to this report are
listed in appendix II1.

Sharom . Fiekop

Sharon L. Pickup
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

Overall, our analysis of the Army’s cost estimate, funding plan, and
approach for tracking obligations pertaining to its modular transformation
was limited to an examination of data presented in broad spending
categories, such as equipment, facilities, and personnel costs by year. We
interviewed and examined documents from knowledgeable Army officials
about assumptions underlying each of these funding categories. Further, at
headquarters and command levels, we examined the processes in place to
monitor obligations related to the modular force. We found this
information sufficiently reliable to analyze the assumptions underlying
costs of the modular force and funding plans. Because of the uncertainties
in the cost estimates and weaknesses in its approach to monitor
obligations related to the modular force, we made recommendations to
address each of these areas in order to improve data available for decision
makers. Our specific methodology for each reporting objective follows.

To determine the extent to which Army reflected expected costs and
identify areas of uncertainty in the estimate, we obtained overall cost
estimates from the offices of the Deputy Chief of Staff G-8' and the Deputy "
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Budget. We also examined justification J
materials supporting the fiscal year 2006 budget request, as well as the
fiscal year 2005 request for supplemental appropriations, and monitored
the development of the strategy, scope, schedule, and status of Army
restructuring by examining key planning documents, such as the Army
Campaign Plan, the 2004 Army Transformation Roadmap, and the Army
Modernization Plan. To examine areas of cost uncertainty likely to be
produced by transforming to a modular force, we discussed assumptions
underlying these estimates and obtained corroborating documentation in
interviews with officials from the Department of the Army Deputy Chiefs
of Staff for Personnel (G1), Intelligence (G2), and Operations and Training
(G3), and the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management. We
further discussed assumptions and areas of uncertainty with these offices’
organizational counterparts at Forces Command in Fort McPherson,
Georgia; the 3rd Infantry Division, in Fort Stewart, Georgia; the 101st
Airborne Division in Fort Campbell, Kentucky; and the 4th Infantry
Division, in Fort Hood, Texas. We also reviewed reports by non-
Department of Defense entities such as the Congressional Budget Office,
and our own reviews related to Army personnel. We compared these
sources against the Army’s cost assurmptions to determine if they

! This office is responsible for programming, materiel integration, and management of
Department of the Army studies and analyses. b
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

comprehensively accounted for expenses stemming from the strategy,
scope, and schedule for transforming to a modular force.

To determine the Army’s plan for funding these costs and factors that may
affect its ability to fund the modular force, we considered the cost
estimates in the context of the larger Army budget, particularly the Army’s
reliance on supplemental appropriations and how funding the modular
force fit into other programs and initiatives. Specifically, we examined
Justification materials for the 2006 presidential budget, the 2005
supplemental appropriation request, and budget guidance from the Office
of the Deputy Secretary of Defense. To identify factors that could affect
the Army’s ability to fund modularity, we questioned Deputy Chief of Staff
G-8 officials about the Army’s plan to garner efficiencies to apply to costs
of the modular force to determine the status of these plans. We also relied
on ongoing and previous GAO reviews of business process reengineering
to evaluate Army efficiency claims. In addition, we considered the impact
other priorities might have on the implementation of the Army’s
modularity plan, including current operations, the Future Combat
Systems, Base Realignment and Closure decisions, and decisions to
restation soldiers from overseas.

Applying federal internal control standards, we determined whether the
Army has an adequate approach in place to track obligations related to the
modular force. In that regard, we interviewed officials from the Office of
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Budget and the Resource
Management Office at Forces Command, and resource management
officials at the 3rd Infantry Division, the 101st Airborne Division, and the
4th Infantry Division to determine how these entities tracked funds
earmarked for the modular force. We reviewed documents establishing
guidance from Army headquarters and discussed and documented how
this guidance was implemented at lower command levels. In addition, we
relied on the results of GAO’s analyses of funds used to support the Global
War on Terrorism, to the extent that these funds were used to support the
modular force.

Our review was conducted from May 2004 through June 2005 in
accordance with generally accepied government auditing standards.
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department

of Defense

Now on pp. 22 and 23.

Now on pp. 23 and 24.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-8
700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0700

September 7, 2005

Ms. Sharon Pickup

Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
U.S. Government Accountability Office

441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Ms. Pickup:

Enclosed is the Department of Defense response to the GAQ draft report, “FORCE
STRUCTURE: Actions Needed to Improve Estimating and Tracking of Costs for Transforming
Army to a Modular Force,” dated August 4, 2005, (GAO Code 350547/GA0-05-926).

The Department strongly disagrees with the GAO view of the Army Modular Force estimate
and the cited uncertainties surrounding this estimate as described in the report. The Army’s $48
billion cost estimate for the Army Modular Force is solid. The Army has portrayed the cost of
the Army Modular Force both consistently and accurately. The GAO report includes costs
related to personnel increases required to support current combat operations in the Global War
on Terror, resetting the force, Base Realignment and Closure, overseas restationing, and Future
Combat Systems (FCS). These costs are not included in the Army Modular Force estimate nor
should they since they are addressed separately.

The Department recognizes the need for periodic reporting on the Army Modular Force and
partially concurs with the recommendations.

Sincerely,

QO Rens ==

N. Ross Thompson Il
Major General, U.S. Army
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation

Enclosure
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department
of Defense

Now on pp. 22 and 23.

Now on pp. 22 and 23.

Now on p. 17.

GAO DRAFT REPORT - DATED AUGUST 4, 2005
GAO CODE 350547/GAO-05-926

*FORCE STRUCTURE: Actions Needed to Improve Estimating and Tracking of Costs for
Transforming Amy to a Modular Force”

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS AND
COMMENTS TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMENTS:

The GAO report has attached or asserted unrelated costs to the Army Modular Force
estimate. GAO also contends that the funding profile and force design changes create
additional fiscal uncertainties. The Army strongly disagrees with the GAO view of the
Amny Modular Force estimate and the cited uncertainties surrounding this estimate as
described in the report. The Army's $48 billion cost estimate for the Amy Modular
Force is solid. The Amy has portrayed the cost of the Army Modular Force both
consistently and accurately. The GAO report includes costs related to personnel
increases required to support current combat operations in the Global War on Terror,
resetting the force, Base Realignment and Closure, overseas restationing, and Future
Combat Systems (FCS). These costs are not included in the Army Modular Force
estimate nor should they since they are addressed separately.

The Army disagrees with GAO's position that there are still uncertainties surrounding
the current estimate. The Army’s estimate of $48 billion dollars coupled with $4.5 billion
gained intemally through business process efficiencies allows for procurement of
equipment and essential facilities required to equip and house the Army Modular Force
as planned by the end of fiscal year 2011. Though there have been and there will
continue to be Amy Modular Force design changes subsequent to the current estimate,
these are nommal in the Amy's force development process and will not substantially
change the Amy’s estimate as GAO asserts.

The Army has been forthright about the challenges of transforming while engaged in
combat operations and understands that funding does not specifically match the current
modular conversion schedule. Some units will face equipment shortages in the early
years of transformation but the Amy will manage these shortfalls through preplanned
processes and stringent management controls. The systematic management of these
shortages is directed from the highest leadership levels to ensure the right soldier and
the right piece of equipment is in the right place at the right ime. These shortages will
be filled, as transformation progresses, by the end of fiscal year 2011. As an example
of management emphasis, the Amy has equipped and manned all deploying and
deployed Brigade Combat Teams to the required level while transforming on schedule
and within current estimates.
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of Defense

Now on pp. 15 and 23.

See comment 1.

Now on pp. 18 and 19.

See comment 2.

The GAO report incorrectly links personnel endstrength cost increases directly to the
Amy Modular Force cost estimate. The Army Chief of Staff requested a temporary
endstrength increase to provide “head room” to enable the Amy to transform while
simultaneously fighting the Global War on Terror (GWOT). Based on a Presidential
decision in January 2004, the active component is adding up to 30,000 Soldiers,
increasing endstrength from 482,400 to 512,400. This endstrength increase is required
to sustain ongoing combat operations and would not have been necessaryina
peacetime environment. The Amy considers all personnel costs related to the
temporary endstrength increase to be GWOT related. Both the Secretary of the Amy
and the Amy Chief of Staff have publicly acknowledged that endstrength increases due
to current operations are temporary and all endstrength increases above 482,400 are
GWOT related. Assertions made otherwise are inaccurate. As a result, endstrength
costs are not part of the Amy Modular Force estimate.

The GAO report asserts the Army will not be able to achieve $4.5 billion in business
process re-engineering efficiencies in fiscal years 2009, 2010 and 2011. The Amy is
confident that it will achieve these efficiencies. In fact, the Amy has already identified
programmatic offsets for these efficiencies and will include the $4.5 billion as part of the
fiscal year 2007 President's Budget Request. The Amy is training leaders in proven
techniques such as Lean Six Sigma in order to implement disciplined and measurable
approaches to reduce waste and streamline organizations. By the end of FY07, the
Ammy will have the intemnal infrastructure established to train our entire workforce to
develop a learing culture of innovation that focuses on continuous measurable
improvement and increased productivity.

The GAO report asserts that FCS has “significant risk for not delivering required
capabilities.” FCS is a system of systems consisting of individual elements with
technology maturing at different times. In addition, the Amy considers a technology
ready for transition to an acquisition program when it reaches Technology Readiness
Level (TRL) 6 (demonstrated in a relevant environment), and provides technology base
funding consistent with this philosophy. GAO, on the other hand, considers a
technology ready for transition at TRL 7 (demonstrated in an operational environment).
The FCS program is on track and the Army believes there is sufficient flexibility in our
investment accounts and any financial risk can and will be addressed through extended
planning period adjustments in future programming cycles.

The decision to add an additional five Brigade Combat Teams will be determined by
the Secretary of Defense in 2006. It would be inappropriate to prematurely add the
potential increases of five additional Brigade Combat Teams to the current cost
estimate. {f the decision is made to add an additional five brigades, the Amy Modular
Force estimate will be updated at that time.

The GAO concems regarding tracking Army Modular Force costs are based on a
single system program approach. The Amy Modular Force conversion is not an
individual program but is instead a reorganization affecting almost 70 percent of the
Army’s tolal structure in the Active and Reserve Components as well as hundreds of
individual procurement programs throughout the force.
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Now on p. 20.

Now on pp. 24 and 25.

See comment 3.

Now on p. 7

Funds for Army Modular Force transformation are requested and appropriated
separately by Congress for each piece of equipment. Each acquisition item has a
designated program manager with specialized acquisition experience and training. The
Amy uses a standard defense wide (DoD) financial system to manage and control the
execution of these funds at the Budget Line (BLIN) item tevel in the manner
appropriated. This standardized accounting system lacks the functionality required to
split out modular components within each line of equipment nor is such a system
desirable.

An accounting mechanism that specifically earmarks individual items of equipment
as modular will, by necessity, have the undesirable effect of dramatically expanding the
billing process and increasing administrative costs. More importantly, this change
would complicate equipment distribution in a wartime environment. The Amy requires
a responsive, flexible system that facilitates the rapid maneuvering of equipment and
materie! to transforming units preparing to deploy to combat. The current DoD financial
system provides the best possible internal control for the acquisition of modular
components and gives the Amy the requisite flexibility necessary to meet operational
requirements and contingencies.

In our view, the GAO report should include a balance of positive commentary
regarding the Ammy’s strategic transformation specifically acknowledging significant
accomplishments to date.

Army Transformation supports and complies with Department of Defense (DOD)
operational goals as identified in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). In response to
the DPG, the Amy is transforming now while engaged in combat operations around the
world. White engaged and transforming, the Army has equipped and manned all
deploying Brigade Combat Teams on schedule and within current cost estimates.
Although this has posed some challenges, the Amy has and will continue to manage
the force to meet the needs of the Nation and its Soldiers and families both at home and
abroad.

In the short time since concept approval, the Army has completed 29 of the 50 major
decisions critical to achieve the Army Modular Force and the Modular Force Objectives
defined by the Chief of Staff of the Amy. The following actions critical to organizational
transformation have been completed within estimated costs and on schedule:

s Created the modular designs and scheduled the conversion of almost every
Army Modular Force unit, with completion by FY12
« Built five new BCTs and modularly converted 16 BCTs
- 4 modular BCTs currently deployed to Operation Iraqi Freedom
- 8 modular BCTs preparing to deploy
» Created 16 modular Support Brigades
e Realigned resources to fund crucial transformation efforts
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Nowonp. 7.

Now on pp. 23 and 24.

* Made rebalancing decisions affecting over 100,000 Active and Reserve
Component personnel positions, with over 34,000 already executed

+ Designed and began the implementation of a unit operational cycle process that
maximizes readiness and availability of forces while restructuring Institutional
Army capabilities to provide better support to the Army Modular Force

These actions are occurring as the Ammy annually is rotating over 160,000 troops
into combat theaters to fight the Global War on Terror.

The primary and most appropriate metric to monitor both the short and long-term
performance of the Amy Modular Force is building and converting current brigades to
modular Brigade Combat Teams in accordance with the Army Campaign Plan schedule.

COMMENTS TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS

BRECOMMENDATION 1: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Defense direct
the Secretary of the Amy to provide Congress a detailed plan estimating the costs of
modularity sufficient to provide Congress reasonable assurance that estimated costs
reflect total costs of modularity as designed and tested. Such a plan should be
prepared annually and submitted as part of justification material supporting DoD’s
budget request, until the modular force is fully implemented. it should include:

» A clear definition of what costs the Amy does and does not consider to be
related to the modular transformation;

» Estimates for equipment, facilities and personnel;

» Identification of uncertainties in the plan due to pending force structure design
decisions or other decisions that may affect costs, and updates to the plan as
these decisions are made;

* A report on obligations related to the modular force made the previous fiscal
year; and

e Divergences from the plan as stated in the prior year's report, and contributing
factors. (pages 20-21/GAO Draft Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Partiafly Concur. DoD recognizes the need for periodic reporting on
the Amy Modular Force. The Ammy will provide a report to Congress on the Army
Modular Force initiative as of 1 September 2005. The report provides the long-range
plan for executing and funding the Army Modular Force initiative, as well as the budget
for the Atmy Modular Force in fiscal years 2007-2011. The report also encompasses
funding challenges, equipment requirements and program management oversight
practices. This report can be prepared annually and submitted as part of the
justification material.

in addition, the Army was directed this fiscal year by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) through the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to begin annual
reporting for the Amy Modular Force. The process used for this reporting is through
the OMB Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART).
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The PART comprehensively reviews federal programs looking at program purpose,
design, strategic plans, management, and execution metrics. The PART isa
systematic method of assessing the performance of program activities across the
Federal government. It is a diagnostic too! used to improve program performance. The
PART assessments help inform budget decisions and identify actions to improve
results. Agencies are held accountable for implementing PART follow-up actions and
working toward continual improvements in performance.

Since the Army Modular Force Initiative report and the-OMB PART provide official,
comprehensive oversight, we recommend that these reporting mechanisms be used as
the authoritative source. The GAO proposal as structured creates redundant, and
unnecessary additional reporting that will be addressed by both the Ammy Modular Force
Initiative Report to Congress and the Amy Modular Force PART.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Defense direct
the Secretary of the Army in coordination with the Undersecretary of Defense
{Comptroller) to develop a plan for overseeing the costs related to the Amy’s
transformation to a modular force. This plan should include an approach for tracking
modular transformation costs that clearly identifies obligations for the modular force. (p.
21/GAO Draft Report)

DOD RESPONSE: Partially Concur. The transformation of the Army is not a specific
budget line item in the Amy budget. Instead, funds provided to convert the Ammy to a
modular force are spread throughout various appropriations and programs, which in
total contribute to the transformation effort. The Undersecretary of Defense
{Comptroller), as part of its oversight responsibilities, will closely monitor the funding
and execution of projects and programs associated with transformational efforts.
However, there are no plans to establish an encompassing framework, grouping Army
projects together under “Modularity” that would dramatically expand the billing process,
increase administrative costs and more importantly complicate distribution in a wartime
environment when the Amy requires a responsive, flexible system that facilitates the
rapid manseuvering of equipment and materiel to transforming units preparing to deploy
to combat. Instead, to address cost oversight, funding and execution will be separately
tracked at the component and project level.
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The following are GAO’s comments on the Department of the Defense's
letter dated September 7, 2005.

> mm 1. We did not state that the Armay would be unable to achieve efficiencies.
GAO's Co ents Rather we noted the Army’s ability to realize savings is uncertain because
DOD has historically had difficulty achieving expected efficiencies.

2. We did not state that the costs of an additional five brigade combat
teams should be included in the estimate. Rather, as with other
uncertainties cited in this section, we noted that pending future decisions,
including whether to add five brigade combat teams, could impact the cost
of the modular transformation.

3. We revised the text to reflect DOD’s comments that Army

transformation supports DOD’s goals and that the Army has taken steps to
design, schedule, build, and convert brigade combat teams and support

brigades. We did not include the comments that these actions were R
completed within estimated costs because, as our report states, J
uncertainties remain about the Army’s cost estimates and the Army does

not have a system for tracking modularity costs.

7
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Why GAO Did This Study

Modularity is a major restructuring
of the entire Army, involving the
creation of brigade combat teams
that will have a common design
and will increase the pool of
available units for deployment.
The Army is undertaking this
initiative at the same time it is
supporting the Global War on
Terrorism, and developing
transformational capabilities such
as the Army Future Combat
Systems. To achieve modularity,
the Army currently estimates it will
need $48 billion. The Department
of Defense’s (DOD) request for
fiscal year 2005 supplemental funds
includes $5 billion for modularity.
The Army plans for another

$5 billion to be funded from fiscal
year 2006 supplemental funds and
the remaining $38 billion from
DOD’s annual appropriation from
fiscal years 2006 through 2011.

Our testimony addresses: (1) the
Army’s goals and plans for
modularity, (2) challenges the
Army faces in staffing and
equipping its modular combat
brigades, (3) key decisions that
could affect requirements, and
{4) the Army’s cost estimates and
funding plans.

This testimony is based on ongoing
GAQ work examining Army
modularity plans and costs. Our
work has been primarily focused
on the Army’s active forces.
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FORCE STRUCTURE

Preliminary Observations on Army Plans |
to Implement and Fund Modular Forces

What GAO Found

The Army has embarked on a major initiative to create modular units to
better meet the near-term demand for forces and improve its capabilities to
conduct full-spectrum operations. Modularity is a major undertaking
because it affects both the active and reserve components as well as combat
and support forces. Successfully implementing this initiative will require
many changes such as new equipment and facilities, a different mix of skills
among Army personnel, and significant changes to training and doctrine. By
the end of fiscal year 2006, the Army plans to reorganize its 10 active
divisions, expanding from 33 brigades to 43 modular brigade combat teams,
and by fiscal year 2010, create new types of command headquarters. The
Army has completed or is in the process of establishing modular brigades in
four of its active divisions. '

While the Army has made progress in establishing modular brigades, it is
likely to face several challenges in providing its new modular units with .
some required skilled personnel and equipment that are needed to achieve
planned capabilities. For example, the Army has not provided its new ‘j
modular brigades with required quantities of critical equipment such as
unmanned aerial vehicles, communications equipment, and trucks because
they are not currently available in sufficient quantities. Moreover, it may take
years to meet increased requirements for critical skills such as military
intelligence analysts because they are in high demand and take years to
train. In addition, the Army has not yet made a number of key decisions that
could further increase requirements for equipment and personnel. First, the
Army has not yet decided whether to recommend an increase in the number
of active brigade combat teams from 43 to 48. Also, it is assessing the costs
and benefits of adding one more combat maneuver battalion to its new
modular brigades. Finally, the Army has not yet finalized the design of higher
echelon and support units. Until designs are finalized and key decisions are
reached, the Army will not have a complete understanding of the equipment
and personnel that are needed to fully achieve its goals.

The costs associated with modularizing the entire Army are substantial,
continuing to evolve, and likely to grow beyond current estimates. As of
March 2005, the Army estimated it will need about $48 billion to fund

‘modularity—representing an increase of 71 percent from its earlier estimate

of $28 billion in 2004. However, this estimate may not reflect all potential
costs, such as for fully equipping the modular force as designed. Also, if the
Army decides to add additional brigades or make other design changes,
additional costs may be incurred. Furthermore, some costs are uncertain.
For example, it will be difficult for the Army to determine facility
requirements and related costs until DOD finalizes plans for restationing 5
forces from overseas. Until the Army provides a better understanding of the J
requirements and costs associated with modularity, DOD will not be well
positioned to weigh competing priorities and make informed decisions nor
will the Congress have the information it needs to evaluate funding requests.

United States Government Accountability Office




Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commiittee:

We are pleased to be here today to discuss our ongoing work on the Army’s
modular force initiative. The Army considers modular force transformation
to be the most extensive reorganization of its force since World War I,
requiring large investments in personnel and equipment to restructure its
force, now organized in divisions, to a modular brigade-based force.
Because the Army is undertaking this effort while executing the Global War
on Terrorism and developing other new capabilities such as the Future
Combat Systems, the Department of Defense (DOD) may face some long-
term affordability challenges as it moves forward with these and other
initiatives. In other testimony today, we will address our ongoing work on
Future Combat Systems.!

As part of this hearing, you asked us to discuss our preliminary
observations based on our ongoing work that focuses on the Army’s
implementation and challenges of achieving a modular force, and the cost
implications of this major initiative. Specifically, our testimony today will
address (1) the Army’s goals for modularity and its plan for carrying out
this reorganization, (2) potential challenges the Army may face in staffing
and equipping brigades that are being created from the Army’s existing
division-based force, (3) key decisions that could further affect modularity
requirements, and (4) the Army’s cost estimates for modularity and its plan
for funding these costs.

The information we will discuss on modularity is based on our preliminary
work focusing on the active Army. We plan to issue a report later this year.
To address Army implementation plans and costs, we conducted interviews
with and reviewed documents from the Army Staff, the Army Budget
Office, U.S. Army Forces Command, the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command, and the U.S. Army Force Management Support Agency. In
addition, we visited the 3™ Infantry Division and the 101%* Airborne
Division, which are among the first active combat divisions to undergo
modular conversion.

We conducted our work from August 2004 to March 2005 in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards.

! GAO, Defense Acquisitions: Future Combat Systems Challenges and Prospects for
Success, GAO-05428T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 16, 2005).
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Summary

While the Army has made progress in establishing modular brigades, it is
likely to face several challenges in providing its new modular units with
some required skilled personnel and equipment that are needed to achieve
planned capabilities. For example, the Army has not provided its new
modular brigades with required quantities of critical equipment such as
unmanned aerial vehicles, communications equipment, and trucks because
they are not currently available in sufficient quantities. Moreover, it may
take years to meet increased requirements for critical skills such as military
intelligence analysts because they are in high demand and take years to
train. In addition, the Army has not yet made a number of key decisions
that could further increase requirements for equipment and personnel
beyond those that have been identified by the Army to date. First, the Army
has not yet decided whether to recommend to the Secretary of Defense an
increase to the number of active brigade combat teams from 43 to 48. Also,
it is refining its analysis of design requirements and assessing the costs and
benefits of adding one more combat maneuver battalion to its new modular
brigades. Finally, the Army has not yet finalized the design of higher ~
echelon and support units. Until designs are finalized and key decisions are d
reached, the Army will not have a complete understanding of the
equipment and personnel that are needed to fully achieve its goals for a
more capable modular force.

The costs associated with modularizing the entire Army are substantial,
continuing to evolve, and likely to grow beyond current estimates. As of
March 2005, the Army estimated it will need a total of about $48 billion to
fund modularity—representing an increase of 71 percent from its earlier
estimate of $28 billion in 2004. Our preliminary work suggests that this
revised estimate may still not reflect all potential costs, including fully
equipping the modular force as designed. Also, if the Army decides to add
additional brigades or maneuver battalions to the modular force, as it is
considering, it may incur additional costs. Furthermore, some costs are
uncertain. For example, it will be difficult for the Army to determine facility
requirements and related costs until DOD finalizes plans for restationing
forces from overseas. Until the Army provides a better understanding of
the requirements and costs associated with modularity, DOD will not be
well positioned to weigh competing priorities or make informed decisions
and the Congress will not have all the information it needs to evaluate
funding requests for modularity.

. \
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Army Modularity
Is a Significant
Undertaking

The Army’s modular force initiative, which has been referred to as the
largest Army reorganization in 50 years, encompasses the Army’s total
force-active Army, National Guard, and Army Reserve—and directly
affects not only the Army’s combat units, but related support and command
and control. Restructuring its units is a major undertaking and requires
more than just the movement of personnel or equipment from one unit to
another. The Army’s new designs are equipped and staffed differently than
the units they replace. Therefore, successful implementation of this
initiative will require many changes such as new equipment and facilities, a
different mix of skills and occupational specialties among Army personnel,
and significant changes to training and doctrine.

The foundation of Army modularity is the creation of brigade combat
teams—brigade-sized units that will have a common organizational design
and will increase the pool of available units for deployment. The Army
believes a brigade-based force will make it more agile and deployable and
better able to meet combatant commander requirements. Not only does the
Army expect to produce more combat brigades after its restructuring, it
believes the brigades will be capable of independent action by the
introduction of key enablers, such as enhanced military intelligence
capability and communications, and by embedding various combat support
capabilities in the brigade itself instead of at a higher echelon of command.
The Army’s goal is for each new modular brigade combat team, which will
include about 30004000 personnel, to have at least the same combat
capability as a brigade under the current division-based force, which
ranges from 3000 to 5000 personnel.? Since there will be more combat
brigades in the force, the Army believes its overall combat capability will
be increased as a result of the restructuring, providing added value to
combatant commanders.

By the end of fiscal year 2006, the Army plans to reorganize its 10 active
divisions, expanding from the current 33 to 43 modular, standardized
brigade combat teams and creating new types of command headquarters to
replace the current division headquarters structure. According to Army
officials, this is a very quick pace for a restructuring of this magnitude. The
Army has already begun the conversion with 4 divisions: the 3™ Infantry

?The Army’s plan calls for three variants of the modularized brigade combat team. The
infantry variant will have about 3300 personnel, the armored variant 3700 personnel, and the
Stryker variant 4000 personnel.
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and the 101* Airborne Divisions, which we have visited, the 4th Infantry
Division which we plan to visit this spring, and the 10™ Mountain Division.
The 3™ Infantry Division has redeployed back to Iraq in its new
configuration, and the 101% is scheduled to redeploy later this year.

The Army's organizational designs for the brigade combat teams have been
tested by its Training and Doctrine Command’s Analysis Center at Fort
Leavenworth against a variety of scenarios and the Army has found the new
designs to be as effective as the existing brigades in modeling and
simulation. During the next few years, the Army plans to collect lessons
learned from deployments and major training exercises and make
appropriate refinements to its unit designs, equipment requirements, and
doctrine.

By fiscal years 2009-10, the Army plans to complete the creation of

modular, standardized supporting brigades as well as a reorganization of its

Corps and theater-level command and support structures. Ninety-two

support brigades and five higher echelon headquarters will be included in
this initiative—yet another indication of the farreaching nature of the J
Army’s modularity plan.

Although our work has focused on the active component, restructuring of
the reserve component into modular units will also be a major undertaking.
The Army plans to convert the National Guard’s existing 38 brigades into 34
modular brigade combat teams by fiscal year 2010. However, the Army is
considering accelerating this schedule, according to Army officials. In
addition, the Army Reserve will have to realign its support units in
accordance with new modular designs. Like the active component, the
reserves will have to manage these conversions {o the new modular
organizations while continuing to provide forces to Iraq.

Because of the high degree of complexity associated with establishing a
modular force while managing deployments to ongoing operations, the
Army has developed a number of plans and processes, such as the Army
Campaign Plan® and has held periodic meetings within the Army
headquarters and its components and major commands, o manage these

3The Army Campaign Plan, dated April 12, 2004, and updated October 27, 2004, guides the
planning, preparation, and execution of the restructuring of the Army into a brigade-based
modular force.

>
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Army May Face
Challenges in Staffing
and Equipping Modular
Brigade Combat Teams

changes. The Army'’s senior leadership is playing a key role in these
processes.

The Army is likely to face a number of challenges in fully staffing and
equipping modular combat brigades as designed. Although somewhat
smaller in size, the new modular brigades are expected to be as capable as
the Army’s existing brigades because they will have different equipment,
such as advanced communications and surveillance equipment, and a
different mix of personnel and support assets. Although the Army has an
approved and tested design for the new modular brigades, it has also
established a modified list of equipment and personnel that it can
reasonably expect to provide o units undergoing conversion based on its
current inventory of equipment, planned procurement pipelines, and other
factors such as expected funding. The Army expects to use this modified
list of equipment and personnel to guide the conversion of existing
divisions to modular brigades for the foreseeable future. Our preliminary
work indicates significant shortfalls in the Army’s capacity to equip and
staff units, even at modified levels.

For example, according to Army officials, modular brigade combat teams
will require additional soldiers in personnel specialties such as military
intelligence, truck drivers, civil affairs, and military police to achieve the
planned capability. Military intelligence is one of the most critical of these
specialties because military infelligence enables brigade combat teams to
conduct 24-hour combat operations, cover highly dispersed battlespaces,
and increase force protection. According to Army officials, the Army needs
to add 2800 military intelligence specialists by the end of fiscal year 2005 to
meet near-term military intelligence shortages. Moreover, the Army needs
an additional 6200 military intelligence specialists through fiscal year 2010
to meet modular force requirements. Providing additional military
intelligence specialists, particularly at the more senior levels, may take
several years because of the extensive training required. At the time of our
visit, the 3™ Infantry Division’s four brigade combat teams each had less
than 50 percent of their military intelligence positions filled. Although the
Army was later able to fill the division's needs by reassigning military
intelligence specialists from other units prior to its deployment to Iraq in
January 2005, many of these soldiers were redeployed after just having
returned from overseas. Moreover, transferring soldiers from other units
may make it more difficult for the Army to fill positions in the remaining
divisions scheduled fo be restructured. We are continuing to follow up on
Army actions to address these shortages.
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Similarly, modular brigade combat teams require significant increases in
the levels of equipment, particularly command, control, and
communications equipment; wheeled vehicles; and artillery and mortars.
Examples of command, control, and communications equipment that are
key enablers for the modular brigade combat teams include advanced
radios, Joint Network Node systems, ground sensors such as the
Long-Range Advanced Scout Surveillance System, and Blue Force Tracker,
among others. This critical equipment makes possible the joint network
communications, information superiority, and logistical operations over a
large, dispersed battlespace in which modular forces are being designed to
effectively operate. Although the Army has some of this equipment

on hand, the levels being fielded to brigade combat teams are well below
the levels tested by the Training and Doctrine Command. As a result,
officials from both divisions we visited expressed concern over their
soldiers’ ability to train and become proficient with some of this high-tech
equipment because the equipment is not available in sufficient numbers.

already undergone modular conversion up to Training and Doctrine
Command tested levels of personnel and equipment following their
deployments. For example, the design requires a division with four
modular brigade combat teams to have approximately 28 tactical
unmanned aerial vehicle systems. These systems provide surveillance and
reconnaissance for soldiers on the battlefield and enable them to more
safely carry out their missions. However, because of current shortages, the
3" Infantry Division and the 101* Airborme Division are only authorized to
have 4 systems, and at the time of our visits, the 3™ Infantry Division had

1 and the 101* Airborne had none on hand. The Army requested funding for
only 13 of these systems in the fiscal year 2005 supplemental appropriation
request to the Congress; thus, it remains unclear as to when the 3™ Infantry
Division or the 101* Airborne Divisions will receive their full complement
of tactical unmanned aerial vehicle systems. Also, the Army may continue
to provide other divisions undergoing conversion with limited quantities
that fall short of the design requirement.!

Moreover, it is not clear yet how the Army plans to bring brigades that have ;

* We recently testified that DOD needs a strategic plan to guide all UAV development and
fielding efforts, which would include UAVs needed for modularity. See GAO, Unmanned
Aerial Vehicles: Improved Strategic and Acquisition Planning Can Help Address
Emerging Challenges, GAO-05-395T (Washington, 1).C.: Mar. 9, 2005).

™
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Army Faces a
Number of Key
Decisions That Could
Affect Modular Force
Requirements

According to Army modularity plans, the Army is continuing to assess its
requirements and may make some key decisions in the future that will
affect the size and composition of the modular force as well as its cost.
First, the Army’s Campaign Plan calls for a potential decision by fiscal year
2006 on whether to create 5 additional modular brigade combat teams.
Adding 5 brigades would provide additional capability to execute the
defense strategy but would require additional restructuring of people and
equipment. Second, according to the 2004 Army Transformation Roadmap,
the Army is evaluating whether to add a third maneuver battalion to
brigade combat teams in fiscal year 2007 to prepare for the fielding of the
Future Combat Systems Units of Action, which are designed with three
maneuver battalions. Additionally, according to the Army’s Training and
Doctrine Command, early testing demonstrates that brigade combat teams
with three maneuver battalions offer distinct advantages over two battalion
formations because they provide robust, flexible, full-spectrum capability.
The command is conducting additional analysis to assess the value and
cost of adding a third combat maneuver battalion to the modular brigade
combat teams. If the Army later decides to add a battalion to some or all of
the 43 or potentially 48 modular brigade combat teams, it will need to
assign thousands of additional soldiers and field additional equipment.

The Army also faces a number of decisions in finalizing its plans for
creating modular support brigades. Modular support brigades that will
replace the current division-based combat service and support structure
are not scheduled to be fully in place until fiscal years 2009-10. The Army
has finalized the designs and requirements for three of the five types of
support brigades, but has not yet made final design decisions for the other
two. The support brigades are key components of the Army’s concept of
modular forces being more responsive and expeditionary than current
forces. Until the modular support brigades are fully organized, equipped,
and functional, the Army’s modular forces would not have these
capabilities, and in the interim, combat service and combat service support
would need to be provided by existing division-based support
organizations. This means that for some time {o come, even as the Army
makes progress in achieving greater uniformity across the force, there will
be a number of variations in the size and capability of available suppori
units. Also, as with the decision to add additional battalions, until the Army
completes all of its force structure designs for support brigades, it will not
have a total picture of its personnel and equipment requirements.
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Finally, by fiscal year 2010 the Army plans to complete a reorganization of
its corps and theater-level command and support structure. The Army’s
plans would eliminate an entire echelon of command, moving from four
levels to three and freeing additional personnel spaces that can help meet
some of its modular force personnel requirements. While the Army expects
to achieve efficiencies resulting from the reduction of command and
support structures, their magnitude is not yet known and they may not be
realized for several years. Moreover, while potentially somewhat more
efficient, the new command-level designs are likely to require new
command, control, and communications equipment to enable them to
function in their updated roles, such as providing the basic structure for a

Jjoint headquarters.
Cost Estimates for The costs of modularity are substantial and are likely to grow. Since 2004,
. the Army’s cost estimates have increased significantly. In January 2004, the
Fully Implementmg Army estimated that increasing the number of active modular brigade X
Modulanty Have combat teams from 33 to 48 would cost $20 billion from fiscal years 2004 4

f o through 2011 based on a “rough order of magnitude estimate.” As of
Increased Slgnlﬁ Ca.ntly July 2004, the Army added $8 billion to address costs for reorganizing the

and Are Still EVOIVlng reserve component, bringing the total estimated cost for reorganizing the
entire force to $28 billion. Our preliminary work highlighted several
limitations in this estimate. For example, the July 2004 estimate:

¢ included costs of adding 15 light infantry brigades for the active
component to bring the total number of active brigades to 48, but these
costs were based on the current brigade structure, not the tested
modular design;

* did not take into account the costs for upgrading existing active
brigades, or other support and command elements; and

* accounted for construction of temporary, relocatable facilities, but did
not allow for permanent upgrades to facilities or increases to other
services provided at Army installations to accommodate the increase in
modular units.

As of March 2005, the Army has revised its earlier estimate, now estimating

that modularity will cost a total of $48 billion from fiscal years 2005 through
2011—an increase of 71 percent over its earlier $28 billion estimate.

According to the Army, this estimate includes costs for a total of 43 active
component brigades—covering upgrades to the existing 33 brigades and
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the creation of 10 new brigades—as well as 34 brigades in the reserve
component. During our preliminary work we discussed and obtained
summary information on the types of cost and key assumptions reflected in
the Army’s estimates. However, we were unable to fully evaluate the
estimates because the Army did not have detailed supporting information.

According to Army officials, the Army used the modular design, which has
been informed by combat operations in Iraq, as the basis for developing the
March 2005 revised estimate. They noted the estimate includes costs for
the creation of new brigades as well as upgrades to existing brigades, costs
for support and command elements, and costs for permanent facilities.
However, unlike the original estimate, the current estimate does not
include any personnel costs. According to Army officials, an increase in
personnel endstrength is needed to simultanecusly conduct operations and
reorganize into a modular force. They told us these costs were excluded
from the current estimate because it was difficult to differentiate between
endstrength increases associated with conducting operations and those
needed for modularity.

Based on our preliminary review of the Army’s revised estimate and
potential costs associated with modularizing the active component, we
believe there are certain factors that could affect the overall cost for
modularity, including some that will likely make it grow higher than the
current estimate of $48 billion.

¢ First, the Army’s current cost estimate does not use the tested design as
the basis for determining equipment costs. Rather, the estimate reflects
costs for a lesser amount of equipment than called for in the tested
design. According to Army officials, they estimated equipment costs in
this manner because some equipment is not currently available or in
production in sufficient quantities to meet modularity requirements.

¢ Second, if the Army decides to add 5 brigade combat teams to the
current plan and/or an additional maneuver battalion to some or all
brigades, the cost for modularity will increase significantly. For
example, each modular brigade combat team, under the current design,
would require 3,300 to 3,700 soldiers, for a potential total of up to
18,500 soldiers. While at least some of these personnel requirements
could be offset with existing force structure, it is unclear how many
additional soldiers, if any, would be needed. Nonetheless, adding these
brigades to the force structure would add costs for equipment, facilities,

and training.

Page 9 . GAO-05-443T



¢ TFinally, the Army’s current cost estimate includes costs for permanent
facilities needed to accommodate the modularized brigade combat
teams. However, according to Army officials, plans for constructing
facilities are uncertain because of pending decisions related to the Base
Realignment and Closure process and the planned restationing of forces
from overseas.

The Army anticipates obtaining funds to pay for this restructuring through
supplemental and annual appropriations. To cover the $48 billion estimate,
current DOD budget plans indicate the Army would receive a total of

$10 billion from supplemental appropriations in fiscal years 2005 and 2006,
and a total of $38 billion from DOD’s annual appropriation for the period of
fiscal years 2006 through 2011.° As part of our ongoing work, we will
continue to review the Army’s estimates, cost implications, and funding
plans for modularity.

-

Concluding Remarks The Army views modularity as critical to improving the combat and J
support capability of its forces. Restructuring the entire force while -
continuing to support ongoing operations poses significant challenges and
will require substantial funds. The magnitude of achieving modularity,
coupled with other ongoing major transformation initiatives, raises
long-term affordability issues for DOD. Until the Army more fully defines
the requirements and potential costs associated with modularity, DOD will
not be well positioned to weigh competing priorities and make informed
decisions, and the Congress will not have all the information it needs to
evaluate funding requests for modularity.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, this concludes our prepared
remarks. We would be happy to answer any questions you may have.

5 The annual appropriations totaling $38 billion include $13 billion that the Army reallocated
from other programs. N
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Contacts and Staff For future questions about this statement, please contact Sharon Pickup at
Ackn led t (202) 512-9619, Janet St. I'.a.urent at (292) 5124402, or G.WERdolyI'l Jaffe at
cknowledgments (202) 512-4691. Other individuals making key contributions to this
statement include Margaret Best, Alissa Czyz, Kevin Handley, Joah
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GAO, Reserve Forces: Army Needs to Finalize an Implementation Plan and Funding Strategy
for Sustaining an Operational Reserve Force, GAO-09-898, (Washington, D.C.: Sep. 2009).
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-09-898

GAO provided additional information on (1) progress and challenges the Army faced, (2) to what
extent the Army estimated costs for the transition and included them in its projected spending
plans, and (3) the effect of the operational role on the Guard’s availability to state governors for
domestic missions. GAQ found that the reserve forces were facing a high demand due to
ongoing operations, and therefore faced challenges in achieving the planned mobilization cycle
established by DOD policy. Additionally, the Army had not developed specific equipping,
manning, and training levels for an operational reserve component, and had not budgeted for
the costs to transition the reserve component to a sustainable operational force. GAO also
found that the transition to an operational role has reduced the Guard’s availability for domestic
missions, the effects are unclear. GAO recommended that the Army finalize and implementation
plan and cost estimates for the transition to an operational force and include costs in its funding
plans.

GAO, Reserve Forces: Army Needs to Reevaluate Its Approach to Training and Mobilizing
Reserve Component Forces, GAO-09-720 (Washington, D.C.: July 2009).
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-09-720

In response to a mandate, GAO assessed the extent to which (1) the Army is able to execute its
strategy for training reserve component forces for their primary and assigned missions; (2)
mobilization and deployment laws, regulations, goal and policies impact the Army’s ability to
train and employ these forces; and 93) access to military schools and skill training facilities and
ranges affects the preparation of reserve component forces. GAO found that the Army was
executing reserve component training strategies for assigned missions, but faced challenges in
those for primary missions; that DODs 12-month mobilization policy had not hindered the
Army’s ability to train reserve component forces, but that it had not reduced stress on the force
or provided predictability for soldiers; and that reserve component forces generally had access
to training facilities but the Army did not have capacity to prepare all forces for all training
requirements. GAO recommended that DOD and the Army evaluate and adjust its training
strategy and mobilization policy and determine the resources and support necessary for fully
implementing the training strategy.

GAO, Militafy Readiness: Impact of Current Operations and Actions Needed to Rebuild
Readiness of U.S. Ground Forces, GAO-08-497T (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 14, 2008).
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-08-497T

GAO testified on (1) the readiness implications of DOD’s efforts to support ongoing operations;
and (2) GAO’s prior recommendations related to these issues, including specific actions that
GAO believes would enhance DOD’s ability to manage and improve readiness. With regard to
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the Army, GAO found that extended operations in Iraq and elsewhere had significant
consequences for military readiness within the Army, among other services, and the Army,
among other services, took steps to meet mission requirements such as transferring equipment
from nondeploying units and prepositioned stocks, which affected availability of nondeployed
units to meet other demands. Prior GAO recommendations cited for the Army included
developing planning and funding estimates for staffing and equipping of the modular force and
assessments of the modular force, transparent information on the Grow the Army initiative,
revising and adjusting training to include plans to support fuli-spectrum training and clarifying
the capacity needed to support the modular force.

GAO, Reserve Forces: Actions Needed to Identify National Guard Domestic Equipment
Requirements and Readiness, GAO-07-60 (Washington, D.C.: Jan 2007)
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAQ-07-60

In this report, GAO assessed the extent to which (1) the Guard’s domestic equipment
requirements have been identified, (2) the Department of Defense (DOD) measures and reports
to Congress the equipment readiness of non-deployed Guard forces for domestic missions, and
(3) DOD actions address the Guard’s domestic equipping challenges. GAO found, among other
challenges, that DOD had not finalized specific plans to implement and fund several initiatives to
address National Guard equipment problems. Specifically, the Army had not defined the types
and amounts of equipment that nondeployed Army National Guard units could expect to retain.
GAO recommended, among other actions, that the Army develop and submit to Congress a
plan and funding strategy for resourcing nondeployed Army National Guard baseline equipment
sets.

GAO, Reserve Forces: Army National Guard and Army Reserve Readiness for 21% Century
Challenges, GAO-06-1109T, (Washington, D.C.: Sep. 21, 2006).
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-06-1109T

GAOQ’s testimony focused on (1) challenges in sustaining Army reserve component equipment
and personnel readiness while supporting ongoing operations and (2) the extent to which the
Army’s planned transformation initiatives would alleviate equipment and personnel shortages
and enhance readiness. GAO found that the Army National Guard and Army Reserve faced
equipment shortages and personnel challenges that hampered their readiness for future
overseas and domestic missions. These shortages and challenges occurred because the Army
reserve components’ role shifted from a strategic reserve force to an operational force used on
an ongoing basis, but DOD had not reassessed the equipment, personnel, and training needs,
or business model for such an operational force. Additionally, the Army’s modularity and force
generation model initiatives had made some progress in addressing this shift, but the Army had
not provided detailed equipment, personnel, and cost plans for implementing these initiatives.

GAO, Reserve Forces: Army National Guard’s Role, Organization, and Equipment Need to be
Reexamined, GAO-06-170T (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 20, 2005).
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-06-170T







GAO commented on (1) the changing role of the Army National Guard, (2) whether the Army
National Guard had the equipment it needs to sustain federal and state missions, and (3) the
extent to which DOD had strategies and plans to improve the Army National Guard’s business
model for the future. GAO found that the National Guard’s readiness was in decline because the
business model under which the Guard operated was more suited to a post-Cold War
environment than to current national and homelands security needs, as evidenced by
equipment shortages identified in prior GAO work. Further, though DOD had taken steps to
balance overseas and homeland missions for the Guard through a strategy issued in June
2005, DOD had not developed an equipping and funding strategy that addressed the needed
change in the National Guard’s business model. In addition, the Army was reorganizing to
modular units and rotational force models, but had not completed plans and cost estimates.

GAO, Reserve Forces: Plans Needed to Improve Army National Guard Equipment Readiness
and Better Integrate Guard into Army Force Transformation Initiatives, GAO-06-111
(Washington, D.C.: Oct. 2005). http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-06-111

GAO assessed (1) the extent to which the Army National Guard had the equipment needed to
support ongoing operations, (2) the extent to which the Army could account for Army National
Guard equipment overseas, and (3) the Army’s plans, cost estimates, and funding strategy for
equipping Guard units under its modular and rotational force initiatives. GAO found that the
deployment of Army National Guard units degraded the equipment and readiness of non-
deployed Guard units because the Guard maintained non-deployed units at lower equipment
levels and the demand for equipment was high. Additionally, the Army could not account for
more than half of the equipment the National Guard was required to leave overseas for ongoing
operations, and therefore did have a plan to replace the equipment and restore readiness.
Further, GAO found that the Army did not have a detailed plan for equipping National Guard
units under the new modular designs and so did not have complete cost estimates for the
Guard's transition. GAO recommended that (1) the Army submit to the Congress a plan and
funding strategy for equipping the Army National Guard for current operations and for long-term
equipping solutions, including replacement of equipment, and (2) that the Army submit to
Congress a plan for the integration of the Army National Guard into modularity and rotational
force initiatives, including specific equipment needs, costs, and timelines.

GAO, Reserve Forces: An Integrated Plan is Needed to Address Army Reserve Personnel and
Equipment Shortages, GAO-05-660 (Washington, D.C.: July 2005).
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-05-660

In this report, GAO (1) identified the challenges the Army Reserve faced in continuing to support
overseas operations and (2) assessed the extent to which the Army and Army Reserve had
taken steps to improve the Army Reserve’s readiness for future missions. GAO found that the
practice of maintaining lower levels of personnel and equipment in non-deployed reserve units,
personnel policies regarding deployment of reservists, and insufficient support staff had led to
personnel and equipment shortages in the Army Reserve. These shortages made it difficult for
the Reserve to provide sufficient forces to support active military operations. Further, GAO
found that initiatives to improve the Army Reserve’s readiness and deployment predictability






were not sufficiently complete or integrated, and that the Army could not ensure the initiatives
would efficiently and effectively achieve stated goals. GAO recommended that the Secretary of
Defense direct the Secretary of the Army, in consultation with the Chief of Staff of the Army; the
* Chief, Army Reserve; and the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness: (1)
define the end state of units, personnel, skills, and equipment the Army Reserve will need to fit
into the Army’s modular force and develop a detailed plan to ensure that the ongoing diverse
initiatives collectively support the desired outcome of improved readiness and predictable
deployments within current and expected resource levels; (2) develop an implementation plan
for a force rotation model for the Army Reserve that describes types and numbers of units
available for deployment each year, funding needed to transition to a rotational force, and
readiness levels for each phase of rotation.
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What GAO Found

The Army is changing the organization and missions of some of its reserve
units to provide more operational forces, and is increasing their personnel and
equipment, but faces challenges in achieving the predictable and sustainable
mobilization cycle envisioned for an operational force, primarily due to the
high pace of operations. The Army is reorganizing its reserve units to match
their active counterparts, is changing the missions of some units, has made
plans to add over 9,000 personnel by 2013, and has requested almost $23
billion for reserve equipment since 2003. To guide the transition, DOD has
established principles and policies, such as a 1-year limit on reserve
mobilizations, and set a goal of providing reservists 5 years between
mobilizations. However, heavy operational demands have meant that many
reservists have had significantly less than b years between mobilizations. To
make the most of the limited mobilization time available, DOD directed the
services to provide sufficient resources to support reserve forces to be nearly
ready to deploy before mobilization. In the past, reserve component forces
often required significant time after mobilization to prepare individuals and
units for deployment. However, the Army is continuing to need to improve
readiness after mobilization by addressing medical and dental issues, or
transferring personnel and equipment from nondeployed units to fill
shortfalls. Until demand eases, it seems unlikely that the Army will be able to
achieve the mobilization cycle it initially envisioned for the reserves.

The Army developed initial cost estimates for transitioning its reserve
components to an operational role, but has not budgeted for most of the costs
it identified. A 2008 estimate identified costs of about $24 billion over a 6-year
period from 2010 to 2015 to increase full-time support personnel, training
days, recruiting and retention incentives, and installation support, among
others. However, because the Army has not yet established the specific
equipping, manning, and training levels required of an operational reserve, it is
difficult to assess the estimate’s validity. The Army established a task force to
develop an implementation plan for the transition, and Army leadership is
currently reviewing a draft plan and awaiting the results of other studies, such
as a review of full-time support needs. However, pending the results of these
studies and agreement on an implementation plan, the Army does not expect
to budget for such costs until 2012. Best practices have shown that effective
and efficient operations require detailed plans outlining major implementation
tasks, metrics and timelines to measure success, and a comprehensive and
realistic funding strategy. Until the Army finalizes an implementation plan
and fully estimates the transition costs, and includes these costs in its
projected spending plans, it will be difficult to assess the Army’s progress in
transitioning its reserve component to a sustainable operational force.

The operational role has reduced the Guard’s availability for domestic

missions, but the effect on the states remains unclear because states mitigate - ;

shortfalls with mutual support agreements and requirements for some
domestic missions remain undefined.
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Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the demand for Army
forces has been high, and the Army has relied heavily upon its reserve
components—the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve—to meet
operational requirements. As of May 2009, about 475,000 members of the
Army’s reserve components had been activated for ongoing operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan as well as other missions worldwide, representing
the largest activation of reservists since the Korean War. The high pace of
operations has meant that the reserve components’ Cold War role has
evolved from a strategic reserve that would be used to supplement active
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duty forces in the event of extended conflict to an operational force
characterized by ongoing rotational deployments.’

As a strategic reserve, the reserve components were not maintained to be
immediately ready for deployment, and it was expected that they would
receive additional equipment, personnel, and training after they were
mobilized.? However, as an operational force, reserve units need to build
and maintain readiness prior to mobilization to support recurring
deployments. Some capabilities that have been in especially high demand
for stability and counterinsurgency operations, such as civil affairs and

- psychological operations, reside heavily in the reserve component,
creating an especially high pace of operations for reservists with these
skills. In 2006, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) Quadrennial Defense
Review established that to use the reserve components as a viable
operational force, reservists and units must be more accessible and readily
deployable.® In 2008, the congressionally chartered Commission on the
National Guard and Reserves found there was no reasonable alternative to
increased reliance on the reserve components given the current threats, ™
fiscal challenges, projected demand for forces, and the unique capabilities \..ﬁ;
resident in the reserves.! In that same year, U.S. Army Forces Command
similarly concluded that using the reserve components as an operational
force was the Army’s best option for meeting its needs. According to the
Army, other options available including full mobilization, significantly
enlarging the active component, and maintaining or adapting the strategic
reserve were infeasible, impractical, or unsustainable.® DOD has
acknowledged that the reserve component is now an integral part of the
operating force, in addition to its strategic reserve role, and the Army is
undertaking initiatives designed to enhance the capability of both active

lDeployment is the movement of forces and materiel to desired operational areas.

*Mobilization is the process of asserbling and organizing personnel and equipment,
activating units and members of the reserves for active duty, and bringing the armed forces
to a state of readiness for war or other national emergency.

*Department of Defense, 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review Report (Washington, D.C.,
Jan. 6, 2006).

*Comruission on National Guard and Reservés, Final Report to Congress and the Secretary
of Defense, Transforming the National Guard and Reserves into a 21 st-Century
Operational Force (Jan. 31, 2008).

‘-’Comma.nding Officer, United States Army Forces Command, Memorandum, Concept Plan
Jor Army Initiative 4 (AI4); Transition the Reserve Components (RC) o an Operational
Force (Feb. 25, 2008). \%
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and reserve forces and to provide a more predictable deployment
schedule.

Over the last few years, we have examined the effects of expanded
mission requirements on the Army National Guard and Army Reserve,
including their new operational roles in supporting both large-scale, long-
duration overseas operations and emerging domestic requirements. In July
2005, we reported that, while the Army Reserve has provided ready forces
to support military operations since September 11, 2001, it was becoming
increasingly difficult to continue to provide these forces due to personnel
and equipment shortages.® In October 2005, we reported that the high pace
of operations has also caused a strain on the Army National Guard’s
equipment inventories that could be used for domestic missions.” In
September 2006, we testified before the congressionally chartered
Commission on National Guard and Reserves® that equipment shortages
and personnel challenges have increased in the National Guard and Army
Reserve, which if left unattended may hamper the reserve components’
preparedness for future overseas and domestic missions.® In January 2007,
we further reported that planning for the National Guard’s response to
large-scale, catastrophic events is not complete and that the National
Guard may not be prepared to respond as efficiently and effectively as
possible to domestic events.' We have also previously reported that the
operational readiness of reserve forces has been hampered by long-
standing problems with reservists’ medical and physical condition and that
DOD is unable to determine the extent to which the reserve force has

%GAO, Reserve Forces: An Integrated Plan Is Needed to Address Army Reserve Personnel
and Equipment Shortages, GAO-05-660 (Washington, D.C.: July 12, 2005).

"GAO, Reserve Forces: Plans Needed to Improve Army National Guard Equipment
Readiness and Better Integrate Guard into Army Force Transformation Initiatives,
GAO-06-111 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 4, 2005).

8Congress chartered this commission to assess the reserve component of the U.S. military
and to recommend changes to ensure the National Guard and other reserve components
are organized, trained, equipped, compensated, and supported to best meet the needs of
U.S. national security.

%GAO, Reserve Forces: Army National Guard and Army Reserve Readiness for 21st
Century Challenges, GAO-06-1109T (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 21, 2006).

®GAO, Reserve Forces: Actions Needed to Identify National Guard Domestic Equipment
Requirements and Readiness, GAO-07-60 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 26, 2007).
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complied with routine examinations due to a lack of complete or reliable
data.” A list of related GAO products is included at the end of this report.

The Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year

2009* directed GAO to report on the use of the Army’s reserve

components as an operational reserve. Specifically, we were asked to

include in our report a description of current and programmed resources,

force structure, and any organizational challenges that the Army’s reserve
components may face serving as an operational reserve including

challenges related to force structure; manning; equipment availability,
maintenance, and logistics issues; and any conflicts with requirements

under Title 32 of the United States Code.” We satisfied that mandate by
providing a briefing on our preliminary observations addressing these

issues to the congressional defense committees in June 2009.* This report
provides additional information related to the questions addressed in

response to the mandate. Specifically, this report examines: (1) steps the

Army has taken and the challenges it faces in transitioning its reserve

force structure, manning, and equipping, and logistics strategies, (2) the )
extent to which the Army has estimated costs required for the reserve J
components’ transition to the operational role and included these in its

budget and Future Years Defense Program,” and (3) the effect of the

1GAQ, Military Personnel: Top Management Attention Is Needed to Address Long-
standing Problems with Determining Medical and Physical Fitness of the Reserve Force,
GAO-06-105 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 27, 2005).

Pub. L. No. 110-417, §343 (2008).

PWe were also directed to evaluate the extent to which the Army’s training facilities and
ranges—including the combat training centers, military schools, and skill training
courses—support the transition of the reserve components to an operational force.
Training issues are addressed in GAO, Reserve Forces: Army Needs to Reevaluate Its
Approach to Training and Mobilizing Reserve Component Forces, GAO-09-720
(Washington, D.C.: July 17, 2009).

“GAO, Preliminary Observations on Army’s Transition of Its Reserve Components to an
Operational Role, Briefing for the House and Senate Armed Services Committees and the
House and Senate Appropriations Committees’ Subcommittees on Defense, GAO-09-780R
{(Washington, D.C.: June 1, 2009).

BFor purposes of this report, we define the transition of the Army’s reserve components to
an operational force as including those steps necessary to adapt the Army’s institutions and
resources to support cyclical readiness requirements and implement the “train-mobilize-
deploy” model consistent with Annex I (Transition the RC into an Operational Force) to
Army Campaign Plan 2009 (Coordinating Draft) (May 1, 2009).

"*The Future Years Defense Program is DOD’s centralized report on current and planned ‘
resource allocations. ’ %
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National Guard’s federal operational role on its availability to staie
governors for domestic missions.

To determine the extent to which the Army has modified the force
structure as well as the manning and equipping strategies of its reserve
components to meet the requirements of the operational role, and to
identify the challenges, if any, the Army faces in completing the transition,
we reviewed Army plans and policy documents, reports of the
Commission on the National Guard and Reserves, and DOD reports to
Congress on related initiatives and issues. We also reviewed program and
policy documents and interviewed officials with DOD, Army, National
Guard Bureau, Army National Guard, Army Reserve, U.S. Army Forces
Command, and First Army. Further, we incorporated information from
surveys of a nonprobability sample of 24 Army National Guard or Army
Reserve units, as well as follow-up interviews with officials from 15 of
these units."” The surveys and interviews addressed a range of training,
equipment, and personnel issues. To evaluate the current and projected
resources for transitioning the reserve components to the operational role,
we reviewed current Army plans, policy and budget documents, DOD’s
fiscal year 2009 supplemental appropriations request, and DOD’s fiscal
year 2009 and 2010 budget requests. To determine the effect of the
National Guard’s federal operational role on its availability to state
governors for domestic missions, we reviewed relevant sections of Titles
10 and 32 of the United States Code and conducted interviews with the
National Guard Bureau and offices of the Adjutants General of four states
(Virginia, Missouri, Washington, and Florida). We selected states that had
a history of major disaster declarations and that also contained units that
are in demand for both overseas and domestic missions. We conducted
this performance audit from July 2008 through July 2009 in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives. The scope and methodology used in our review are
described in further detail in appendix I.

"Results from nonprobability samples cannot be used to make inferences about a
population, because in a nonprobability sample some elements of the population being
studied have no chance or an unknown chance of being selected as part of the sample.
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Background In fiscal year 2008, the Army Reserve and Army National Guard had about

197,000 and 360,400 soldiers, respectively, comprising 51 percent of the

total Army, which also includes the active component. The Army

organizes, trains, and equips its reserve components to perform assigned
missions. The Army Reserve is a federal force that is organized and trained
primarily to supply specialized combat support and combat service

support skills to combat forces.” The Army National Guard is composed of

both combat forces and units that supply support skills, but in contrast to

the Army Reserve, the Army National Guard has dual federal and state

missjons. When not called to active duty for a federal mission, Army

National Guard units remain under the command and control of the

governors, typically training for their federal mission or conducting state
missions. In addition, National Guard forces can be mobilized under Title

32 of the United States Code for certain federally funded, domestic

missions conducted under the command of the governors such as

providing security at the nation’s airports in the immediate aftermath of

the September 11 terrorist attacks and assisting the Gulf Coast in the

aftermath of Hurricane Katrina. Both reserve components are composed
primarily of citizen soldiers who balance the demands of civilian careers J
with part-time military service.

Reserve forces may be involuntarily called to active duty under three
mobilization authorities. As shown in table 1, the President may
involuntarily mobilize forces under two authorities with size and time
limitations. Full mobilization, which would authorize the mobilization of
forces for as long as they are needed, requires a declaration by Congress.

®Combat support units provide fire support and operational assistance to combat forces,

whose primary missions are to participate in combat. Combat service support refers to the
essential capabilities, functions, activities, and tasks necessary to sustain all elements of

operating forces on the battlefield (e.g., supply, maintenance, health, transportation, and

other services required by aviation and ground combat troops to assist those units in
accomplishing their combat missions). }
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Table 1: Mobilization Authorities for Reserve Forces

Statute Provisions
10 U.S.C. 12301(a) Declared by Congress:
*Full Mobilization” “In time of war or national emergency

No limit on numbers of soldiers called to active duty
For duration of war or emergency plus 6 months

10 U.S.C. 12302 Declared by the President:
“Partial Mobifization” In time of national emergency

No more than 1,000,000 reservists can be on
involuntary active duty

No more than 24 consecutive months

10 U.S.C. 12304 Determined by the President:

"Presidential Reserve Call-up® To augment the active duty force for operational
missions or to provide support to certain emergencies

No more than 200,000 members of the Selected and
Individual Ready Reserves can be on active duty

No more than 365 days

Source: GAQ analysis of U.S. Code provisions.

In September 2001, following President Bush's declaration of a national
emergency resulting from the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, DOD
issued mobilization guidance that, among other things, allowed the
services to mobilize reservists for up to 24 cumulative months under the
President’s partial mobilization authority. In January 2007, the Secretary of
Defense issued updated guidance on the utilization of the force that,
among other things, limits involuntary reserve component mobilizations to
no more than 1 year at a time."”

During the Cold War, the Army’s reserve components principally operated
as a force in reserve, or strategic reserve, that would supplement active
forces in the event of extended conflict. Members of the reserves generally
served 39 days a year—1 weekend a month and an additional 2 weeks of
duty. In addition, the reserve components have a small number of full-time
personnel, Active Guard and Reserve personnel and military technicians,
that perform the necessary day-to-day tasks such as maintaining unit
equipment and planning training events that reserve units need to
accomplish in order to maintain readiness for their mission and be able to

YSacretary of Defense Memorandum, Utilization of the Total Force (Jan. 19, 2007).
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deploy.” The Army’s resourcing strategy for a strategic reserve provided
reserve units with varying levels of resources according to the priority
assigned to their federal warfighting missions. Most reserve component
units were provided with between 65 and 74 percent of their required
personnel and 65 to 79 percent of their required equipment. This approach
assumed that most reserve component forces would have a lengthy
mobilization period with enough time to fully man, equip, and train their
units after they were mobilized to attain the high level of operational
readiness necessary for deployment.

Since September 11, 2001, however, the demand for Army forces and

capabilities has been high, especially to support ongoing operations in Iraq

and Afghanistan. Recognizing that its forces were being stressed by the

demands of lengthy and repeated deployments, the Army has adopted a

new force-generation model intended to improve units’ readiness over

time as they move through phased training to prepare to be ready for a

potential deployment. This contrasts with the previous approach in which,

as a strategic reserve, units’ personnel and equipment levels were
maintained below warfighting readiness levels until they were mobilized. \.p)
Under the Army’s new model, the early phases of the cycle will entail

formation and staffing of the unit and beginning individual and collective
training, while later phases will concentrate on larger unit training. Figure

1 illustrates the planned movement of units through the reset, train/ready,

and available phases of the Army force-generation model.

“Full-time Active Guard and Reserve personnel are Army National Guard and Army

Reserve soldiers who are on voluntary active duty or full-time National Guard duty

providing full-time support for the purpose of organizing, administering, recruiting,

instructing, or training the reserve components. Military Technicians are federal civilian

employees providing full-time support for administration, training, and maintenance in

reserve component organizations/units. Dual-status military technicians are required to

maintain membership in a reserve component as a condition of employment, while certain 5
non-dual-status technicians are not subject to that requirement. 3
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Figure 1: Army Force-Generation (ARFORGEN) Mode!

ARFORGEN is a structured progression of increased unit readiness over time restilting in periods of availability of trained, ready,

and cohesive units prepared for operational deployment in support of civil authorities and combatant commander requirements.

RESET Year
The RESET force pool begins when 51 percent of a

unit’s personnel return to home station. Reserve

component units are in the RESET force pool for

at least 365 days. During this time there is
’ soldier-family reintegration, block leave,
unit reconstruction, training, and
receipt of new personnel and

equipment. Units retain

%

Available Year

Units in the Available phase

typically are mobilized to meet
specific mission requirements or .
are on short notice for potential -
contingency missions. Soldiers n
activated support homeland defe
missions, mobilization centers,
medical centers in the continental |
States.

h

Train/Re
k The focus of the Train/Ri
phase is to gain full tactical p

specific tasks. The unit will continue to train
coliectively with a focus on their directed
mission-essential tasks and may receive an
opportunity to receive validation of their
tactical proficiency at one of the Army's
training centers. In addition, these units
provide depth and strategic capability

that can be surged to meet

unexpected operational

homeland defense and

in the unit's geographically oriented, mission-

Train/Ready 1 Phase

curity Activities in this phase are

' initially centered on acquiring
personnel skills, such as
professional military training,

' equipment upgrades and

ements, and changing leadership

unit. Once these small-team and

tasks are complete, the unit will

is on low-level collective tasks or

mission-specific tasks, if known.
hase takes the individually trained
soldiers and the unit leadership and integrates
their technicat skills into a full-spectrum, culturally
aware, tactically proficient unit. The unit will
conduct battie staff exercises and collective
training from the platoon through the battalion
level. The units will participate in a high-
intensity exercise intended to allow the
units to test their collective skills, and,
through an external evaluation,
determine areas to focus training
efforts during their

demands. ‘ Train/Ready 3 phase.

Saurce: GAO analysis of Army data.

Under the Army’s force-generation model as designed, reserve component
units would be available for deployment for 1 year with 5 years between
deployments. After returning home from a deployment, units remain in the
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reset phase for a fixed 1-year period and focus on restoring personnel and
equipment readiness so that they can resume training for future missions.
Following the reset phase, units enter the train/ready phases in which they
progressively increase their training proficiency by completing individual
and collective training tasks. As designed in the force-generation model,
reserve component units remain in the train/ready phases for 4 years,
although the amount of time is not fixed and may be reduced to meet
operational demands. Upon completion of the train/ready phases, units
enter the available year in which they can be mobilized to meet specific
mission requirements. Under current DOD policy, involuntary reserve
component mobilizations are limited to no more than 1 year in length. The
force-generation process requires increasing resources for units to use in
training to gain higher levels of proficiency prior to mobilization.

In 2008, DOD published a new directive on managing the reserve
components as an operational force. The directive provides the following
definition of the reserve components as an operational force:

“The reserve components provide operational capabilities and strategic depth to meet U.S. w)
defense requirements across the full spectrum of conflict. In their operational roles,

reserve cornponents participate in a full range of missions accbrding to their Services’
force-generation plans. Units and individuals participate in missions in an established

cyclic or periodic manner that provides predictability for the combatant commands, the

Services, Service members, their families and employers. In their strategic roles, reserve
component units and individuals train or are available for missions in accordance with the

national defense strategy. As such, the reserve components provide strategic depth and are
available to transition to operational roles as needed.”*

#Department of Defense Directive 1200.17, Managing the Reserve Components as an )
Operational Force (Oct. 29, 2008). A
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The Army Has Taken The Army has made a number of changes to its force structure, as well as
to its manning and equipping strategies to better position its reserve

Steps to Adapt the components for the operational role. However, given the current high pace
of operations, the Army has faced challenges in achieving sustainable

Reserve Components, mobilization rates for its citizen soldiers and in readying personnel and

but It Faces units before they are mobilized in order to maximize their availability to

Chauenges in operational commanders after deployment.

Achieving a

Sustainable

Mobilization Cycle

and Meeting

Premobilization

Readiness Standards

The Army Has Taken Steps The Army has made four force-structure changes to better position its

to Modify the Reserve reserve components for the operational role.

Components’ Force

Stru CI; ure for the  First, the Army is undertaking a major reorganization—called the modular

. force initiative—designed to make Army forces more flexible and
Operational Role responsive by reorganizing combat and combat support forces from a

division-based force to smaller, more numerous, modular brigade
formations with significant support elements. In contrast to the Army’s
previous division-based force with many different types of unique forces,
the modular forces were designed to be standardized and interoperable so
forces could be more easily tailored to meet operational needs. Under the
modular reorganization, National Guard and Army Reserve units are to
have the same designs, organizational structures, and equipment as their
active component counterparts so that they can be operationally employed
in the same manner as active component units. The Army reported in its
2009 Campaign Plan that it has converted or begun converting 256 (84
percent) of the 303 planned brigade formations.”? However, the Army has
been focused on equipping and staffing units to support ongoing
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and the equipment and personnel levels
in nondeployed units have been declining. Further, as previously reported,
the Army does not have a plan with clear milestones in place to guide .

22Department of the Army, The Army Campaign Plan 2009 (FOUO) (Feb. 19, 2009).
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efforts to equip and staff units that have been converted to the modular
design,” and the Army now anticipates that the converted modular units
will not be fully staffed and equipped until 2019—more than a decade
away. Furthermore, without adequate planning, the Army risks cost
growth and further timeline slippage in its efforts to transform to a more
modular and capable force.

The Army is changing the missions of some Army organizations and
retraining soldiers to produce more soldiers and units with high-demand
skills. For example, the Army is decreasing its supply of air defense,
armor, and field artillery capabilities in order to increase its supply of
special operations, civil affairs, and military police capabilities. The Army
began these rebalancing efforts in fiscal year 2003 after military operations
in response to the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks generated high
demand for certain forces. Among those forces in high demand were
certain combat support and combat service support forces such as military
police and transportation units. These support forces, which are also
called enablers, reside heavily in the reserve components. The goals of
rebalancing included helping to ease stress on units and individuals with
high-demand skills and meeting the Army’s goal of executing the first 30 : J
days of an operation without augmentation from the reserve coraponent.
As part of the rebalancing plan, the Army National Guard is converting six
brigade combat teams into four maneuver enhancement brigades™ and two
battlefield surveillance brigades® that will perform combat support roles.
As of February 2009, the Armay reported that it had completed rebalancing
70,400 positions, about 50 percent of the approximately 142,300 positions
scheduled to be rebalanced by 2015 across the active and reserve
components.

The Army is also increasing personnel within the reserve components. In
January 2007, the Secretary of Defense announced an initiative to expand
the total Army by approximately 74,200 soldiers to better meet long-term
operational requirements, sustain the all-volunteer force, and build
towards a goal of 5 years between mobilizations for the reserve
components. This initiative is expected to add 8,200 soldiers to the Army

BGAO, Force Structure: The Army Needs a Results-Oriented Plan to Equip and Staff
Modular Forces and a Thorough Assessment of Their Capabilities, GAO-09-131
(Washington, D.C.: Nov. 14, 2008).

*Maneuver enhancement brigades are designed as a unique multifunctional command and
control headquarters to perform maneuver support, consequence management, stability
operations, and support area operations for the supported force.

®Battlefield surveillance brigades are designed to conduct reconnaissance, surveillance,

target acquisition, and intelligence operations to build the common operational picture in .
order to focus joint combat power and effects. “;
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National Guard by 2010; 65,000 soldiers to the active component by fiscal
year 2010; and 1,000 soldiers to the Army Reserve by 2013. The Secretary
of Defense expects that with a larger force, individuals and units will, over
time, deploy less frequently and have longer times at home between
deployments. However, we have previously reported that the Army has not
developed a comprehensive funding plan for the expansion initiative and
that, lacking a complete and accurate plan, Congress and other decision
makers may not have the information they need to consider the long-term
costs and benefits associated with increasing Army personnel levels or
gauge the amount of funding that should be appropriated to implement the
initiative.”

The Army eliminated some reserve force-structure positions that
previously had been intentionally unfilled, largely for budgetary reasons.
Specifically, the Army’s force-structure rebalancing, which began in fiscal
year 2003, and the modular transformation efforts that began in 2004
reduced the force structure allowances for the Army National Guard by 7
percent from 376,105 to 349,157 and Army Reserve by about 4 percent
from 213,324 to 205,028 between 2005 and 2009.” Concurrently, the Army’s
Grow the Force plan increased the Army National Guard’s size by almost 2
percent from 352,700 soldiers in fiscal year 2007 to 358,200 by fiscal year
2010 and the Army Reserve’s size by 3 percent from 200,000 soldiers in
fiscal year 2007 to 206,000 by 2013. When the reserve components were
solely a strategic reserve, the Army routinely authorized units to be
assigned fewer personnel than would be required for their wartime
mission under the assumption that units could receive additional
personnel when mobilized. By reducing the number of units, the Army was
able to authorize the remaining units to be more fully manned.

DOD established a policy in 2008 to promote and support the management
of the reserve components as an operational force.” The policy directed
the services to align reserve component force structures, to the extent
practicable, with established DOD goals for frequency and duration of
utilization for units and individuals. In addition, the policy instructs the
service Secretaries to manage their reserve components such that they
provide operational capabilities while also maintaining strategic depth to

®GAO, Force Structure: Need Jor Greater Transparency for the Army’s Grow the Force
Initiative Funding Plan, GAO-08-354R (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 18, 2008).

#Rorce-structure allowances are the number of unit spaces that can be manned with
personnel.

28Deparl:ment of Defense Directive 1200.17, Managing the Reserve Components as an
Operational Force, (Oct. 29, 2008).
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meet U.S. military requirements across the full spectrum of conflict.
Further, the policy directs the Secretaries to ensure sufficient depth of
reserve component unit and individual capabilities to meet DOD’s
established force-utilization goals. Those goals include planning for
involuntary mobilizations of guard and reserve units such that they receive
5 years at home for every 1 year they are mobilized.

The Army Has Adapted The Army has adapted the strategies that it uses to staff its reserve
Personnel Strategies for components fqr the ope.ration_al role, which requires Army reserve
the Reserve Comp onents’ corflpopent units to achieve higher levels of personnel‘ readiness and
Operational Role, but It mamtaj.n a more stable cadre of personnel than they did as part of a

. ) strategic reserve. The Army has increased the number of personnel in
Has NOt Modified reserve component units, given units higher priority for personnel as they
Requirements for Full- near availability for deployment in the rotational cycle, established some
Time Support Staffing personnel readiness goals, and modified its recruiting and retention

strategies.

The operational role has several implications for how the Army staffs its J
reserve component units. First, as an operational force, Army reserve
component units are now expected to be available to deploy for 1 year
with b years between deployments and more frequently when the Army
faces increased demand for forces by the combatant commanders. To
prepare for regular deployments, the Army now expects its reserve
component units to progressively increase their personnel readiness on a
cyclical basis as they near availability for deployment. The Army
determines a unit’s personnel readiness level by comparing the unit’s level
of available strength to the number of personnel required by the unit.
Available strength is the portion of the unit’s assigned strength that is
available for deployment to accomplish the unit’s assigned wartime
mission. To be available, these personnel must meet a number of
administrative, medical, and dental requirements and must meet their
individual qualifications.® As an operational force, reserve component
units need to make efficient use of {raining time before deployment and
build a cohesive force needed to achieve collective training proficiency.

BPor example, Array guidance currently requires combat arms units to deploy with at least
90 percent of their assigned personnel, and combat support and combat service support
units to deploy with at least 80 percent of assigned personnel. In addition, 100 percent of
the soldiers who mobilize and deploy with a unit must meet Army soldier readiness
requirements, including medical and dental standards, administrative criteria, and
occupational specialty qualification.

~

-
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The Army Has Increased the
Number of Personnel in
L Reserve Component Units

C

DOD’s policy that the service Secretaries program and execute resources
as required to support a “train-mobilize-deploy” model means that units
need to achieve high levels of personnel readiness and complete most of
their training requirements prior to mobilization. This approach to training
and mobilization contrasts with the sirategic reserve’s “mobilize-train-
deploy” approach in which units would be brought up to full personnel
strength and soldiers’ medical and dental issues would be addressed after
mobilization. To implement the train-mobilize-deploy model, the Army has
found that it needs to stabilize unit personnel by the time the unit is
alerted for deployment or as early as possible in the force-generation cycle
so that the unit can attain as much collective training proficiency as
possible prior to mobilization. This approach allows the unit to minimize
postmobilization training time and provide as much availability as possible
to theater commanders.

To staff reserve component units more fully, the Army has increased the
percentage of required personnel that are assigned to reserve component
units above strategic reserve levels and has established a long-range goal
of achieving full personnel strength throughout the force-generation cycle
for reserve components.” As discussed previously, the Army decreased the
size of its reserve components’ force structures while also increasing their
end strength,” which allowed remaining units to be more fully manned.
Also, the Army has modified its approach to assigning personnel to reserve
component units by giving units nearing deployment priority over other
units in the assignment of soldiers and establishing some personnel
readiness requirements for deploying units.®

Despite these changes, the Army has not adopted any overarching,
uniform personnel readiness levels that units must achieve as they
progress through each phase of the force-generation cycle. The Army has
established some interim personnel readiness goals for units participating

®Department of the Army, The Army Campaign Plan 2009 (FOUO) (Feb. 19, 2009).

3End strength is the maximum number of personnel each of the military services is
authorized to have on the last day of a fiscal year.

®Deploying combat units must have 90 to 100 percent of their required personnel available
for deployment, and 85 to 100 percent of their required senior-grade personnel and 85 to
100 percent of their personnel qualified in their military occupational specialty upon arrival
to their mobilization station. Deploying support units must have 80 to 89 percent of their
required personnel available for deployment, and 75 to 84 percent of their required senior-
grade personnel and 75 to 84 percent of their personnel qualified in their military
occupational specialty upon arrival fo their mobilization station.

Page 15 GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



in a “RESET pilot” program.® However, the Army reported in its 2009
Campaign Plan that current high global demands for Army forces are
preventing units from achieving specific readiness levels as they progress
through the phases of the force-generation cycle.* The Army plans to
evaluate units in the pilot program through 2010 and use this information
to identify lessons learned and determine what levels of personnel
readiness will be required of reserve component units as they progress
through the force-generation cycle.

The Reserve Components Have The reserve components have established several new initiatives to meet
Established New Recruiting the recruiting and retention goals of an operational force. Both
and Retention Initiatives components have established incentives for current soldiers to recruit
others. The Army National Guard established the Guard Recruiting
Assistance Program in which every Army National Guard member can
function as a recruiter. The program provides a $2,000 monetary incentive
to Guard soldiers for every new person they recruit who begins basic
combat training. The Army Reserve’s Recruiting Assistance Program also
provides a $2,000 monetary incentive to soldiers for every new person they o
recruit. Both components are also implementing targeted bonus programs :
to increase retention for soldiers with high-demand occupational
specialties and for certain officer grades.

Other Army National Guard recruitment and retention efforts include

* the Recruit Sustainment Program, which is designed to keep recruits
interested in the Army National Guard as well as increase their .
preparedness while awaiting training, and

* the Active First Program, which is a pilot initiative in which soldiers are
recruited to serve for an 8-year period which includes serving 3 years in
the active component and 5 years in the Army National Guard.

Additional Army Reserve recruitment and retention initiatives include
* aconditional release policy designed to control the number of reservists

who leave the Army Reserve to enter the active Army, Army National
Guard, or other service components;

SInterim goals for all units in the pilot program are to have 80 percent of their aggregate
assigned personnel and 75 percent of senior grade personnel by the time they exit the
RESET phase and to attain the highest level of personnel readiness as they enter the last
phase of the cycle when they are available for mobilization and deployment.

*Department of the Army, The Army Campaign Plan 2009 (FOUO) (Feb. 19, 2009).
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The Army Has Established
Initiatives to Improve Reserve
Component Personnel
Readiness and Unit Stability

an education stabilization program which synchronizes new soldiers with
a unit in the appropriate phase of the force-generation cycle so that the
soldier can complete his/her college degree without the interruption of
mobilization; and

an employer partnership initiative in which soldiers are recruited to train
and serve in the Army Reserve for a particular occupational specialty and
work in a related occupation for one of the civilian employers that
participate in this initiative.

Further, the Army and its reserve components have begun several other
initiatives to improve personnel readiness and unit stability prior to
mobilization and improve the execution of the “train-mobilize-deploy”
model required by DOD for an operational force. Although these initiatives
are in various stages of implementation, and it is too early to assess their
effectiveness, some of the steps that the Army and its reserve components
have taken include the following:

The Army has established a goal of issuing alert orders to reserve
component units at least 12 months prior to their mobilization in order to
provide them enough time to attain required levels of ready personnel for
deployment. Army data show that the Army has increased the amount of
notice it provides to mobilizing Army National Guard units from an
average of 113 days in 2005 to 236 in 2008.

The Army Reserve began implementing the Army Selected Reserves
Dental Readiness System in 2008 to reduce the number of nondeployable
soldiers across the force by providing annual dental examinations and
dental treatment for all soldiers regardless of their alert or mobilization
status.

To reduce personnel attrition and increase unit stability prior to unit
mobilizations without the use of stop-loss, ® the Army National Guard’s
Deployment Extension Stabilization Pay program, when implemented, will
make some soldiers eligible to receive up to $6,000 if they remain with
their unit through mobilization and 90 days following demobilization. The
initiative is scheduled to begin in September 2009. The Army Reserve is
considering a similar program.

®Stop-loss refers to a policy the Army initiated in June 2004 and applies to personnel in
units identified for deployment in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom or Operation
Enduring Freedom. The policy prevents soldiers from separating or retiring from the Army
from 90 days prior to mobilization for reserve component soldiers until 90 days after they
return from deployment. The Secretary of Defense has announced that stop loss will be
phased out in August 2009 for Army Reserve soldiers and September 2009 for Army
National Guard soldiers.
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To improve medical readiness across the reserve components, the Army
National Guard is pilot testing an initiative—the Select Medical Pre-
Deployment Treatment Program-—that will provide limited medical
treatment at no cost to eligible® medically nondeployable soldiers in Army
National Guard and Army Reserve units alerted for deployment. If the
Army determines that the pilot is successful, it will consider expanding the
program across the reserve components.

The Army Has Not Established  Although the shift to the “train-mobilize-deploy” model increases the

Full-Time Support Staffing importance of the premobilization readiness tasks performed by full-time

Needs for the Operational Role  support staff, the Army has not modified its full-time support staffing
requirements to reflect the needs of the operational role, and the reserve
component units face difficulties in performing key readiness tasks at
current staff levels. As of May 2009, the Army had not reevaluated the
reserve components’ requirement for the full-time staff that are needed to
perform key readiness tasks on a day-to-day basis in light of their new
operational role. With most members of the Army National Guard and
Army Reserve serving 2 days a month and 2 weeks out of the year, the x
reserve components rely on a small number of full-time personnel to .
perform the day-to-day tasks such as maintaining unit equipment and
planning training events that reserve units need to accomplish in order to
maintain readiness for their mission and be able to deploy. The Army
Reserve Forces Policy Committee,” U.S. Army Forces Command,”® and the
Commission on National Guard and Reserves have reported that
insufficient fulltime support levels place the operational force at risk.®

%TRICARE is the health care program serving active duty service members, National Guard
and Reserve members, retirees, their families, survivors, and certain former spouses. To be
eligible for treatment under the pilot, soldiers must have correctable medical conditions
and must not otherwise be eligible for care provided under TRICARE.

3"Army Reserve Forces Policy Committee, ARFPC White Paper on Full-time Support
(Washington, D.C,, 2007). Governed by Section 10302 of Title 10 of the U.S. Code, the Army
Reserve Forces Policy Committee is a committee within the Office of the Secretary of the
Army. The committee is responsible for reviewing and commenting on any major policy
matters directly affecting the reserve components and mobilization preparedness of the
Army. The committee’s comments on such matters are forwarded to the Secretary of the
Army and the Chief of Staff.

®Commanding Officer, United States Army Forces Command, Memorandum, Concept Plan
Jor Army Initiative 4 (AI4); Transition the Reserve Components (RC) to an Operational
Force (Feb. 25, 2008).

®Commission on National Guard and Reserves, Transforming the National Guard and .
Reserves into a 21st-Century Operational Force (Jan. 31, 2008). , F;
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The Army’s reserve components are not authorized the number of full-time
personnel needed to meet the requirements established for their strategic
role, and requirements for the operational role have not been determined.
For fiscal year 2010, the Army National Guard and Army Reserve required
about 119,000 full-time support positions but were only authorized 87,000
positions, or about 73 percent of the requirement. The current full-time
support requirement is based on a manpower study conducted in 1999
when the reserve components were still primarily a strategic reserve. In
subsequent years, the Army reviewed and adjusted the manpower analysis
but it did not conduct an analysis that incorporated the needs of an
operational reserve. The last review performed was completed in 2006,
prior to the issuance of the Secretary of Defense policy that limited
involuntary mobilizations to 1 year and before an increased emphasis was
placed on premobilization readiness. In 2007, the Army directed a study
designed, in part, to measure the readiness benefit to the Army of
increasing its reserve components’ full-time support. However, because of
data limitations, the Army could not quantify the effect of full-time support
on unit readiness. As a result, the Army initiated an additional study to
determine the link between full-time support levels and unit readiness
before including additional funding for full-time support in future budget
requests. Specifically, the Army has commissioned a study to assist it with
identifying the existing requirements for full-time support, determining
how the Army National Guard and Army Reserve have met these
requirements in the past, and developing analytical links between full-time
support and unit readiness. The Army does not plan to make any decision
on full-time support resource levels until after this study is completed in
September 2009.

Mobilization of certain full-time support staff with dual roles as full-time
support staff and deployable members of reserve units who perform key
logistics and maintenance tasks has also created maintenance and
readiness challenges for the Army’s reserve components. In the National
Guard and Reserve Equipment Report for 2009, DOD reported that the
average staffing of Army Reserve maintenance activities® is at
approximately 60 percent of requirements, and currently about 25 percent
of the assigned staff is deployed. According to the report, mobilization of
Army National Guard full-time support staff has resulted in an overall
reduction of 71 percent of maintenance technician staffing during

“The Area Maintenance Support Activities perform unitlevel maintenance beyond the
unit’s capability to perform due to time restraints and required training.

Page 19 GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



mobilization. The Army National Guard often hires temporary technicians
to replace maintenance technicians who are mobilized. However, state
National Guards, on average, hire only one temporary technician for every
five maintenance technicians mobilized, due to the cost involved. To
mitigate the maintenance backlog, the Army Reserve continues to use
contractors, contracted maintenance support, and commercially available
services.

The Army Has Adapted Its  The Army has adapted its strategy for equipping its reserve components
Strategy for Equipping for the operational role by establishing a long-term equipping goal and,
Deploying Reserve Units until it reaches this goal, giving units priority for equipment as they near

their availability for deployment. Over the long term, the Army has

established a goal of equipping all reserve units with 100 percent of their

requirements by the end of fiscal year 2019. However, because the Army’s

need for equipment currently exceeds the available supply, and equipment

shortages are expected to continue for a number of years, the Army

prioritizes the distribution of equipment to units that are deployed and

preparing to deploy consistent with its force-generation model.® In J

addition, under the new “train-mobilize-deploy” model, reserve component

units are also expected to complete most of their training requirements

prior to mobilization so that they can provide as much time as possible to

theater commanders within the 12-month limit on involuntary

mobilizations. To accomplish these goals, the Army has established

interim policies and guidance for equipping reserve component units.

First, the Army intends for a unit to have 80 percent of its required

equipment 365 days after the unit returns from deployment. Second, the

Army has directed commanders to ensure that units report to the

mobilization station with 90 to 100 percent of their required equipment.”

“"The Army determines a unit’s equipment readiness based on the extent to which a unit
has been assigned its required warfighting equipment and those items are in working order.

42According to The 2009 Army Campaign Plan, current operational demands are
preventing the Army from reaching specific readiness goals established through the force-
generation cycle at this time.
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Given Current Operational
Demands and Army Force-
Sizing Decisions, Reserve
Component Forces Face
Challenges in Achieving
the Secretary of Defense’s
Goals for a Sustainable
Mobilization Schedule and
Premobilization Readiness

The Army Faces Challenges in
Achieving a Sustainable
Mobilization Schedule

The Army faces challenges in limiting the frequency of mobilizations and
increasing both personnel and unit readiness given the high pace of
current operations.

Despite changes to its force structure, manning, and equipping strategies,
at the current pace of operations, the Army’s reserve component force
structure does not allow the Army to reach the Secretary of Defense’s goal
of providing reservists 5 years demobilized for each year mobilized. As
figure 2 shows, the Army’s reserve components have experienced a
continued high level of mobilizations since 2001 in support of Operations
Noble Eagle, Enduring Freedom, and Iraqi Freedom.®

“Operations to defend the United States from terrorist attacks are known as Operation
Noble Eagle. Overseas operations to combat terrorism are known as Operation Enduring
Freedom, which takes place principally in Afghanistan, and Operation Iraqi Freedom,
which takes place in and around Irag.

Page 21 GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



1
Figure 2: Army Reserve Component Members on Active Duty from September 2001
to June 2009 in Support of Operations Noble Eagle, Iragi Freedom, and Enduring
Freedom
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As of June 2009, more than 110,000 Army National Guard and Army
Reserve soldiers were mobilized in support of these operations. Due to
this high demand for forces, the Army has only been able to provide its
reserve component soldiers with less than 4 years at home between
mobilizations on average. For example, many capabilities such as civil
affairs, psychological operations, military police, transportation, and
adjutant general companies and detachments are in high demand, so units
with these skills are being mobilized much more frequently, sometimes
with less than 3 years between deployments. Although unit mobilization
frequency differs on a case-by-case basis, nearly all types of units are being
mobilized more frequently than the Secretary’s goal of no more than 1 year
mobilized every 5 years. For reserve component forces to be provided 5 J
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years at home between mobilizations given the current force structure, the
total number of Army reserve component soldiers mobilized would have
to decline by about 54 percent of the soldiers mobilized as of June 2009 to
approximately 51,000 soldiers. As figure 3 below shows, the number of
reserve component soldiers that could be available for deployment
decreases as the required average amount of time between mobilizations
increases.

Figure 3: Number of Army Reserve Component Soldiers Available for Deployment
in Fiscal Year 2011 under Currently Planned Force Structure at Varying Average
Amounts of Time between Mobilizations
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The Army’s current plans for its reserve component force structure would
provide soldiers about 4 years at home between mobilizations, which is
more than the current pace allows but less than the 5 year goal. According
to Army officials, the current high pace is not expected to be permanent
and the Army must balance mobilization frequency goals with the need to
meet current operational demands, maintain capabilities to perform the
full range of missions expected under the National Military Strategy, and
remain within the constraints of mobilization policies and force-size
limitations, as well as expected future budgets. The Army currently
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projects that the high pace of operations will continue through fiscal year
2013, but it does not project when the Army will be able to achieve the
Secretary’s goal of 5 years between deployments. As a result, the Army has
accepted the risk more frequent reserve mobilizations may pose to its
personnel recruitment and retention in order to be better positioned to

achieve its other goals.
Challenges Remain in Although officials report that the Army reserve component units are
Achieving Desired Levels of meeting the Army’s required levels of ready personnel by the time that
Personnel Readiness and Unit they deploy, the reserve component units continue to have difficulty in
Stability achieving goals for personnel readiness and unit stability prior to

mobilization. As a result, the Army has had to continue to take steps to

build readiness after mobilization. However, the Army has found that

addressing issues such as medical and dental problems after mobilization

may disrupt predeployment training and reduce the amount of time units

are able to be provided to theater commanders under current limits on
involuntary mobilizations. The Army has begun to implement additional
initiatives to improve personnel readiness and unit stability but it is too
early to evaluate their effectiveness. J

Reserve component units continue to have difficulty in achieving
personnel readiness and unit stability goals before they are mobilized
because of the number of soldiers who do not meet medical, dental, and
individual training qualification requirements as well as personnel
attrition. A 2008 Army study of the pre- and postmobilization preparation
of five Army National Guard brigade combat teams that mobilized between
October 2007 and January 2008* found that none of the five units met
deployment standards for the levels of personnel with individual training
qualifications and medical readiness when they arrived at their
mobilization stations. The study also found that these units had
experienced significant attrition, with an average of 59 soldiers leaving
their units per month between the time they were alerted for mobilization
and 90 days before mobilization when the Army’s stop-loss policy
prevented them from leaving the Army.

*Army Forces Command, Pre- and Post-Mobilization Comprehensive Review: 4+1

Brigade Combat Teams (BCT), 2008. Forces Command conducted this review at the

request of the Secretary of Defense and the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army between March

and May of 2008. The review focused on the four most recent Army National Guard BCTs

to mobilize, as well as the 39th BCT from Arkansas, which was specifically requested by

the Secretary of Defense. The other four BCTs studied included the 27th BCT from New

York, the 37th BCT from Ohio and Michigan, the 45th BCT from Oklahoma, and the 76th N
BCT from Indiana. 3
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The Army Faces Challenges
Providing the Equipment
Needed to Train Reserve Units
for Ongoing Operations and
Meeting Longer-Term
Equipping Goals

As aresult of the challenges faced in achieving desired personnel
readiness levels, the Army and its reserve components have had to
continue taking steps to improve individual and unit readiness late in the
force-generation cycle and after mobilization. Such steps include
addressing medical and dental issues and transferring personnel from
nondeployed to deploying units to fill shortages. For example, according
to Army mobilization officials, one unit that mobilized in September 2008
required the transfer of more than 900 soldiers, or 22 percent of the 4,122
required personnel, from other units within 2 weeks of its mobilization
date in order to fill shortages and man the unit to a deployable level.
Further, our surveys of and interviews with 24 recently deployed reserve
component units found that nearly all of those units had to receive
personnel transfers from outside their units to achieve the required
personnel levels for deployment. According to Army officials, such
transfers disrupt unit stability and cause personnel turbulence at a time
when the units are working to attain collective training proficiency in
preparation for deployment. Additionally, Army officials stated that
personnel transfers disrupt premobilization training plans when they
occur within the last 6 months prior to a unit’s mobilization date because
more training has to be done after mobilization, which reduces operational
availability to theater commanders. For these reasons, one of the chief
lessons learned reported in a 2008 Army study of pre- and postmobilization
is that early assignment of personnel and stabilization of deploying units is
necessary to make efficient use of training time and build a cohesive force
so that the units can efficiently achieve required levels of collective
training proficiency and provide as much operational availability as
possible to theater commanders.

Although the Army has taken steps in recent years to improve reserve
component equipment inventories, it faces challenges in equipping units
for training while supporting current high operational demands and, over
the long term, may face challenges in meeting its equipment goals amid
competing demands for resources. From 2003 to 2010, the Army requested
$22.7 billion in its annual appropriations to equip the Army National Guard
and Army Reserve.® Despite this effort, the Army National Guard reported
in October 2008 that it had 76 percent of its required equipment with only

**The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Material and Facilities) reports that from 2003 to 2009 Congress
added $7.3 billion in funding for Army National Guard and Army Reserve equipment in
either DOD’s appropriations or in the National Guard and Reserve Equipment
Appropriations. We did not evaluate the accuracy or reliability of these amounts.
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63 percent of the required items located within the United States and
available for training use. Similarly, the Army Reserve reported that it had
74 percent of its required equipment with only 67 percent of the required
items located within the United States.

The Army is finding it difficult to provide units access to the same

equipment for training that they will use overseas so they can attain

training proficiency before they deploy. The demand for some items, such

as mine resistant ambush protected vehicles and night vision equipment,

has increased across the Army as operations have continued, and

equipment requirements to support ongoing operations continue to evolve.

As previously reported, these evolving requirements have made it difficult

for the Army to communicate to deploying units what equipment will be

needed in-theater and has challenged the reserve components to identify

and transfer the right items.* Moreover, the Army has directed reserve
component units returning from overseas deployments to leave in-theater
certain essential equipment items that are in short supply for use by

follow-on forces. While this equipping approach has helped meet ™
operational needs, it continues the cycle of reducing the pool of equipment J
available to nondeployed forces for unplanned contingencies and for

training. We have previously reported that the continuing strategy of

transferring equipment to deploying forces hampers the ability of

nondeployed forces to train for future missions.”

Furthermore, the transformation to the modular structure has also placed
demands on the Army’s equipment inventories because it requires modular
units to have modern equipment as well as increased quantities of some
items. Similarly, the initiative to expand the Army, which added six
brigade combat teams and additional modular support units® to the overall
Army force structure, required equipment and placed additional demands
on the Army'’s inventories.

A 2008 Army study of lessons learned from the deployment of five Army
National Guard Brigade Combat teams found that equipment shortages
adversely affected the deployment training of these units and increased

®GAQ-06-111.
“GAO-06-111.

“The modular support units include two combat support brigades, one fires brigade, one
air defense brigade, one engineer brigade, and two sustainment brigades. ‘3

Page 26 GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



the amount of time required to obtain collective training proficiency.® This
study noted that iraining on the equipment a unit will use in-theater is
essential to ensure tasks, conditions, and standards are met during
premobilization training. However, the Army has not been able to provide
some equipment to units to accomplish their training either prior to
mobilization or deployment.

During our interviews with reserve component units that had returned
from deployment within the past year, we found several instances where
units did not train with the same equipment before they deployed that they
used in theater. As a result, they had to accomplish this training in-theater,
effectively reducing their operational availability to theater commanders.
For example:

A National Guard transportation company did not have the opportunity to
train before mobilization with the armored trucks they drove in-theater.
According to unit officials, these models maneuver differently and drivers
need to practice driving the armored version. To accomplish this training,
soldiers trained with armored versions upon arrival in-theater.

A National Guard engineering battalion told us they did not have access to
the heavy equipment transporter or cranes used in-theater when it was
training at the mobilization station. Instead, soldiers trained with similar
equipment before they deployed and then trained on some of the
equipment upon arrival in-theater.

National Guard officials from an aviation battalion told us that they did not
have an opportunity to train on some equipment they used in-theater,
including global positioning systems, communications systems, and
intelligence systems. Instead, they trained on the equipment with the unit
they were relieving after they arrived in-theater.

An Army Reserve transportation company had to wait until it was in-
theater to train on a pallet loading system.

Over the long term, the Army faces challenges in meeting its equipping
goals amid competing demands for resources. The National Guard and
Reserve Equipment Report for Fiscal Year 2009 included estimates of the
resources required for the Army National Guard to achieve the 100 percent
equipping goal by 2019. The report estimated that the Army National
Guard will require an additional $6 billion each year from 2014 to 2019 to
achieve the 100 percent goal, not including the $36.8 billion included in the
Future Years Defense Program from 2005 to 2013 to purchase equipment.

* Army Forces Command, Pre- and Post-Mobilization Comprehensive Review.
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In addition, this report estimated that the Army Reserve will need $1.6
billion each year over its 2009 to 2015 projected spending plan to reach its
equipping and modernization goals.

Despite the magnitude of the Army’s projected investment in its reserve
components, until operational demand eases, it seems unlikely that the
Army will be able to achieve DOD’s goal of a sustainable mobilization
cycle for its reserve forces or fully implement the train-mobilize-deploy
model. It is also not clear how long reserve component forces can sustain
the current high pace of operations without difficulties in recruiting and
retaining reserve component soldiers or compromising the viability of the
all-volunteer citizen soldier reserve components, which are an important
national resource critical for both domestic and overseas missions.

Arm The Army has estimated and budgeted for some costs that relate to the
The y Has transition of its reserve components to an operational force, but the full
Estimated and cost of the transition remains uncertain and could vary widely from the
Budgete d fOI' Some initial estimates depending on Army decisions. The Army has decided to \J

.. include the majority of funding needed for this effort in its fiscal year 2012
Costs to Transition Its o 2017 projected spending plans™ after costs are clarified by ongoing
studies. However, the Army has not yet completed an implementation plan
Reserve Comp onents and funding strategy that fully describe the key tasks necessary for the

to an Op erational transition, establish timelines for implementation, and identify metrics to
Force, but Has Not Imeasure progress.

yet Finalized an

Implementation Plan

and Funding Strategy

®The Army’s projected spending plans are contained it its Program Objective
Memorandum, which defines what the Army intends to do over a 6-year program period
and presents the Army’s proposal for a balanced allocation of its resources within specified

constraints. : }
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Army Has Prepared Some
Preliminary Cost
Estimates for the
Transition to an
Operational Role, but
Actual Costs Could Vary
Widely Depending on
Army Decisions

The Army has developed and updated a preliminary estimate of the costs
that are not already included in its budget and Future Years Defense
Program for the operational transition, but actual costs could vary widely
from the estimates depending on Army decisions, such as which cost
categories are essential for an operational reserve and the level of
resources that will be required. In response to initiatives established by the
Chief of Staff of the Army in April 2007, the Army formed a working group
to develop a concept plan to complete six critical transition tasks. These
tasks include (1) adapting pre- and postmobilization training; (2) adapting
forces that perform key functions such as training, equipping,
construction, and maintenance; (3) providing Army incentives to retain_
citizen soldiers and support their families; (4) modifying reserve
component premobilization equipping strategies; (5) updating human
resource management processes; and (6) revising statutes, policies, and
processes.

As a part of this effort, the Army developed a preliminary cost estimate for
those transition tasks that were not already included in the Army’s budget
or program. The intent of the preliminary cost estimate was to determine
the magnitude of the additional costs required to complete the transition
in order to assess the feasibility of the effort and provide estimates that
Army leadership could use in developing its projected spending plans for
fiscal years 2010-2015. The working group estimated an incremental cost
of about $28 billion for fiscal years 2010-2015 for the transition. However,
the Army continued to examine the estimates for pre- and
postmobilization validation, training support, and installation support. As a
result of ongoing studies, the Army decided to report a cost range of
between $24.4 billion and $28.1 billion depending on implementation
decisions. Of that total, the primary cost driver was for increasing full-time
support, estimated at $12.8 billion over the period.

In 2009, the Army revised its estimates to incorporate updated
assumptions for some cost categories. Specifically, the estimates

increased costs for medical readiness to reflect expanding medical
treatment to reservists throughout the phases of the force-generation
cycle;

decreased costs for full-time support, which, according to Army officials,
will provide 80 percent of the strategic reserve requirement rather than
100 percent of the strategic reserve requirement;

increased costs for the Army Reserve homeland defense pilot program to
include the cost of incentives for high-priority units; and
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« increased premobilization training costs to incorporate updated cost
factors for items such as participation rates, pay and allowances, and
inflation.

At the time of this report, the Army had not completed updates for other
cost categories such as recruiting and retention, information technology,
predeployment training equipment, new equipment training, second-
destination transportation, premobilization training, and community
services. The most recent Army estimates show a cost range from $12.7
billion to $27 billion over a 6-year period. Table 2 shows the cost
categories and the amounts the Army estimated in 2008, categories
updated in 2009, and a summary incorporating the most recent Army
estimates.

~
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Table 2: Cost Estimates to Transition the Reserve Components to an Operational Force

Doliars in millions

GAO summary using
2008 Army cost 2009 updates to the most recent
Cost category estimate® the estimate Army estimate
Pre- and postmobilization validation and training support 0to 481° Under study® 0to 481°
Installation support 0to 144° Under study® 0to 144°
Predeployment training equipment, new equipment training, 4 Not updated 4
second-destination transportation
Recruiting and retention 563 Not updated® 563
Medicai readiness’ 147 170 to 930 170 to 930
Unit validation tracking system 5 Not updated 5
Additional days for generating force 6 Not updated 6
Defense health program for full-time support 142 Under study* 142¢
Full-time support’ 1,996 0 to 1,000° 0 to 1,000°
Army Reserve homeland defense pilot program (i.e., ready 9 16 16
response reserve unit pilot program)
Information technology / secure internet / bandwidth 89 Not updated® 89
Premobilization training 349 370 370
Duty military occupational specialty qualification and schoolhouse 42 Not updated 42
support .
Temporary full-time support 122 Under study* 122°
Increase annual training and inactive duty for training 560 Under study® 560°
Increase surge capacity in training pipeline Not included Under study* No estimate yet
available®
Providing Army community services to reserve components 31 Not updated" 31
(includes Yellow Ribbon) ‘
Annual total $4,065 to $4,689 $2,120 to $4,505
plus costs not yet
estimated
Total over 6 years $24,388 to $12,720 to $27,030i
$28,136 plus costs not yet
estimated -

Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

*The costs in this column were obtained by dividing the total costs the Army identified over the fiscal
years 2010-2015 time period by 6 to obtain a per year cost. The cost categories, assumptions, and
methodology for the 2008 estimate were based on the Army’s 2007 reserve component utilization
technical guidance memorandum. This memorandum outlines program intent with respect to
resourcing the Army’s vision and provides instructions for building the budget.

"These costs were still being studied by the Army at the time of the analysis.
“Ongoing studies are examining these potential costs.

“According to Army officials, the Fiscal Year 2010 President’s Budget Request includes $1.9 billion for
reserve component recruiting and retention.
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“The 2008 estimate included man-days for medical and dental screening only. The 2009 estimate
includes medical treatment for soldiers; the cost range depends on whether soldiers in all phases of
the force-generation cycle are provided treatment or just those in the later phases.

'Amount varies depending on the number and rate of increase.

*According to Army officials, the Fiscal Year 2010 President’s Budget Request includes $176 million
for this category. In addition, $43.6 million was included in the Fiscal Year 2009 Supplemental
Request for Overseas Contingency Operations.

"According to Army officials, the Fiscal Year 2010 President's Budget Request includes $123 million
for this category.

The 6-year totals were obtained by multiplying the per-year cost by 6 to obtain a rough order of
magnitude for comparison purposes only. These costs have not been adjusted for inflation, and some
fixed costs, such as secure internet, may decrease over the period.

According to Army officials involved in cost estimating, the transition
costs could vary widely from the initial estimates for four key reasons.
First, the Army has not yet defined which cost categories are essential for
an operational reserve component, so costs could be added or removed
from the estimate. For example, the Army has not decided whether
activities recommended by the Commission on National Guard and
Reserves, such as providing housing allowance for activated reservists and
reimbursing certain reservists for travel, are essential for an operational J
reserve and should be included as transition costs. Estimated costs for
implementing these recommendations were not included in the
preliminary estimate or the 2009 updates and, if included, could
significantly increase costs. The Army has estimated that providing
housing allowance for activated reservists could add from $170 million to
$400 million annually and reimbursing travel expenses for certain
reservists participating in individual training would add about $580 million
annually. The Army has not estimated costs to implement other
commission recommendations, such as the costs to increase the capacity
of training institutions and increase staff support to the Employer Support
of Guard and Reserves program.” Second, the Army has not decided on
the level of resources that will be required in other cost categories. For
example, the Army has not established the specific personnel, training,
and equipment levels its reserve components will require in each phase of
the force-generation cycle. Third, several studies are underway to examine
the level of resources required for full-time support, medical and dental

MThe Department of Defense carries out its responsibilities for educating servicemembers
and employers about their rights and responsibilities under the Uniformed Services
Employment and Reemployment Rights Act of 1994 (38 U.S.C. Sec. 4301-4334) and
assisting reservists in resolving problems with their civilian employers related to reserve
component service, largely through its National Committee for Employer Support of the

Guard and Reserves. ‘ ;
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benefits, and incentives changes for the operational role. If readiness
requirements, full-time support, medical and dental benefits, or incentives
are increased above current levels, costs for the transition to the

- operational role could increase. Finally, neither estimate includes any

recurring or sustainment costs beyond 6 years; costs for incentives, policy,
or legislative changes required for the operational role; or costs for
implementing the human resource initiatives designed to increase
flexibility for reservists transitioning to and from active duty—referred to
as the “continuum of service initiatives”—that the Army has identified as
critical to the transition.” Moreover, costs that the Army considered part
of other Army initiatives, such as increasing reserve component equipping
levels or expanding the Army, were not included.

The Army Plans to Include
the Majority of Estimated
Transition Costs in Its
Fiscal Year 2012 to 2017
Projected Spending Plans,
but It Has Not Finalized an
Implementation Plan and a
Funding Strategy for
Achieving Its Goals

According to Army officials, The Fiscal Year 2010 President’s Budget
Request includes some funding that supports the reserves’ operational
role, but the Army plans to include the majority of funding for transition
costs in its fiscal year 2012-2017 projected spending plans after it obtains
more information on the resources needed to support the operational role.
Army officials identified $2.2 billion in The Fiscal Year 2010 President’s
Budget Request that the Army considers as supporting the transition to the
reserves’ operational role. Specifically, the fiscal year 2010 budget includes
$123 million for community services (family support); $34 million for
dental care to facilitate timely mobilization; $176 million for information
technology, secure internet, and bandwidth; and $1.9 billion for reserve
component recruiting and retention.®

In addition, Army officials stated that $779 million of the funds requested
in DOD’s fiscal year 2009 supplemental request for overseas contingency
operations will also contribute to the transition to an operational force.
For example, Army officials identified funding requested for items such as
installing secure internet capability to reserve component units, temporary
full-time support staff, additional training days, and other costs as
contributing to the transition. However, it is not clear from Army
documents how much of the transition costs identified in the preliminary

52Fac111tal;mg a “continuum of service” refers to a variety of human resource initiatives that
are intended to increase the efficiency of Army human resource management processes
that affect a reservist over the course of a career.

%At the time of this report, Army officials stated that DOD had not developed and provided
to Congress its future budget and program plans.
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cost estimates are included in the fiscal year 2009 supplemental or 2010
budget request.

Although, in an information paper provided to Congress in February 2008,

the Army stated that its fiscal years 2010 to 2015 projected spending plans

would capture the required capabilities to begin the formal transformation

of the reserve components to an operational force, the Army has decided

to defer including the majority of those resources until the fiscal years

2012 to 2017 projected spending plans. According to Army officials

involved in estimating transition costs, the Army needed more information

on the resources required for the reserve components to meet operational
readiness requirements, such as levels of medical support and full-time

support. Army officials noted that accurately estimating costs for the

transition is challenging because specific information about the levels of
personnel, equipment, training, and full-time support required of an

operational reserve component in each phase of the Army’s force-

generation cycle has not been developed. Army officials have stated that

more specific metrics, such as the level of training proficiency required in %
each phase of the cycle, would help them to develop a more refined cost \J
estimate for the transition.

In February 2008, the Army formed a temporary task force to develop a
comprehensive, coordinated implementation plan to transition the Army’s
reserve components from a strategic reserve to an operational force. At
the time of this report, the task force had developed a draft
implementation plan that identifies some of the key tasks, an approximate
10-year timeline to complete transition tasks and incorporate associated
costs into the base budget, and some measures of success. According to
Army officials, the Army is awaiting agreement on this plan, as well as the
results of several ongoing studies, before it incorporates any additional
transition costs into the fiscal year 2012 budget and program.

In the meantime, the Army continues to utilize its reserve components as

an operational force without a complete and approved implementation

plan that clearly defines what tasks and costs are essential to the

transition or a comprehensive funding strategy that identifies a timeline

and funding sources for key transition tasks. According to DOD’s directive

that governs managing the reserve components as an operational force, it

is DOD policy that the reserve components shall be resourced to meet

readiness requirements of federal missions and that resourcing plans shall
ensure visibility to track resources from budget formulation,

appropriation, and allocation through execution. Additionally, best
practices for strategic planning have shown that effective and efficient J
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operations require detailed plans outlining major implementation tasks,
defined metrics and timelines to measure progress, a comprehensive and
realistic funding strategy, and communication of key information to
decision makers. However, at the time of this report, the task force had
not yet identified specifics for key tasks such as adapting the training base
and institutional support functions, identifying measures of success for all
transition tasks—such as synchronizing training cycles, sustaining
volunteerism, and irnplementing human resource initiatives—and
developing a resourcing strategy. In addition, the draft implementation
plan does not explain how other Army initiatives, such as increasing the
Army’s end strength or transforming to the modular force contributes to
the overall goal of transitioning the reserve components to an operational
force.

According to Army officials, the task force is scheduled to disband in
September 2009, and it is not clear who will have responsibility for
managing the implementation of the transition to the operational role and
tracking progress over the long term. Without an approved
implementation plan that fully describes the key tasks necessary for the
transition, establishes timelines for implementation, and identifies metrics
to measure progress, it will be difficult for the Army to gauge whether it is
moving toward its goal of fully supporting the transition of the Army
National Guard and Army Reserve to operational roles. Furthermore,
Congress will continue to have only a partial view of the potentially
substantial cost and time required to complete the transition.
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States Use Mutual
Support Agreements
to Mitigate Effects of
National Guard
Deployments,
although Some
Domestic
Requirements Remain
Undefined

The deployment of National Guard units as a federal operational force has
reduced their availability for domestic missions, but the effect on the
states remains unclear because states have mitigated shortfalls through
mutual support agreements and requirements for some domestic missions,
such as responding to large multistate events, remain undefined. In
general, National Guard members may only serve in one duty status at a
time.* Unless they are activated under Title 10, Guard members remain
under command and control of the state governors in either state active
duty or Title 32 status. When National Guard members are activated for
federally controlled Title 10 duty, their Title 32 status generally stops and
then begins again when they are released from Title 10 active duty.

Under the Army’s force-generation model as designed, there is the
potential for units to be unavailable to state governors for 1 year with 5
years between federal mobilizations. However, according to Army and .
state National Guard officials, the reality of the current operational
environment is that National Guard units deploy more frequently and are
unavailable to state governors for about 1 year every 3 years. For example,
Washington’s brigade combat team deployed in 2008 after 3-1/2 years at
home.

The effect of the operational role on the National Guard’s domestic
readiness remains unclear because states have taken steps to mitigate any
known shortfalls and, as we have previously reported, DOD, the
Department of Homeland Security, and the states have not defined
requirements, readiness standards, and measures for the National Guard’s
domestic missions that are likely to be conducted in Title 32 status.”® Since
National Guard units have begun deploying for their federal missions,

MSection 325 of Title 32 of the U.S. Code provides members of the National Guard with
relief from Guard duty when ordered to active duty. It also provides an exception that
allows a National Guard officer to continue to serve in Title 32 status after activation under
Title 10 if the dual status is authorized by the President and consented to by the officer's
state governor.

®Pprior GAO work found that, although states plan for the National Guard’s use in missions
within their borders, they have only planned to a limited extent for the Guard’s use in large-
scale, multistate events such as those described in the Homeland Security Council’s
national planning scenarios. We also reported that, while DOD is taking steps to better
assess the National Guard’s preparedness for its domestic missions, these efforts are not
yet complete and are limited by the lack of fully identified requirements for the Guard’s
domestic missions. We further concluded that until the National Guard’s required
capabilities are better defined and tracked, decision makers will lack information on
whether the Guard has the equipment it needs to respond effectively to large-scale,
multistate events.
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states have made plans to compensate for any shortfalls in availability of
their Guard forces either by relying on other capabilities and resources
within the state or by relying on assistance from other states obtained
through mutual support arrangements. National Guard officials from all of
the four states that we visited reported that they routinely coordinate with
other states and utilize mutual assistance agreements to ensure they can
respond effectively to domestic requirements when state forces are
deployed. For example, officials in Florida voiced a particular concern
because a brigade combat team of more than 3,400 people would be
deployed during the 2010 hurricane season. However, they noted that they
routinely coordinate with other southeastern states to ensure that forces
and capabilities that could be needed to respond to hurricanes are
available within the region, and they anticipated being able to respond
effectively. In addition, according to Washington National Guard officials,
while they have typically been able to assign domestic response missions
to units that are outside their deployment window, this becomes
increasingly difficult when a large percentage of the state’s forces are

- mobilized. At the time of our visit, the state had almost 50 percent of its

forces mobilized. Similarly, Guard officials in Virginia told us that its
brigade combat team, comprising about 54 percent of the state’s National
Guard forces, will be deployed at the same time as the state’s aviation
battalion resulting in a large loss of forces and essential capabilities for
domestic response missions. To mitigate for this loss, Virginia National
Guard officials stated they rely on mutual support arrangements with
other states and cross training of the state’s soldiers. In addition, state
National Guard officials told us that they would have to rely on other
states to provide support in the event of a catastrophic disaster regardless
of the number of soldiers the state had mobilized for federal missions.

. g
Conclusions

The Army’s reserve components are likely to be used as an operational
force supporting regular overseas rotations for the foreseeable future, and
several studies and commissions have determined there is no viable
alternative to the Army’s continued reliance on reservists. Although the
Army has taken steps to modify its force structure and adapted its
personnel and equipping strategies for the operational role, heavy
operational demands have hampered the Army’s efforts to implement the
force-generation model as intended. For example, the Army has not
established firm readiness requirements for an operational reserve
component or fully incorporated the resources needed to support the
operational role into its budget and projected spending plan. Although the
Army continues to study key costs, incorporating the necessary resources
into its budget and projected spending plan is needed to effectively

Page 37 GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



implement the force-generation model and support the reserve
components in their new role. Adapting the Army’s institutions and
incorporating the resources needed to support the cyclical readiness of an
operational reserve component into its base budget will be a long-term
effort estimated to take more than 10 years to complete. The
implementation of these changes will span multiple administrations and
Congresses and require many billions of dollars and, therefore, needs
sound management controls to guide the effort and ensure success. The
Army currently plans to request the majority of funding to complete the
transition to an operational force in its fiscal year 2012-2017 budget;
however, it has not finalized a cost estimate or detailed implementation
plan that identifies what specific requirements have been and remain to be
filled. The lack of outcome-related metrics also hampers the Army’s ability
to measure its progress towards fully operationalizing its reserve
components and justifying the large expenditure of funds required to
implement the transition. Until the Army adopts an implementation plan
outlining its requirements for transitioning its reserve components to an
operational force, identifying progress made to date, and detailing
additional personnel and other resources required, DOD decision makers J
and Congress will not be in a sound position to determine the total costs
to complete the transition and decide how to best allocate future funding.
Moreover, without effective management controls over these initiatives to
help measure progress and to accomplish effective and efficient
operations, the Army risks continued challenges in preparing ready units
and providing reservists a sustainable balance between military and
civilian careers, which, over time, could threaten the viability of the all-
volunteer citizen soldier force.

Re c ommendations fOI' We recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary of the
. R Army to take the following three actions:
Executive Action
« Finalize an implementation plan for transitioning its reserve components
to the operational role that describes the key tasks necessary for the
transition, assigns responsibility for these tasks, defines metrics for
measuring success, and establishes timelines for full implementation.
« Complete a cost estimate for the transition that, at a minimum, should
include
» aclear definition of what costs the Army does and does not consider to be
related to the transition to an operational force;
» estimates for key cost drivers; and
« identification of any uncertainties in the estimates due to pending changes ‘
to the reserve components’ force structure, personnel, training, and J

Page 38 ) GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



equipping strategies or other decisions that may affect costs, and updates
to the plan as these decisions are made.

Include the costs of the transition in the Army’s budget and Future Years
Defense Program.

L
Agency Comments

and Our Evaluation

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs provided written
comments on a draft of this report. The department agreed with each of
our recommendations. DOD’s comments are reprinted in their entirety in
appendix II.

DOD agreed with our recommendation that the Secretary of Defense
direct the Secretary of the Army to finalize an implementation plan for
transitioning its reserve components to the operational role. In its
comments, it cited DOD Directive 1200.17 that directs the Secretaries of
the military departments to manage their respective reserve components
as an operational force such that they provide operational capabilities
while maintaining strategic depth. However, this directive does not
provide detailed direction on how the services should transition the
reserve forces, and we believe that a detailed plan is necessary to ensure
key tasks in managing the reserves as an operational force are completed.
DOD also drew a distinction between managing the reserve components as
an operational force and transitioning reserves to an operational force. In
this report, we defined transitioning reserves to an operational force as
implementing those steps necessary to adapt the Army’s institutions and
resources to support the cyclical readiness requirements and implement
the “train-mobilize-deploy” model. We believe that completing a detailed
implementation plan that describes key tasks necessary for the transition,
assigns responsibility for these tasks, defines metrics for measuring
success, and establishes time lines for full implementation is an essential
part of transitioning the reserve components to an operational force.

DOD agreed with our recommendation that the Secretary of Defense
direct the Secretary of the Army to complete a cost estimate for the
transition that includes a definition of costs, estimates for key cost drivers,
and areas of uncertainties, such as pending policy decisions, that may
affect costs. However, the department did not describe the steps it will
take to complete the estimate. We therefore believe the Secretary of
Defense should provide specific direction and guidance as outlined in our
recommendation.

DOD agreed with our recommendation that the Secretary of Defense
direct the Secretary of the Army to include the costs of the transition in
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the Army’s budget and Future Years Defense Program. In its comments,
DOD noted its published guidance, Directive 1200.17, that resourcing plans
should ensure visibility to track resources from formulation,
appropriation, and allocation through execution. However, as discussed in
the report, the Army does not plan to include the majority of the estimated
costs for transitioning its reserve components to an operational role until
fiscal year 2012. Until the Army includes the resources required in its
future spending plans it will be hampered in its ability to transition its
reserve components to the operational role.

We are sending copies of this report to other appropriate congressional
committees and the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the report will be

available at no charge on GAO’s Web site at http://www.gao.gov. Should

you or your staff have any questions concerning this report, please contact

me at (202) 512-3489 or pendletonj@gao.gov. Contact points for our

Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the

last page of this report. GAO staff who made major contributions to this
report are listed in appendix III. \.p}

&JN#.‘VW

John H. Pendleton
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
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C Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

To conduct our work for this engagement, we analyzed data, reviewed
documentation, and interviewed officials from the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense Comptroller, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Reserve Affairs, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Headquarters Department of the
Army, U.S. Army Forces Command, First Army, the National Guard
Bureau, the Army National Guard, the Office of the Chief of the Army
Reserve, the U.S. Army Reserve Command, RAND Corporation, and the
Institute for Defense Analysis. We also reviewed documentation and
interviewed officials from offices of National Guard Adjutants General in
four case-study states: Florida, Missouri, Virginia, and Washington. These
states were selected because they had a history of major disaster
declarations; are geographically dispersed across the United States; have a
brigade combat team presence or a Chemical, Biological, Radiological,
Nuclear, and high-yield Explosive (CBRNE) Enhanced Response Force
Package (CERFP) team (which are units that are dual-tasked with

o domestic responsibilities) or both; face a range of homeland security risks;
L and present a range of population sizes.

To identify the extent to which the Army has made progress but faces
challenges in modifying the force structure, manning, and equipping
strategies of its reserve components to meet the requirements of the
operational role, we reviewed prior GAO work, reports of the Commission
on the National Guard and Reserves, reports to Congress on related
initiatives and issues, current Army plans and policy documents, including
the Army Campaign Plan, Army Structure Memorandums, Army Forces
Command’s concept plan for Army Initiative 4 (transition the reserve
components to an operational force), Army Forces Command’s 4 + 1 Army
National Guard Brigade Combat Team Comprehensive Review, the
National Guard and Reserve Equipment Report, DOD Directive 1200.17,
Managing the Reserve Components as an Operational Force, and
Headquarters Department of the Army Execution Order 150-18 Reserve
Component Deployment Expeditionary Force Pre- and Post-Mobilization
Training Strategy. We also reviewed Army data on actual and planned
modular unit restructuring, total force structure changes, and the expected
number of reserve component soldiers available each year at varying
mobilization rates under the currently planned rotational force structures
in order to assess changes made to the reserve components’ force
structure for the operational role. In addition, we reviewed Army National
Guard and Army Reserve force-structure allowances, personnel end

, strength, and equipment on hand to assess the extent to which the Army
& and reserve components have made changes to more fully man and equip
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

units for the operational role. Further, we incorporated information from
surveys of a nonprobability sample of 24 Army National Guard or Army
Reserve units, as well as follow-up interviews with officials from 15 of
these units. We selected units of different types and sizes that had
returned from deployments in the last 12 months. In addition, we chose
the proportion of Army National Guard and Reserve units for our sample
based on the proportion of mobilized forces from each of the components.
The surveys and interviews addressed a range of training, equipment, and
personnel issues. We supplemented this information by reviewing
documents and interviewing officials frora DOD, Army, National Guard
Bureau, Army National Guard, Army Reserve, U.S. Army Forces
Command, and First Army to discuss planned and ongoing policy and
strategy changes for transitioning the reserve components to an
operational force. Further, we incorporated information from interviews
with officials from offices of National Guard Adjutants General in case-
study states.

To determine the extent to which the Army has estimated costs for the
transition of the reserve components to an operational force and included
them in its current budget and Future Years Defense Program, we
reviewed DOD’s fiscal year 2009 supplemental appropriations request and
DOD’s fiscal year 2009 and 2010 budget requests. We also examined the
Army’s cost estimates for operationalizing the reserve components,
including Army Forces Command’s concept plan for Army Initiative 4
(AI4)—transitioning the reserve components to an operational force—and
a Center for Army Analysis cost-benefit analysis of the Al4 concept plan.
In addition, we interviewed officials from DOD, the Army, Army Forces
Command, the National Guard Bureau, the Army National Guard, and the
Army Reserve in order to understand assumptions made in estimating the
cost for transforming the reserve components to an operational force, to
assess the extent to which those costs have been included in DOD’s
budget and Future Years Defense Program, and to identify whether the
Army has an implementation plan that includes the full cost of the
transition.

To determine the effect of the National Guard’s federal operational role on
its availability to state governors for domestic missions, we reviewed
relevant sections of Titles 10 and 32 of the U.S. Code, and DOD directives
regarding management of the reserve components as an operational force
and National Guard homeland defense activities. We also conducted
interviews with the National Guard Bureau and offices of National Guard
Adjutants General in the four states chosen for our case study concerning
the possibility of conflicts between the states’ National Guard
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

requirements and Title 32 requirements related to the operational role of
the National Guard. Further, our review of prior GAO work, along with the
interviews with officials from the National Guard Bureau and case-study
states, allowed us to assess whether the requirements of the National
Guard’s operational role may affect the availability or readiness of
National Guard forces for domestic missions.

We conducted this performance audit from July 2008 through July 2009 in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives.
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department

of Defense

RESERVE AFFAIRS

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1500 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1500

[

Mr. John Pendleton

Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
U.S. Government Accountability Office

441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Pendleton:

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the GAO draft report,
GAO-09-898, “RESERVE FORCES: Army Needs to Finalize an Implementation Plan
and funding Strategy for Sustaining an Operational Reserve Force, dated July, 2009.”
The Department has comments on the draft report, and concurs with the
recommendations. The Department’s comments are attached.

The primary action officer within DOD for this report is COL Bernard J. Hyland.
He can be reached at (703) 693-8611.

Sincerely

. McCartH)"
Attachment: %h’]
As stated
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Appendix II: Comments from the Department
of Defense

GAO DRAFT REPORT - DATED JULY 24, 2009
GAO CODE 351378/GA0-09-898

"RESERVE FORCES: Army Needs to Finalize an Implementation Plan and Funding
Strategy for Sustaining an Operational Reserve Force"

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS
TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION 1: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Secretary of the Ammy to finalize an implementation plan for transitioning its reserve
components to the operational role that describes the key tasks necessary for the transition,
assigns responsibility for these tasks, defines metrics for measuring success, and establishes
timelines for full implementation:

DOD RESPONSE: Concur

DoDD 1200.17 directs the Secretaries of the Military departments to manage their respective
Reserve Components as an operational force such that the RCs provide operational capabilities
while maintaining strategic depth to meet U.S. military requirements across the full spectrum of
conflict.. A clear distinction must be maintained between managing the reserve components as
an operational force vice "transitioning to an operational force", which implies that the entire RC
force will be utilized in an operational mode at all times. Managing the RC as an operational
force recognizes the need to ensure that, while providing strategic depth, RC units and
individuals train and are available for missions in accordance with the National Defense
Strategy.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Secretary of the Army to complete a cost estimate for the transition that, at a minimum, should
include:

* A clear definition of what costs the Army does and does not consider to be related to th
transition to an operational force; :
o Estimates for key cost drivers; and
Identification of any uncertainties in the estimates due to pending changes to the reserve
components’ force structure, personnel, training, and equipping strategies or other
decisions that may affect costs, and updates to the plan as these decisions are made.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur.
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RECOMMENDATION 3: The GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Secretary of the Army to include the costs of the transition in the Army’s budget and Future
Years Defense Program.

DOD RESPONSE: Concur

DoDD 1200.17 directs the Services to ensure the RCs are resourced to meet readiness
requirements per sections 3013, 5013, and 8013 of Title 10, United States Code and that RC
resourcing plans shall ensure visibility to track resources from formulation, appropriation, and
allocation through exccution.

Page 46 GAO-09-898 Reserve Forces



Appendix ]

: GAO Contact and Staff

- Acknowledgments

GAO Contact

Staff
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John Pendleton, (202) 512-3489 or pendletonj@gao.gov

In addition to the contact above, Margaret Morgan, Assistant Director;
Melissa Blanco; Susan Ditto; Nicole Harms; Kevin Keith; Susan Mason,
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The Army’s strategy for training its
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missions for which they were
organized and designed as well as
the missions units are assigned in
support of ongoing operations. The
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5-year cycle with a focus on
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years and assigned missions during
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reserve component forces for their
primary and assigned missions; (2)
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regulations, goals, and policies
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To help assure that the Army
maximizes the efficiency and
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fully implement the training
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with GAO’s recommendations.
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RESERVE FORCES

Army Needs to Reevaluate its Approach to Training -
and Mobilizing Reserve Component Forces

What GAO Found

The Army is able to execute the portion of its reserve component training
strategy that calls for units to effectively train for their assigned missions in
support of ongoing operations, but faces challenges in executing the portion
of the strategy that calls for units to effectively train on primary missions. Unit
training for assigned missions, which is conducted in the later years of the 5-
year training cycle, is generally effective because the Army prioritizes its
available resources to support units that are preparing to deploy for ongoing
operations—units receive increased training time; mission requirements and
personnel levels are stabilized; and personnel and equipment shortages are
addressed while support is increased. Conversely, units training for their
primary missions in the early years of the cycle receive less time to train and
experience equipment and personnel shortages, which adversely affect
teamwork and unit cohesion. Also, support for their training is limited. These
challenges limit the effectiveness of primary mission training and could
impact their ability to conduct their primary missions within the current

strategy’s time frames.

R

While DOD’s current 12-month mobilization policy has not hindered the J
Army’s overall ability to train its reserve component forces and has reduced
the length of deployments, it has not fully achieved its intended purpose of
reducing stress on the force by providing predictability to soldiers. Because
units must spend part of their mobilization periods in training, they are
actually deploying for about 10 months under this 12-month mobilization
policy, whereas they typically deployed for periods of 12 to 15 months under
the previous policy. Under the current policy, the Army’s reserve component
forces are deploying more frequently and spending more time away from
home in training when they are not mobilized. Moreover, unit leaders and
personnel GAO interviewed said that the 12-month mobilization policy has
decreased predictability and increased stress for individuals. GAO noted
alternate approaches that can improve predictability. For example, the Air
Force recently developed a deployment model categorizing five grouped
occupational specialties based on operational requirements and length of time
home between deployments. The model is intended to increase predictability
for its forces and thus reduce their stress.

Reserve component forces are generally receiving access to training facilities
necessary to prepare them for their assigned missions, but the Army lacks
capacity to prepare all of its forces for the full range of training requirements.

In addressing capacity shortages, the Army has given priority to deploying

units and personnel. As a result, active and reserve component forces without
assigned missions often experience delays in accessing training for their

primary missions. Although the Army is reviewing some aspects of its training
capacity, it has not fully identified its training requirements and capacity and :
therefore will not have a sound basis for prioritizing available resources and
cannot be assured that the initiatives it has under way will fully address gaps

in its training capacity.
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Ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have required the involvement
of large numbers of Army National Guard and Army Reserve personnel
and demands on the Army’s reserve component forces are expected to
continue for the foreseeable future.' In addition, the high demand for
ground forces has led DOD to retrain some units for missions that are
outside of their core competencies.? Our past reports have noted a number
of personnel, equipment, and training challenges that the Army’s reserve
component forces have faced since the start of the global war on terrorism
in 2001.° For example, we have noted that preparation for ongoing
operations has often required different types of training as units are being
tasked to perform assigned missions such as convoy security or detainee
operations, which may differ significantly from their primary missions,
such as artillery.

! The Army’s reserve component forces include the part-time forces of both the U.S. Army
Reserve and the Army National Guard. Army Reserve forces support federal missions while
Army National Guard forces support both federal and state missions.

2 In this report we refer to training that supports the core competencies that the units are
organized and designed to perform as “primary” mission training, and we refer to training
that is conducted to support the specific requirements of an upcoming mission as
“assigned” mission training. In some cases, assigned mission training may closely resemble
primary mission training, particularly for combat support and combat service support
forces.

3 For example, see GAO, Reserve Forces: Army National Guard and Army Reserve
Readiness for 21st Century Challenges, GAO-06-1109T (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 21, 2006).
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The Army has changed the approach it uses to train its reserve component
forces. The Army had traditionally viewed its reserve component forces as
a strategic reserve, and its training strategy called for 39 days of training
per year,* which was to be followed by extensive training after
mobilization and prior to deployment.® All of this training was supposed to
prepare units for the primary missions they were designed or organized to
perform. In the last two decades, the Army’s reserve component forces
have been called upon to support operational requirements in the Balkans
and then the Middle East. The Army now views the reserve component as
an operational reserve that regularly supports deployment requirements.
Furthermore, the Army has made adjustments to its actual training of
reserve component forces in order to support operational requirements.
Specifically, it increased the amount of time forces spend in training prior
to mobilization, referred to as pre-mobilization training, and training
became more focused on units’ assigned missions (i.e., missions that units
are assigned to perform in support of current or ongoing operations)
rather than their core or primary missions. In 2008, the Army issued two
updated field manuals—3-0 Operations and 7-0 Training for Full
Spectrum Operations—which called for units to be trained and ready to J
operate across a full spectrum of operations. In accordance with that
guidance, the Army’s reserve components developed strategies that called
for their forces to conduct training on both primary and assigned missions
in order to progressively build capabilities across a 5-year cycle. During
the early years of the cycle, the strategy calls for training which is similar
to the traditional strategy—39 days of training focused on primary
missions. However, in the later stages of the cycle, the current strategy
calls for training that differs from the traditional strategy. Specifically, the
new strategy calls for increased training—up to 109 days a year—prior to
unit mobilizations and decreased training after units are mobilized. In
addition, both the increased pre-mobilization training and the decreased
post-mobilization training are to focus on assigned missions rather than
units’ primary missions.

* Army National Guard forces typically trained 39 days per year—one weekend per month
and 15 days of annual training per year. Army Reserve forces typically trained 38 days per
year—one weekend per month and 14 days of annual training per year.

5 Mobilization is the process of assembling and organizing personnel and equipment,
activating or federalizing units and members of the National Guard and Reserves for active
duty, and bringing the armed forces to a state of readiness for war or other national
emergency. Demobilization is the process necessary to release from active duty units and ]
members of the National Guard and Reserve ordered to active duty. 3
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Several variables can affect the numbers of forces that are available to
support ongoing operations, including the size and structure of active and
reserve component forces and policies concerning the length of
deployments and reserve component mobilizations. On January 19, 2007,
the Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum® that changed DOD’s
mobilization and deployment policies. It eliminated a previous policy that
had limited involuntary mobilizations to 24 cumulative months and thus
made virtually all reserve component personnel available on an indefinite
recurrent basis. However, the policy also limited involuntary mobilizations
to a maximum of 12 months at a time.”

Section 344 of the Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2009 directed GAO to report on the correlation between the
preparation and operational use of the Army’s reserve component forces
to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of
Representatives.® This report addresses that mandate and also responds to
a portion of Section 343 that directs GAO to report on training constraints
that limit access to military schools and skill training as well as facilities
and ranges, including the combat training centers, and that could provide
challenges to the reserve components in their role as an operational
reserve. In responding to both mandates, our objectives are to determine
the extent to which 1) the Army is able to effectively implement its
strategy for training reserve component forces for their primary and
assigned missions, 2) mobilization and deployment laws, regulations,
goals, and policies impact the Army’s ability to train and employ reserve
component forces, and 3) access to military schools and skill training,
facilities, and ranges affect the preparation of reserve component forces.

To address these objectives we obtained and analyzed documentation
concerning reserve component training strategies, policies, laws, and

® Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Utilization of the Total Force (Jan. 19, 2007). The
policy set out by the Secretary is implemented by the Under Secretary of Defense for
Personnel and Readiness Memorandum, Revised Mobilization/Demobilization Personnel
and Pay Policy for Reserve Component Members Ordered to Active Duty in Response to
the World Trade Center and Pentagon Attacks (Mar. 15, 2007). The authority for mobilizing
servicemembers under these policies is granted by 10 U.S.C. §12302.

7 Although DOD’s mobilization policy limits mobilizations to 12 months, it allows for some
exceptions to be made, at the service’s discretion, for individual skill training required for
deployment and post-mobilization leave.

® Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009, Pub. L. No. 110-
417 (2008).
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goals, and data associated with the mobilizing, and deploying of the
Army’s reserve component forces. We also interviewed Army and other
DOD officials concerning the impact of the current strategies, guidance,
and goals. We surveyed 22 Army National Guard or Army Reserve units
who returned from deployments in the last 12 months and conducted
follow-up interviews with officials from 15 of these units. Our survey,
based on a non-probability sample, and interviews addressed a range of
issues including deployment notification time lines; the timing and
effectiveness of pre-deployment, post-deployment, and in-theater training;
and access to training facilities, schoolhouses, and ranges. Additionally,
we interviewed leaders and personnel from two Army National Guard
brigade combat teams during their training exercises at the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin, California, and at Camp Blanding, Florida.
We assessed the reliability of training, mobilization, and attrition data used
in this report and determined the data was sufficiently reliable for the
purposes of this report. We conducted this performance audit from
September 2008 through May 2009 in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a J
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. The
scope and methodology used for this audit are described in further detail
at appendix L

: . The Army is able to execute the portion of its reserve component training
Results in Brief -strategy that calls for units to effectively train for their assigned missions
in support of ongoing operations, but it faces challenges in executing the
portion of the strategy that calls for units to effectively train for their
primary missions. The Army’s Field Manual 7-0 Training for Full Spectrum
Operations defines effective training as that which builds proficiency,
teamwork, confidence, cohesiveness, and allows organizations to achieve
their training objectives. The manual also specifies that organizations
should train the way they intend to operate and efficiently make the best
use of available training resources, including training time. The Army
currently prioritizes its available training resources and time to support
units that are preparing to deploy to meet operational requirements. As a
result, the unit training for assigned missions, which is conducted in the
later stages of the Army’s 5-year training cycle, is generally effective. Units
conduct up to 109 days training in the year prior to mobilization. Personnel
levels are stabilized through policies that prevent personnel from leaving
units and transfer additional personnel into the deploying units. : J
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Equipment shortages are addressed, and units receive additional training
support including personnel who support unit training events by acting as
observers, controllers, and trainers. Conversely, units which are training
for their primary missions in the early years of the cycle face challenges, in
part, because they do not receive prioritized support. They conduct 39
days of training per year. In addition, annual reserve component attrition
rates that typically approach 20 percent limit the effectiveness of unit
training that is conducted to build teamwork and unit cohesion. Because
the training strategy calls for a 5-year training cycle and attrition occurs
each year, unit training that is conducted early in the cycle and designed to
build teamwork and unit cohesion will become less beneficial with each
passing year, as team members depart the unit. Units that are training for
primary missions during the early stages of the cycle also experience
personnel and equipment shortages, often because they are tasked to give
up personnel and equipment to support deploying units. Finally, they
receive less support for their training. For example, the Army’s active
component does not provide observers, controllers, and trainers for these
units to support their training events. All these challenges have limited the
effectiveness of the collective training for primary missions, which is
conducted during the early years of the cycle. They also make it unlikely
that units would be adequately prepared to deploy and conduct their
primary missions following a reduced post-mobilization training period
that is called for under the current reserve component training strategy. To
ensure the Army has an executable strategy for effectively training its
reserve component forces, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense
direct the Secretary of the Army to reevaluate and adjust the Army’s
reserve component training strategy to fully account for the factors that
limit the effectiveness of unit training for primary missions in the early
years of the 5-year cycle.

While DOD’s 12-month mobilization policy has not hindered the Army’s
overall ability to train its reserve component forces and has reduced the
length of deployments, it has not fully achieved its intended purpose of
reducing stress on the force by providing predictability. Because units
must spend part of their mobilization periods in training, they are actually
deploying for shorter periods of about 10 months under the current 12-
month mobilization policy, whereas they typically deployed for periods of
12 to 15 months under the previous policy. However, under the current
policy, the Army’s reserve component forces are deploying more
frequently and spending more time away from home in training when they
are not mobilized in order to meet combatant commanders’ requirements
for forces. Leaders and soldiers in one of the larger units we contacted
said that the 12-month mobilization policy, which has led to more frequent
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deployments and training periods, has actually increased stress and

decreased predictability. DOD’s mobilization policy includes a goal of

eventually achieving a tempo of 1-year mobilized to 5-years demobilized;
however, for the foreseeable future, this goal will be difficult to achieve

because operational demands for reserve component forces are expected

to remain high and force structure levels are expected to remain relatively
constant. We found that alternate approaches can improve predictability.

For example, the Air Force recently developed a flexible deployment

model that grouped occupational specialties into five different “tempo

bands” based on ongoing operational requirements. Personnel in the first

band should expect to be deployed about the same length of time as they

are home between deployments. Personnel in the fifth band can expect to

be home 5 times longer than they are deployed. The Air Force expects this
model to increase predictability for its forces and thus reduce their stress.

We are recommending that the Secretary of Defense reevaluate DOD’s
mobilization policy for Army reserve component personnel to determine
whether there should be a more flexible policy that allows variations in

the length of mobilizations or that establishes deployment goals based on
occupational specialty or unit type in order to better meet the policy’s J
goals of increasing predictability and reducing stress on the force.

In accordance with DOD Directive 1200.17, which states that training
facilities should be available to support reserve component training
requirements, reserve component forces are generally receiving the access
to training facilities that is necessary to prepare them for their assigned
missions. However, the Army’s training facilities lack the capacity
necessary to prepare all of the Army’s forces for the full range of
individual and unit training requirements, including those associated with
primary as well as assigned missions. In addressing its capacity shortages,
the Army has given priority access to personnel and units that have
established mobilization dates or assigned missions. As a result, active and
reserve component forces without assigned missions often experience
delays in gaining access to training needed to prepare them for their
primary missions. For example, the Army prioritizes access to its
collective training sites that are used for unit training based on units’
assigned mission requirements. It also prioritizes access to individual
training sites based on missions and mobilization dates. As a result of the
individual training capacity limitations, 22 percent of the Army National
Guard’s soldiers were awaiting individual training in March 2009,
compared to a goal of 15 percent. While the Army is exploring or has
several initiatives under way to address training constraints, it has not
identified the total requirements associated with its reserve component
training strategy or the training capacity necessary to support the strategy. J
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Background

In November 2008, the Secretary of Defense directed the Secretaries of the
military departments to review the capacity of their training institutions to
determine if they were properly resourced to prepare all military members
to meet mission requirements.’ However, the Army’s ongoing reviews do
not fully account for personnel and equipment constraints that have
limited individual training in the past, and the Army’s range requirements
have been understated because they were based on planned mobilizations
that have been lower than actual mobilizations. Until the Army fully
identifies its training requirements and available training capacity, it will
not know whether it has the resources needed to fully execute its reserve
component training strategy, and it will not have a sound basis for
prioritizing available resources. In addition, it cannot be assured that the
initiatives it has under way will fully address any gaps in current training
capacity. Therefore, we are recommending that the Army determine the
range of resources and support that are necessary to fully implement its
reserve component training strategy including personnel, equipment, and
facilities and their costs.

In written comments on a draft of this report, DOD concurred or partially
concurred with all of our recommendations. A discussion of DOD’s
comments and our evaluation of those comments appears later in this
report. Additionally, the full text of DOD’s written comments is included at
appendix I

The Army has two reserve components, the Army National Guard and the
Army Reserve. Both reserve components are composed primarily of
citizen soldiers who balance the demands of civilian careers with military
service on a part-time basis. During the Cold War, it was expected that the
reserve forces would be a strategic reserve to supplement active forces in
the event of extended conflict. However, since the mid-1990s, the reserves
have been continuously mobilized to support operations worldwide,
including those in Bosnia and Kosovo as well as operations in Afghanistan
and Iraq. In today’s strategic environment, the Army’s reserve components
have taken on a variety of different overseas missions as well as traditional
and emerging domestic missions.

o Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Recommendations of the Commission on the
National Guard and Reserves, (Nov. 24, 2008).
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The Army Reserve and the Army National Guard are part of the total Army,
which also includes the active component. The Army Reserve is a federal
force that is organized primarily to supply specialized combat support and
combat service support skills to combat forces. The Army National Guard
is composed of both combat forces and units that supply support skills.
The Army National Guard, when mobilized for a federal mission, is under
the command and control of the President. When not mobilized for a
federal mission, Army National Guard units act under the control of the
governors for state missions, typically responding to natural disasters and
more recently protecting state assets from terrorist attacks.

Individual training is a building block of the Army training process. It
includes basic military training as well as occupational specialty training.
Acquiring advanced individual skills enables a soldier to move into a unit,
but acquisition of such skills does not necessarily equate with operational
preparedness. It must be integrated with unit training in a group situation,
which is referred to as collective training, to achieve operational

objectives. J
Traditionally, the Army used a mobilize-train-deploy strategy to prepare its
reserve component units to act as a strategic reserve that was available to
augment active forces during a crisis. Figure 1 shows that the traditional

reserve component strategy called for a constant level of training until a

unit was mobilized and underwent extensive post-mobilization training to
prepare for deployment.

™

>
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Figure 1: Reserve Component Training Strategy under the Army’s Traditional Mobilize-Train-Deploy Model

Reserve component training strategy under the Army’s traditional Mobilize-Train-Depioy model
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Source: GAO analysis of Army data.

Under the traditional training strategy, all training was focused on a unit’s
primary missions and units were to be deployed to perform their primary
missions.

As reserve component requirements increased in recent years, the Army
began to move away from its traditional strategy and began adopting a
train-mobilize-deploy strategy that prepares reserve component forces to
serve as an operational reserve, which regularly supports deployment
requirements. Figure 2 shows that the Army’s current reserve component
training strategy is based on a 5-year cycle during which training is
increased to build capabilities.®

¥ This strategy was formalized with the issuance of HQ Department of the Army Executive
Order 150-8, Reserve Component Deployment Expeditionary Force Pre- and Post-
Mobilization Training Strategy (March 2008).
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Figure 2: Reserve Component Training Strategy under the Army’s current Train-Mobilize-Deploy Model

Reserve component training strategy under the Army’s current Train-Mobilize-Depioy model
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The current train-mobilize-deploy strategy is designed to train individuals }
and units to a prescribed level of readiness prior to mobilization in order
to limif post-mobilization training.

Several variables can affect the numbers of forces that are available to
support ongoing operations, including the size and structure of active and
reserve component forces and policies concerning the length of
deployments and reserve component mobilizations. On January 19, 2007,
the Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum that changed DOD’s
mobilization and deployment policies." It eliminated a previous policy that
had limited involuntary mobilizations o 24 cumulative months and thus
made virtually all reserve component personnel available on an indefinite
recurrent basis. However, the policy also limited involuntary mobilizations
to 12 months at a time.? It also established a reserve component unit
planning objective of 1 year mobilized to 5 years demobilized, and created

1 gecretary of Defense Memorandum, Utilization of the Total Force (Jan. 19, 2007). The
policy set out by the Secretary is implemented by the Under Secretary of Defense for
Personnel and Readiness Memorandum, Revised Mobilization/Demobilization Personnel
and Pay Policy for Reserve Component Members Ordered to Active Duty in Response to
the World Trade Center and Pentagon Attacks (Mar. 15, 2007). The authority for mobilizing
servicemembers under these policies is granted by 10 U.S.C. §12302.

2 Although DOD’s mobilization policy limits mobilizations to 12 months, it allows for some
exceptions to be made, at the service’s discretion, for individual skili training required for
deployment and post-mobilization leave.
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The Army Faces
Challenges in
Executing Its Reserve
Component Training
Strategy

a requirement for mobilizations, including training and deployment, to be
managed on a unit basis.

In January 2008, the Commission on the National Guard and Reserves
recommended that the Secretary of Defense ensure that training
institutions and facilities were resourced to meet the needs of the total
force.” In particular, it recommended that institutions meet the current
training needs of the reserve component personnel and that each service
reassess the number of training and administrative days the reserve
component units and members need prior to activation. The Commission
further recommended that the services fund and implement policies to
increase pre-mobilization training and focus training on mission
requirements. The commission also stated that training equipment should
be sufficient to give service members regular access to modern
warfighting equipment so that they could train, develop, and maintain
proficiency on the same types of equipment that they would use when
deployed.

In February 2009, the Army Audit Agency reported that Army National
Guard and Army Reserve units often were unable to complete pre-
mobilization training tasks because they were not able to stabilize staffing
levels and obtain equipment needed for training." They further reported
that units did not execute training requirements in the most efficient
manner.

The Army is able to effectively execute the portion of its reserve
component training strategy that calls for training units on their assigned
missions, but faces challenges in effectively executing the portion of the
strategy that calls for training units on their primary missions.

The Army’s new training strategy is based on a five-year cycle that mirrors
the former strategy in the early years of the cycle, but calls for alterations
to the type and amounts of training conducted in the later years of the

' Commission on the National Guard and Reserves Final Report to Congress and the
Secretary of Defense, Transforming the National Guard and Reserves into a 21st-
Century Operational Force (Jan. 31, 2008).

“ys. Army Audit Agency, Army National Guard Pre-Mobilization Training

Requirements (Feb. 19, 2009) and U.S. Army Reserve Pre-Mobilization Training
Requirements (Feb. 20, 2009).
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cycle. Specifically, in the early years of the cycle, units conduct 39 days of
training that is focused on their primary missions just as they did under
the former strategy. However, under the new strategy, after a unit is
notified—generally in the middle to later stages of the training cycle (1 or
2 years prior to mobilization)— that it will be deploying for an operational
mission, all the unit’s training becomes focused on that assigned mission,
and training increases, up to 109 days in the year prior to mobilization.

New Training Strategy The Army’s Field Manual 7-0 Training for Full Spectrum Operations
Contains a Number of defines effective training as that which builds proficiency, teamwork,
Assumptions confidence, cohesiveness, and allows organizations to achieve their

training objectives. The manual also specifies that organizations should

train the way they intend to operate and be efficient by making the best of

use of training resources, including training time. The Army’s reserve

component training strategy contains a number of assumptions related to
effective and efficient training. First, the strategy explicitly assumes that

the amount of training conducted after mobilization can be reduced ™
because of the increased training that is conducted prior to mobilization. J
Second, it implicitly assumes that the training conducted in the early years

of the cycle lays a foundation that can be built upon throughout the later

stages of the cycle. Third, it implicitly assumes that units will have the

necessary time, personnel, equipment, and support to conduct effective

training on both individual and unit tasks throughout the training cycle.

Conditions for Effective The Army currently prioritizes its available training resources and time to
Unit Training Occur Late in support units that are preparing to deploy for ongoing operations. As a
the Cycle result, unit training for assigned missions, which is conducted in the later

stages of the Army’s 5-year training cycle, is generally effective. Table 1
shows the typical status of reserve component units with respect to
available training time, personnel, equipment, and training support
throughout the 5-year cycle. The table shows that during the later stages of
the cycle, units have the necessary training time, and necessary personnel,
equipment, and support to support effective unit training.
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Figure 3: Status of Resources and Support During a Reserve Component 5-year

Cycle
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Source: GAQ analysis of Depariment of Defense and Army information.

2Initial notification of assigned mission is supposed to occur 2 years prior to mobilization but actual
notification dates have varied widely. The information in this chart is tied to events rather than to
specific dates or times.

According to the reserve component training strategy, units have their
yearly training increased during the 2 years prior to mobilization—up to 45
days, and up to 109 days, 1 year prior to mobilization. Because this
increased pre-mobilization training is focused on the same assigned
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missions as the units’ post-mobilization training, the Army has been able to
reduce the amount of post-mobilization training. Furthermore, in the later
stages of the cycle, mission requirements are generally stabilized and the
Army has traditionally stabilized unit personnel levels through the use of
“Stop Loss” policies, which prevent personnel from leaving units. This
stabilization allows the Army to conduct effective unit training that builds
teamwork and unit cohesion. Units train the way they intend to operate—
with the people who will deploy and on the missions they will perform.
Under DOD’s Stop Loss policy Army reserve component units were
subject to stop loss 90 days prior to mobilization. However, the Army
recently announced a comprehensive plan to eliminate stop loss,
beginning in August 2009, while retaining the authority for future use
under extraordinary circumstances.

Personnel from units in our sample indicated that they preferred to
conduct unit training later in the training cycle. They indicated that their
units generally had increased personnel levels during the later stages of
the cycle. Of the 22 units in our non-probability sample, 21 received ;
additional personnel from other units to help them achieve the units’ J
required deployment strengths. The brigade combat teams that we met
with also received significant numbers of personnel from other units to
help prepare them for their deployments in 2009. In each of these cases,
the units received the additional personnel during the later part of the
training cycle—in the year prior to the units’ mobilizations or at the
mobilization station. Personnel from the units we sampled also noted that
equipment is more available in the later stages of the training cycle when
units also receive additional training support including personnel who
support unit training events by acting as observers, controllers, and
trainers. Furthermore, the Army has found that the later stages of the cycle
are the optimum times to conduct unit training. In the Army’s 2009 Posture
Statement, the Army indicated that an extended training period close to, or
contiguous with, mobilization station arrival, enabled commanders to
attain the highest levels of readiness and unit capability.”® Additionally,
two February 2009, Army Audit Agency reports on Army National Guard
and Army Reserve pre-mobilization training found that the best practice
for completing required pre-mobilization training tasks was to conduct the
majority of those tasks immediately prior to mobilization when mission

15 Secretary of the Army Pete Geren and Chief of Staff of the Army, General George W,
Casey Jr., statement to the cormittees and subcommittees of the United States Senate and .
House of Representative, May 2009. B
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specific equipment is more available. Finally, in a May 2009 letter to the
Secretary of Defense, the Adjutants General Association of the United
States stated that training late in the cycle just prior to mobilization is
often required to enhance soldier readiness.

Availability of Unit
Training Enablers Varies
throughout the Training
Cycle

As noted previously in table 1, the Army is unable to set the conditions
required for effective unit training during the early years of the cycle,
when units are focused on primary mission training. Training time,
personnel, equipment, and training support are key enablers of effective
unit training, but the Army faces challenges that are associated with each
of these enablers during the early stages of the training cycle. In addition,
our current and prior reviews have found that units that are not scheduled
to deploy receive lower priorities for resources and training support.
Therefore, a number of reasons make it unlikely that units would be
adequately prepared to deploy and conduct their primary missions
following a reduced post-mobilization training period such as the one
called for under the current strategy.

First, units are receiving the same level of primary mission training as they
were under the former strategy that called for more lengthy post-
mobilization training periods. Second, annual reserve component attrition
rates that typically approach 20 percent limit the effectiveness of unit
training that is conducted to build teamwork and unit cohesion. Because
the training strategy calls for a 5-year training cycle and attrition occurs
each year, unit training that is conducted early in the cycle and designed to
build teamwork and unit cohesion will become less beneficial with each
passing year, as team members depart the unit. DOD reports indicate that
attrition rates for the Army National Guard and Army Reserve have ranged
from 17 percent to 22 percent from fiscal years 2003 through 2007.
Because of these attrition rates, a significant percentage of the unit
personnel who train on the units’ primary missions during the early stages
of the 5-year cycle will not be in the unit at the end of the cycle when the
unit is available to deploy. Third, units that are training for primary
missions during the early stages of the cycle also experience personnel
and equipment shortages, often because they are tasked to give up
personnel and equipment to support deploying units.

Personnel shortages result from a variety of reasons. Some personnel are
not available for training because they are recovering from injuries or
illnesses, while others are unavailable because of pending disciplinary
actions. In addition, many soldiers have not met individual training
requirements. According to the Army’s 2009 Posture Statement, the Army
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National Guard had 67,623 soldiers who were non-deployable in fiscal year
2008 because of incomplete initial entry training, medical, or other
issues.'® For the same period, the Army Reserve had 36,974 soldiers who
were non-deployable for similar reasons.” These personnel shortages can
directly impact the level of unit training that a unit is able to achieve prior
to mobilization.

In addition, equipment and support issues are also a concern early in the

training cycle when units are training for their primary missions. In his

March 2009 statement before the Senate Armed Services, Subcommittee

on Personnel, the Director of the Army National Guard stated that the lack

of equipment availability for training remains an issue. Further, the 2008

Army Reserve Posture Statement noted that the Army Reserve was forced

to expend significant resources to move equipment between units and

training locations to address shortages. Units in our sample also

experienced equipment challenges during the early stages of the training

cycle when they were training for their primary missions. Specifically, 12

of the 22 units in our sample faced equipment shortages that impacted ™
their ability to train early in the cycle. Furthermore, training support is J
limited during the early years of the cycle. For example, the Army’s active
component does not provide observers, controllers, and trainers to reserve
component units to support their primary mission fraining, which is

conducted early in the cycle.®

1S These 67,623 personnel constitute approximately 19 percent of the Army National
Guard’s 351,300 authorized end-strength in fiscal year 2008.

Y These 36,974 personnel constitute approximately 18 percent of the Army Reserve’s
205,000 anthorized end- strength in fiscal year 2008.

18 Rirst Army mobilizes, trains, validates, and deploys reserve component units in
accordance with DOD and Army directives. During post-mobilization training, when units
are training for their assigned missions, First Army provides extensive support to the units
both in terms of resources and by providing observers, controllers, and trainers for

scheduled training events. k }
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DOD’s Mobilization
Policy Has Presented
Challenges as the
Army Trains and
Deploys Its Reserve
Component Forces

While DOD’s 12-month mobilization policy has not hindered the Army’s
overall ability to train its reserve component forces and has reduced the
length of deployments, it has not fully achieved its intended purpose of
reducing stress on the force by providing predictability. According to
testimony by the Secretary of Defense, the intended purpose of DOD’s
mobilization policy was to reduce stress on the force by, in part, improving
predictability.” While the policy has led to shorter deployments, it has also
caused units to mobilize and deploy more frequently, and units are also
spending more time away from home in training when not mobilized.

The 12-Month Mobilization
Policy Reduces Many

Deployments to Less Than
10 Months

The 12-month mobilization policy has significantly reduced the length of
deployments for the Army’s reserve component forces. Because units must
spend part of their mobilization periods training for their assigned
missions, they are actually deployed for only part of the time that they are
mobilized. Under the previous mobilization policy, reserve component
mobilizations were limited to 24 cumulative months and many reserve
component units were deploying to Iraq or Afghanistan for 12 to 15
months. Under the current policy, which limits mobilizations to 12 months,
deployments are averaging 9 to 10 months.

Reduced Deployment
Times Lead to More
Frequent Deployments

Because the demand for reserve component forces has remained high and
reserve component force levels have remained fairly stable, the 12-month
mobilization policy, which has resulted in shorter deployments, has also
resulted in more frequent deployments. Figure 3 illustrates the relationship
between the length of deployments and the number of deployments when
requirements and force structure are steady. It shows that 12-month
deployments, which were typical under the previous policy, result in 3
deployments over a 36-month period. However, 9-month deployments,
under the current policy, require 4 deployments to support the same
requirements over a 36-month period.

19 Secretary of Defense, Robert M. Gates, testimony before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, January, 27, 2009.
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Figure 4: Deployment Rotation Requirements Based on 12- and 9-Month Deployments

First deployment Second deployment Third deployment

0 12 24 36
9 18 27 36

Month 0 First deployment Second deployment Third deployment Fourth deployment
Source: GAO.

Month

More Deployments Result As previously noted, the Army’s reserve component strategy calls for

in Less Time at Home to reserve component units to have 4 years of training between deployments,

Conduct Training but the 12-month mobilization policy, with its associated shorter
deployments and more frequent mobilizations, has led to situations where
units do not have 4 years available to conduct training. Demands for
certain occupational specialties have remained particularly high. Army
leadership recently testified that reserve component soldiers are
experiencing less than 3 years between deployments,” and personnel in
some high demand units, such as civil affairs units, are receiving as little
13 months between deployments. For example, personnel from one of the
units in our sample, an aviation battalion, experienced frequent
deployments. Personnel from the battalion returned from deployment in
2008 and were notified that the unit will be mobilized again in 2011.

Reduced Time at Home As previously noted, under the Army’s reserve component strategy, unit
Leads to Additional training requirements build from 39 days in the first 2 years of the training
Training under the Current gcle to tla:s hlih h:;s 109 da;lrls in the year prior to mobilization. However, the
i s -month mobilization policy is leading to more frequent deployments, and
Training Strategy units are mobilizing and deploying after 3 years at home rather than after
4. Because units are supposed to receive initial notification of their
assigned missions two years prior to mobilization, the extended assigned

® Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, General Peter Chiarelli, testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee Subcommittee on Readiness and Management Support, April

22, 2009. \‘3
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mission training that is scheduled to occur after notification is still
maintained under the compressed schedule, but the 39 days of primary
mission training that is scheduled to be conducted in the second year of
the training cycle, just prior to notification, is often eliminated. Therefore,
since the extended training periods are maintained and the shorter
training periods are eliminated, units are required to spend a higher
proportion of their “at home” time conducting training.

Flexible Approaches
Provide Better
Predictability Than the
Firm 12-Month
Mobilization Policy

As part of its mobilization policy, DOD has established a goal that calls for
reserve component forces to be mobilized for 1 year and demobilized for 5
years. However, the Army’s reserve component forces are not meeting this
goal because of high operational requirements, stable force structure, and
the 12-month mobilization policy that is causing more frequent
deployments. When the Secretary of Defense testified that the mobilization
policy was intended to reduce stress on the force by, in part, improving
predictability in the mobilization and deployment process, he also noted
that the department is not achieving its goal of 1 year mobilized to 5 years
demobilized.” Earlier, in September 2007, the Defense Science Board
evaluated DOD’s mobilization policy and concluded that the goal of 1 year
mobilized and 5 years not mobilized could not be achieved given the level
of operational demand and the end-strength increases that had been
planned. # Thus, for the foreseeable future, DOD’s goal will be difficult to
achieve because operational demands for reserve component forces are
expected to remain high and force structure levels are expected to remain
relatively constant. Furthermore, the Army does not expect to reach the
goal of 1 year mobilized and 5 years not mobilized in the near future. In its
2009 Posture Statement, the Army indicated that it expected to progress to
1 year mobilized to 4 years demobilized by 2011 due, in part, to the
drawdown in Iraq. However, the statement does not address the impact
that increased operations in Afghanistan may have on the projected
progress.

Leaders and soldiers in one of the larger units we contacted said that the
12-month mobilization policy, which has led to more frequent deployments
and training periods, has actually increased stress and decreased

a Secretary of Defense testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee, January
27, 2009. :

2 Defense Science Board Task Force on Deployment of Members of the National Guard
and Reserve in the Global War on Terrorism, September 2007.
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predictability. Specifically, they stated that they would prefer to be away
from home for a single longer period of time rather than many shorter
periods of time. However, in our other readiness work, we have found that
the Air Force has developed an alternative approach to provide better
predictability for its deploying active and reserve component personnel.
The Air Force deployment model groups occupational specialties into 5
different “tempo bands” based on ongoing operational requirements.
Personnel in the first band should expect to be deployed about the same
length of time as they are home between deployments. Personnel in bands
two, three, four, and five can expect to respectively be home two, three,
four, or five times longer than they are deployed.” The Air Force expects
this model to increase predictability for its forces.

In accordance with DOD Directive 1200.17, which directs the Secretaries
Reserve Cqmponent of the military departments to ensure that facilities and training areas are
Forces A551gned available to support reserve component training requirements, reserve
P s component forces are generally receiving the access to training facilities
MISSI(.)HS m SllppOI't of that is necessary to prepare them for their assigned missions. However, J
Ongomg Operatlons the Army’s training facilities lack the capacity necessary to prepare all of
Have Access to the the Army’s forces for the full range of individual and unit training
.. requirements, including those associated with primary as well as assigned
Tra.mmg Needed, But missions. In addressing its capacity shortages, the Army has given priority
Constraints D elay and access to personnel and units that have established mobilization dates or
assigned missions. As a result, active and reserve component forces

Limit Tralmng without assigned missions often experience delays in gaining access to

Opp ortunities for training needed to prepare them for their primary missions. While the
Army is exploring or has several initiatives under way to address training

Some Forces constraints, it has not identified the total requirements associated with its
reserve component training strategy or the training capacity necessary to
support the strategy.

2 For active component forces the ratios cover deployed to non-deployed time periods. For
reserve component forces the ratios cover mobilized to non-mobilized time periods.
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Reserve Component
Forces That Have Assigned
Missions in Support of
Ongoing Operations Have
Necessary Access to
Training Facilities

DOD Directive 1200.17 directs the Secretaries of the Military Departments
to ensure facilities and training areas are available to support reserve
component training requirements.* It also directs the Secretaries to
allocate resources where required to support a “train-mobilize-deploy”
construct. As previously discussed, reserve component forces undergo
individual training as well as collective (unit) training at various times in
their training cycles in order to prepare them for their primary and
assigned missions. Individual training is typically conducted at military
schools or other specialized training sites while collective training occurs
at larger training centers, such as the Combat Training Centers, and
mobilization sites where units complete their final deployment
preparations. Once units are assigned missions in support of ongoing
operations, they are granted necessary access to training facilities.
According to officials from the Army’s Training and Doctrine Coramand,
missions and mobilization dates are two key factors that drive individual
training opportunities and access to training facilities. U.S. Forces
Command® officials also said that priority access to training facilities is
based on units’ mobilization and latest arrival in theater dates, rather than
their status as part of the active or reserve component.

Based on information from the units we contacted, we found that units
generally had access to training facilities once they were assigned
missions. Personnel from the units in our sample and the brigade combat
teams we met with reported that they had been granted priority access to
individual and collective training once their units were assigned missions.
Specifically, in preparing for their most recent missions, 23 of the 24 units
reported that they did not have access issues involving collective training
facilities and 22 units reported that they did not have access issues
involving individual training facilities. Officials from one of the units that
reported access issues explained that this was because their soldiers did
not receive necessary orders until a few days before they were mobilized.
Officials from one of the other units explained that the access issues were
because of the fact that the unit was under tight time constraints because
it was part of the 2007 surge force that deployed to Iraq. Officials from the
third unit that reported access issues explained that it trained using a

* Department of Defense Directive 1200.17, Managing the Reserve Components as an
Operational Force (Oct. 29, 2008).

* The Army's Training and Doctrine Command oversees individual training.

®US. Army Forces Command trains, mobilizes, deploys, and sustains Army forces in
support of Combatant Commander requirements.
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motor pool to simulate a detention facility because it could not access a
more appropriate training facility.

Constraints in Capacity
Delay and Limit Training
Opportunities for Some
Forces at Individual and
Collective Training
Facilities

Individual Training Facilities

Capacity constraints involving personnel, equipment, and infrastructure,
limit training opportunities for some forces at individual and collective
training facilities. In some cases, the Army is exploring or has ongoing
initiatives that are intended to help address constraints on individual and
collective training.

Because deploying forces have higher priority and existing training
facilities do not have sufficient capacity to accommodate all training
needs, reserve component forces that have not been assigned missions
often experience delays in gaining access to individual training needed to
prepare them for their primary missions. While both the Army Reserve and
Army National Guard are limited in their ability to fully train all soldiers on
individual tasks within desired timne frames, the effect of these limitations
is particularly significant for the Army National Guard. The Army National
Guard’s individual training goal is to have no more than 15 percent of its
soldiers awaiting individual training at any given time. However, table 3
shows that the Army National Guard has not been able to achieve this goal
since 2001, as a result of the individual training capacity limitations.

Table 1: Percentage of Army National Guard Soldiers Awaiting individual Training

Fiscal year Percentage awaiting training
2001 27%
2002 24%
2003 20%
2004 17%
2005 17%
2006 23%
2007 ' _ 23%
2008 22%
March 2009 22%

Source: GAO presentation based on Army National Guard data.

Note: Individual training includes basic training, advanced individual training, and change of speciaity
training.
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Although the percentage of Army National Guard soldiers awaiting
individual training declined to 17 percent in 2004 and 2005, it has remained
at or above 22 percent since that time. Furthermore, Army National Guard
training officials stated that they do not expect the number of soldiers
awaiting training to change their specialty to decrease from the March
2009 level. In March 2009, 80,000 Army National Guard soldiers were
awaiting various types of individual training, of whom 35,000 were
awaiting training to change their specialty, such as from aviation to

In both the active and reserve components, incoming recruits often prefer
to sign contracts to begin basic training in the summer. This Army-wide
preference exacerbates capacity constraints at individual training facilities
during the summer months. While the number of soldiers awaiting training
decreases over the summer months because most soldiers begin training
at that time, Army officials said backlog could be reduced further if the
Army fully accounted for this summer surge during its planning process,
but the Army plans as if individual training requirements are evenly
distributed across the fiscal year. The Army National Guard expects to
reduce the number of soldiers awaiting basic training from 30,000 to
10,000 by September 30, 2009, but this number could be reduced even
further if capacity constraints were addressed. While capacity is not an
issue during the fall and winter months, Army officials expect the number
of soldiers awaiting training to increase during those months because
incoming recruits generally do not want to begin training during those
months. Army officials said they are exploring ways to even out the
training demand such as offering bonuses for soldiers to enlist and attend
basic training outside of the summer months. Additionally, the Army
formed an integrated process team specifically to develop options for
mitigating the summer surge, including options to expand capacity. At the
time of our review, the team’s work was ongoing, and it was too soon to
know what, if any, actions would be taken as a result of its efforts.

The delays in individual training opportunities that are caused by capacity
constraints are distributed across the Army in both the active and reserve
components. The Army has a review process that compares Army-wide
individual training requirements to the training capacity at the Army’s
active training facilities and allocates training quotas to the active and
reserve components.” The 2008 data from the process is depicted in table

# The Army’s Structure Manning Decision Review.
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4 and shows that the active and reserve components have approximately
the same level of unmet training requirements at Army Training and
Doctrine Command schools.

Table 2: Number of Schools Where Required Seats Exceed Reserved Seats

Active Army Army Reserve Army National Guard
17 15 18

Source: GAQ based on Amy data.
Note: Total Number of Training and Doctrine Command Schools: 54.

Collective Training Facilities Capacity constraints at collective training facilities such as the Army’s
combat training centers® and mobilization stations have limited training
opportunities for both active and reserve component units. As we have
previously reported, the Army’s strategy requires that all brigade combat
teams be trained at the combat training centers prior to deployment.”
Because the combat training centers do not have adequate capacity, i
training opportunities are now limited to only those active and reserve ) J
brigade combat teams that have been assigned missions requiring them to
control battle-space. As a result, most active and reserve components
units, including brigade combat teams that are assigned detainee
operations or convoy security missions, do not train at the combat training
centers. These units conduct training at other locations such as the Army’s
mobilization stations.

In the past, capacity constraints have also limited reserve component
access to facilities at certain mobilization stations. For example, officials
from First Army, which is responsible for training mobilized reserve
component units, stated that facilities have not always been accessible at
sites such as Ft. Bragg and Ft. Dix because they were being used by active
component forces. Because of this, First Army is realigning its resources
and will no longer be using the constrained facilities to train mobilized
reserve component forces. First Army officials expect the realignment to
increase training capacity because its resources will be concentrated at
mobilization stations where it has greater control over scheduling.

% The Army’s combat training centers include the National Training Center at Fort Irwin,
California and the Joint Reserve Training Center at Fort Polk, Louisiana.

» GAO, Military Training: Actions Needed to More Fully Develop the Army’s Strategy for
Training Modular Brigades and Address I'mplementation Challenges, GAO-07-936 N
(Washington, D.C.: Aug. 6, 2007). Y
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However, DOD’s 2008 Sustainable Ranges Report identified shortfalls at a
number of major collective training facilities, including the mobilization
stations that First Army plans to continue to use. These shortfalls involve
land and airspace, ranges, infrastructure and feedback/scoring systems, as
well as a number of other resources. Four of the 24 units we contacted
identified shortfalls at the mobilization stations where they conducted
collective training in preparation for their most recent missions. Two of
these units stated that their mobilization stations did not have adequate
infrastructure, citing shortfalls in maintenance and hangar facilities
respectively. The other two units stated that their mobilization stations
were in geographic locations that hindered training because of the terrain,
explaining that Mississippi and western Oklahoma did not realistically
replicate conditions in Afghanistan and Iraq respectively. Army Reserve
officials told us that similar shortfalls characterize many of the collective
training facilities owned by the reserve components because the Army
employed tiered resourcing for several years, which relegated reserve
component requirements to a lower priority for funding than active
component requirements. These facilities are commonly used by reserve
component units to execute collective training prior to mobilization.

Initiatives to Help Address Training Capacity Constraints

The Army has several initiatives under way to help address individual and
collective training capacity constraints. For example:

* The Army has developed a database, which is intended to account for
both active and reserve component individual training facilities under
a “One Army School” system. However, the Army has not accounted
for reserve component individual training facilities when filling
training requirements, and in its 2007 Training Capacity Assessment,*
the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command found that a significant
reserve component infrastructure was available to meet individual
training requirements.

* The Army is attempting to address individual training capacity
constraints through the use of mobile training teams. These mobile
training teams contain transportable training assets—facilities,
equipment, and personnel—which deploy to units’ home stations to
provide individual training. Mobile training teams are currently being

% Total Army Training Capacity Assessment was limited to training facilities and did not
assess personnel and equipment requirements.
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used to provide classes that are in high demand, such as professional
military education, foreign language, and cultural awareness. These
mobile training teams partially relieve capacity constraints resulting
from limited infrastructure at training facilities.

e The Army National Guard has established an Exportable Combat
Training Center program, to address facility, personnel, and equipment
limitations that impact pre-mobilization collective training for Army
National Guard units. The program enhances training by providing
instrumentation to collect and record individual and unit performance,
exercise control personnel, opposition forces, and civilians on the
battlefield; program officials also coordinate the use of appropriate
facilities. Exportable Combat Training Center events are intended to
serve as the culminating collective training event prior to a unit’s
mobilization and are designed to validate training proficiency up to the
company level. The Army National Guard conducted four Exportable
Combat Training Center program training events from 2005 through
2008, and it intends to conduct 5 training events from 2009 through A
2010. 3

« The Army Reserve has a concept plan for a Combat Support Training
Center to address capability constraints in combat support and combat
service support collective training 1 to 2 years prior to a unit’s
mobilization. This concept has been approved at the Department of the
Army level but is currently unfunded. The Combat Support Training
Center would leverage existing active and reserve component combat
support and combat services support expertise and thus not have to
compete with active component forces capabilities. The Combat
Support Training Center program is expected to provide
instrumentation, an operations group, opposition forces, civilians on
the battlefield, interpreters, media teams, and realistic training
environments, similar to Combat Training Centers such as the National
Training Center at Ft. Irwin, California. The first Combat Support
Training Center event is scheduled to occur in July 2009 at Fort
McCoy, Wisconsin.
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The Army Has Not
Identified the Total
Personnel, Equipment, and
Facility Requirements
Needed to Meet Reserve
Component Training
Requirements

While the Army has a number of initiatives intended to relieve training
capacity constraints, it has not identified the total personnel, equipment,
and facility resources needed to support its reserve component training
strategy. As previously discussed, DOD Directive 1200.17 directs the
Secretaries of the Military Departments to ensure facilities and training
areas are available to support reserve component training requirements. It
also directs the Secretaries to allocate resources where required to
support a “train-mobilize-deploy” construct. In November 2008, the
Secretary of Defense directed the Secretaries of the Military Departments
to review the capacity of their training institutions to determine if they are
properly resourced to prepare all military members to meet mission
requirements.®

The Army has ongoing efforts to address this tasking, but these efforts do
not fully address all individual and collective training requirements. In
June 2009, the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command is scheduled to
produce an update to its 2007 Total Army Capacity Assessment of
individual training requirements. However, both the 2007 and 2009
assessments focus exclusively on training infrastructure, and neither
assessment addresses personnel and equipment constraints that have
limited training in the past. Further, the Army’s efforts to identify
collective training requirements are affected by inaccurate assumptions
regarding the use of ranges. Specifically, the Army Range Requirements
Model, which is used to determine Army range requirements, calculates
requirements based on an assumption that reserve component forces will
be mobilized for 1 of 6 years. Since reserve component forces are being
mobilized more frequently—about 1 of 3 years, according to Army
officials—the model understates actual training requirements. The model
also understates active component range requirements since it calculates
requirements based on planned operational tempos rather than the actual
higher tempos that are occurring to support ongoing operations. Because
the model understates current requirements, it does not accurately project
the full magnitude of capacity constraints at the Army’s ranges.

.
Conclusions

In recent years, reserve component units have successfully deployed for a
wide range of assigned missions, and the training and preparation for
these assigned missions, which is conducted in the later stages of the

3 Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Recommendations of the Commission on the
National Guard and Reserves, (Nov. 24, 2008).
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Army’s b-year cycle, was generally effective. However, collective training
for primary missions, conducted in the early stages of the 5-year cycle,
generally is not optimized because of various challenges. Such challenges
include limited training time, changing personnel because of attrition,
personnel and equipment shortages, and limited training support. Given
that ongoing operations are expected to continue for some time, it is
imperative that the Army has a strategy that is executable and provides for
efficient use of training resources. Otherwise, units may continue to use
limited training time and resources to build teams that are unlikely to
deploy together and to train units for collective tasks that they may not
perform. In light of the continued high demand for reserve forces and the
Army’s existing force structure levels, DOD’s 12-month mobilization policy
is likely to continue to result in more frequent and less predictable
deployment and training periods, particularly for personnel in high
demand occupational specialties, raising questions about the need to
reevaluate the policy and consider alternatives. Furthermore, without
complete information concerning the personnel, equipment, and facilities
support that is necessary to execute reserve component training strategy, ™y
the Army will not be able to identify total requirements for its strategy, J
establish priorities and related resource needs, and be assured that current
initiatives are addressing priority needs.

mm : To improve the Army’s training strategy and DOD’s mobilization policy for
Reco . endai“:lons for Army reserve component personnel, we recommend that the Secretary of
Executive Action Defense take the following three actions:

To better ensure the Army has an executable strategy for effectively
training its reserve component forces, we recommend the Secretary of
Defense direct the Secretary of the Army to reevaluate and adjust its
reserve component training strategy to fully account for the factors that
limit the effectiveness of unit training for primary missions in the early
years of the 5-year cycle. Elements that should be considered in re-
evaluating the training strategy should include:

»  Whether the total training days allotted for reserve component training
are adequate to train units for both primary and assigned missions,
which may require significantly different resources and skill.

»  Whether consolidating collective training later in the training cycle, as

opposed to spreading it through the cycle, would enhance the
effectiveness of the training and increase predictability.

Page 28 GAO-09-720 Reserve Forces



Agency Comments
and Our Evaluation

To better ensure DOD’s mobilization policy is having the intended effect of
providing reserve component personnel with predictable training,
mobilization, and deployment schedules while also improving DOD’s
ability to effectively train and employ its reserve component forces, we are
recommending that the Secretary of Defense reevaluate DOD’s
mobilization policy for Army reserve component personnel and consider
whether a more flexible policy that allows greater variations in the length
of mobilizations or which establishes deployment goals based on
occupational specialty or unit type would better meet DOD’s goals to
reduce stress on the force and improve predictability for personnel.

To better ensure that the Army has a reserve component training strategy
that it is able to execute, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense
direct the Secretary of the Army to determine the range of resources and
support that are necessary to fully implement the strategy. Elements that
should be accounted for include:

 the personnel, equipment, and facilities required to fully support

~ individual training requirements;

» the range space required to fully support individual and collective
training requirements; and

* the full support costs associated with the Army reserve component
training strategy— including personnel, equipment, and facilities.

In written comments on a draft of this report, DOD concurred or partially
concurred with all of our recormmendations. Specifically, DOD concurred
with the element of our first recommendation that calls for the Secretary
of Defense to direct the Secretary of the Army to consider, when
reevaluating the Army’s reserve component training strategy, whether the
total training days allotted for reserve component training are adequate to
train units for both primary and assigned missions. DOD noted that
reserve component units do not always have sufficient time in their
baseline training year to prepare for both a primary and assigned mission
when those missions are substantially different. DOD also stated that
today’s global demand for Army forces prevents reserve component units
from sustaining their 5-year training cycle, since the Army must
continuously balance its strategic depth against available resources to
meet current operational requirements. DOD, however, did not state that it
would take any action. We agree with DOD’s comments, and in fact, these
comments reflect the same conditions that led us to conclude that current
operational realities necessitate a reevaluation of the Army’s reserve
component training strategy, including the adequacy of training time
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allotted for reserve component training. Therefore, we continue to believe
our recommendation has merit. DOD partially concurred with the second
element of our first recommendation that the department, in reevaluating
its training strategy, consider whether consolidating collective training
later in the training cycle, as opposed to spreading it through the cycle,
would enhance the effectiveness of the training and increase
predictability. In comments, DOD noted that concentrating training later in
the cycle compounds the existing resource-constrained environment and
accentuates competition for limited training resources, facilities,
equipment, and ranges. DOD, however, did not state that it plans to take
any specific action. As noted in our report, the Army faces challenges
associated with training time, personnel, equipment, and training support
during the early stages of the training cycle and is, therefore, unable to set
the conditions required for effective unit training during the early years of
the cycle. Further, units we sampled indicated they preferred to conduct
collective training later in the training cycle when personnel and
equipment levels are more stable. The Army has also acknowledged, in its
2009 Posture Statement, that an extended training period close to or Y
contiguous with arriving at the mobilization station allowed commanders d
to achieve the highest levels of readiness and unit capability. We continue
to believe that collective training should be conducted when training
enablers such as personnel and equipment are present to ensure the
training is most effective and that the Army should reevaluate its current
approach.

DOD partially concurred with our second recommendation that the

Secretary of Defense reevaluate DOD’s mobilization policy for Army

reserve component personnel and consider whether a more flexible

policy, which allows greater variations in the length of mobilization or

which establishes deployment goals based on occupational specialty or

unit type, would better meet DOD’s goals to reduce stress on the force and
improve predictability for personnel. In DOD’s response, the department

noted the Secretary of Defense will continue to evaluate those

circumstances that warrant changes or exceptions to the mobilization

policy but commented that the 1-year mobilization has reduced stress on

service members, their families and employers. DOD also acknowledged

the challenge associated with implementing a 5-year training and

preparation cycle and identified several innovations designed to enhance
predictability and reduce stress on reserve component soldiers and units
including the Regional Training Centers developed by the Army Reserves

to assist units in preparing for mobilization and the consolidation of its

training support structure at six mobilization training centers to better
support all deploying units. Our report acknowledges department J
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initiatives to increase training capacity and support to units through
initiatives like those pointed out by the department. However, we also
note that in spite of these initiatives, DOD’s mobilization policy is not
achieving the intended purpose of reducing stress on the force by
providing predictability. For example, our report discusses how the 1-year
mobilization, while limiting the amount of time reserve component
soldiers and units are deployed, is resulting in more frequent deployments
and is, therefore, not reducing stress on soldiers and units. We continue to
believe the mobilization policy needs to be reevaluated to determine
whether a more flexible approach that recognizes variances in deployment
frequency based on occupational specialty and unit type would improve
predictability.

DOD partially concurred with our third recommendation that the
Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary of the Army to determine the
range of resources and support that are necessary to fully implement the
Army’s strategy for training its reserve components. In comments, DOD
noted that an all volunteer force trained to meet its persistent operational
requirements will require sufficient resources in order to be trained and
ready. To do so, DOD further noted, will require a holistic approach that
leverages the consolidation of training locations in conjunction with the
utilization of live, distributed learning, virtual, and constructive
technologies to deliver more training to home station locations. DOD also
stated the Army will need to prioritize the allocation of funds supporting
training initiatives while embedding the costs to implement them in its
Program Objective Memorandum. We agree that the Army’s various
training initiatives, many of which are discussed in our report, should be
prioritized and the costs associated with those initiatives should be
reflected in the Army’s Program Objective Memorandum. However, we
believe the Army must first determine the full range of resources and
support required to implement its training strategy in order to establish
priorities and resource needs in order to be assured that current initiatives
are addressing priority needs.

The full text of DOD’s written comments is reprinted in appendix II.

We are sending copies of this report to other appropriate congressional
committees and the Secretary of Defense. In addition, this report will be
available at no charge on the GAO Web site at http://www.gao.gov.
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Should you or your staff have any questions concerning this report, please
contact me at (202) 512-9619 or pickups@gao.gov. Contact points for our
Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the
last page of this report. GAO staff who made major contributors to this
report are listed in appendix II1.

Sharon L. Pickup
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management

o
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

i

C

To determine the extent to which the Army is able to effectively
implement its strategy for training Reserve Component forces, we
reviewed documentation outlining the Army’s approach to training its
reserve component forces such as Field Manual 7.0, Training for Full
Spectrum Operations and Department of the Army Executive Order 150-
08, Reserve Component Deployment Expeditionary Force Pre-and Post-
Mobilization Training Strategy. Additionally, we discussed the training
strategy, factors that limit execution of the strategy, and initiatives under
way to address any limiting factors with officials responsible for training
including officials from the Department of the Army Training Directorate,
U.S. Army Forces Command, the Army National Guard Readiness Center,
First Army, the Army Training and Doctrine Command, and the U.S. Army
Reserve Command. To determine the impact personnel levels have on
training effectiveness, we obtained and reviewed data on attrition. To
assess the reliability of these data, we reviewed documentation and
interviewed officials and determined these data to be sufficiently reliable.

- To assess the extent to which mobilization and deployment laws,

L regulations, goals, and policies impact the Army’s ability to train and
employ Reserve Component forces, we reviewed laws, regulations, goals,
and policies that impact the way the Army trains and employs its reserve
component forces such as relevant sections of Titles 10 and 32 of the U.S.
Code and DOD’s January 2007 mobilization policy. Additionally, we
interviewed Army officials from organizations such as U.S. Army Reserve
Command, the National Guard Bureau, and U.S. Joint Forces Command to
discuss the impact of mobilization and deployment documents. Lastly, we
reviewed and analyzed data from units and various Army offices, including
data showing trends in pre- and post-mobilization training time, to assess
how mobilization and deployment laws, regulations, goals, and policies
may be impacting reserve component units and personnel.

To determine the extent to which access to military schools and skill
training, facilities. and ranges affect the preparation of reserve component
forces to support ongoing operations, we reviewed documentation such as
DOD'’s 2008 Sustainable Ranges Report, the 2007 Total Army Training
Capacity Assessment, and outputs from DOD’s Structure Manning
Decision Review. To determine how training requirements are prioritized,
we also interviewed officials from the Army’s Training and Doctrine
Command and the U.S. Army Forces Command. These commands
schedule units and soldiers to attend individual and collective training.
Further, we reviewed documentation and interviewed officials to
B determine initiatives that the Army has under way to address capacity
&' constraints and to assess total training requirements. We also obtained and
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

reviewed data on Army National Guard soldiers awaiting individual
training. We assessed the reliability of these data by reviewing existing
documentation and interviewing knowledgeable officials and found these
data to be sufficiently reliable for our purposes. Lastly, we observed
Training at the Army’s National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California,
and the Army National Guard’s exportable training conducted at Camp
Blanding, Florida.

To inform all three of our objectives, we sent a list of questions to U.S.
Central Command and to Northern Command and held a follow-on video
teleconference to discuss in more detail Northern Command’s response to
our questions. Additionally, we surveyed a non-probability sample of 22
Army National Guard or Army Reserve units and conducted follow-up
interviews with officials from 15 of these units. While the results of our
survey and discussions are not projectable to the entire reserve
component, we chose units of different types and sizes for our sample. In
addition, we chose the proportion of Army National Guard and Reserve
units for our sample based on the proportion of mobilized forces from
each of the components. Our surveys and interviews addressed a range of
issues including: deployment and notification timelines; the timing and
effectiveness of pre-deployment, post-deployment, and in-theater training;
and access to training facilities, schoolhouses, and ranges. Additionally,
we interviewed commanders and personnel from two Army National
Guard brigade combat teams that were training at the National Training
Center at Fort Irwin, California, and at Camp Blanding, Florida. Of the
total of 24 units in our non-probability sample, 22 had returned from
supporting on-going operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, or Kosovo, and 2 were
preparing for deployment. We conducted this performance audit from
Septermber 2008 through June 2009 in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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~ Appendix II: Comments from the Department
\w of Defense

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF OEFENSE
WASHINGTON, GC 20301-1800

Wy

Ms. Sharon L. Pickup

Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
LS. Government Accountability Office

441 G Srroet, N.W.

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Ms. Pickupt,

This is the Department of Defense (Do) response (o the GAQ draft report,
GAO-09-720, "RESERVE FORCES: Army Needs to Reevaluate its Approach to
Training and Mobilizing Reserve Component Forces,” dated June 1, 2009 (GAQ Code
351237)." The Department has comments on the draft report, and eoncurs/partially
concurs with the recommendations. The Dopartment’s cornments ace aftached.

€ The primary action officer within DOD for this report is COL Bernard J. Hyland.
He cun be reached at (703) 693-8611.
Singgrely, !
¥ A v
f A A . /,! b f ]
PAAAAA PLCT ﬁq L-L\
Dennis M. McCarthy !
Attachment:
As stated
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Appendix IT: Comments from the Department
of Defense

GAOQ DRAFT REPORT - DATED JUNE 1,200 -
GAO CODE 351237 /GAO-09-710

"RESERVE FORCES: Army Needs to Reevaluate its Approach to Trainjeg and

Mobilizing Reserve Component Forces"

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS
TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION |: The GAO recommends that the Seerctary of Defense direct Lhe
Secretary of the Anny to reevaiuate and adjust its reserve component iraining strategy to fully
sccount for the factors that limit the cffectiveness of unit training for primary missions in the
carly years of the 5-yeat cycle. Elements that should be considered in re-evaluating the training
strategy should include:

whether the total training days allotted for reserve component training is adequate to train
units for both primary and assigned missions, which may require significantly differemt
resources and skill; and

whether consolidating collective training later in the training cycle, as opposed to
spreading it through the cycle, would enhance the effectiveness of the training and
increase predictability.

DOD RESPONSE:

I

[

Concur. Reserve Compornent (RC) units do nol always have sufficient timc in their
baseling umining year to propare for both & primary and assigned mission when those
missions are substantially different. This acconnts for the expansion in training days
upon alert notification for units with an assigned mission that does not match their
primary mission. Today’s global demand for Army forces prevents RC units from
sustaining their five-year training cycle, since the Army must continuously balance its
strategic depth against available resources to meet Combatant Command capability
requirements for curzent operations.

Partially Concur. Consolidating collective training later in the training cycle reflects
adaptive practices that have evolved to mekt the current demand for forces. Such
conditions promote reliance on increased supplemental funding and training immediately
prior to mobilization and deployment, Consolidating training later in the cycle
compoundds the existing resource constrained ¢nvironment, accentuating competition for
access 1o limited training resources, facilities, equipment, and ranges. The Army Force
Generation (ARFORGEN) model provides enhanced prediciability while increasing
training and readiness over time. [t fiurther embodies a degree of flexibility, which
provides the Army with the essential ability to accommodate both cy¢lic and unforescen
deplovment requirements.
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of Defense

RECOMMENDATION 2: The GAQ recommends that the S y of Defense reevaluate
DoD’s mobilization policy for Army reserve component personnel, and consider whether a more
flexible policy, which allows greater variations in the fength of mobilizations, or which
establishes deployment goals based on oceupetional specialty o unit type would better meet
DolY’s goals to reduce stress on the {oree und improve predictability for personnel, (Page
28/GAO Dmaft Report) :

DOD RESPONSE: Partially Concur.

The Army developed the Army Force Generation (ARFORGEN) model to establish a cycle of
training and preparation that promotes predictability for individuals and units of cach of the
Army’s three components (Active, Guard, Reserve). Transforming the Army's force structure
and resetting the force whilce providing capabitities to multiple Overscas Conlingency Operations
and sustained forward deployments throughout the world, presents a set of challenges 1o the
Army’s ability-to rapidly convert to the five-year ARFORGEN model. To meet this challenge,
the Department of Defense and the Army have implemented a number of quality initiatives since
January of 2007. Sevcral examples of those innovations, specifically designed to enhance
predictabitity and reduce siress on individual Reserve Component (RC) soldiers and units,
include: ’

1. The Department is partnering with the Joint Staff and the Services to increase unit alest
and natification times prior to mobilization, which increases predictability and
accclerates the flow of funding for tralning and readiness to deploying units,

Through rebalancing initiatives, the Amy is consolidating its training support structure at

six Mobilization Training Centers to better support all deploying units.

3. DoD and the Services have implemented support programs such as Yellow Ribbon and
Wounded Warrior and established outreach services that did not previously exist.

4. The Deparitment is promoting new approaches to managing the RC as an operational
torce, such as continuum of service initiatives, volunteer incentives and uccelerated
rehalancing initiatives to address High Demand 7 Low Supply force structure.

5. The Army Reserve has developed Regional Training Centers to assist unity in preparing
for mobilization and to maximize in-theater boots on the ground tisne, which has reduced
the average training time for mobilized Army Resesve units by as much as 30 days,

6. DoD and the Army have moved to eliminate previous stop loss policies.

7. DoD and the Scrvices have partnercd to develop a wide array of joint solutions for
Training, equipping. and sourcing Combatant Coramand capability requirements.

8. The Department has taken steps to leverage innovative technologics in training
simulations and delivery methoeds 1o reduce pte-mobilization training time.

1

The Sceretary of Defensc will continue to evaluate those circumstances that warrant changes or
exceptions to the mobilization policy. However, the Department has found that the one-year
mobilization has reduced stress on service members. their familics and employers,

(%
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of Defense

RECOMMENDATION 3: The GAC recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the
Secretary of the Army to determine 1he range of resources and support that are necessary to fuily
implement the swrategy. Elcments that should be accounted for include:
o the personnel, equipment, and facilities required to fully support individual treining
requirements; :
. :hn(:l range space required fo fully support individual and collective training requirements;

o ihe full support costs associated with the Anmy reserve componen! training strategy -
ineluding personnc], equipment and facilitics.

DOD RESPONSE: Partiatly Concur.
An al} volunteer force trained (o meet its persisient operational requiremcnts will require

sufficient resources in order fo be trained and ready. This requires o hofistic approach that
leverages the consofidation of training locaticos in conjunction with the utifization of five,
distributed leamning, virtual and constructive technologi¢s to deliver more training 1o home
station locations. Through exportable training technologics, a farger Reserve Component (RC)
training audience may be reached at or near their home siation location. The Army should
prioritize the allocation of funds to these initiatives, and the costs to implement them should be
embedded in the Prograny Objective Memorandum. This may drive the nced to increase the
Amny's Total Obligation Authority to preclude decrementing other readiness accounts.

w
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MILITARY READINESS

Impact of Current Operations and Actions Needed to J

Rebuild Readiness of U.S. Ground Forces

What GAO Found

While DOD has overcome difficult challenges in maintaining a high pace of
operations over the past 6 years and U.S. forces have gained considerable
combat experience, our work has shown that extended operations in Irag and
elsewhere have had significant consequences for military readiness,
particularly with regard to the Army and Marine Corps. To meet mission
requirements specific to Iraq and Afghanistan, the department has taken steps
to increase the availability of personnel and equipment for deploying units,
and to refocus their training on assigned missions. For example, to maintain
force levels in theater, DOD has increased the length of deployments and
frequency of mobilizations, but it is unclear whether these adjustments will
affect recruiting and retention. The Army and Marine Corps have also
transferred equipment from nondeploying units and prepositioned stocks to
support deploying units, affecting the availability of items for nondeployed
units to meet other demands. In addition, they have refocused training such
that units train extensively for counterinsurgency missions, with little time
available to train for a fuller range of missions. Finally, DOD has adopted
strategies, such as relying more on Navy and Air Force personnel and
contractors to perform some tasks formerly handled by Army or Marine Corps™
personnel. If current operations continue at the present level of intensity,
DOD could face difficulty in balancing these commitments with the need to
rebuild and maintain readiness.

Over the past several years, GAO has reported on a range of issues related to
military readiness and made numerous recommendations to enhance DOD’s
ability to manage and improve readiness. Given the change in the security
environment since September 11, 2001, and demands on U.S. military forces in
Iraq and Afghanistan, rebuilding readiness will be a long-term and complex
effort. However, GAO believes DOD can take measures that will advance
progress in both the short and long terms. A common theme is the need for
DOD to take a more strategic decision-making approach to ensure programs
and investments are based on plans with measurable goals, validated
reguirements, prioritized resource needs, and performance measures to gauge
progress. Overall, GAO recommended that DOD develop a near-term plan for
improving the readiness of ground forces that, among other things, establishes
specific goals for improving unit readiness, prioritizes actions needed to
achieve those goals, and outlines an investment strategy to clearly link
resource needs and funding requests. GAO also made recommendations in
several specific readiness-related areas, including that DOD develop equipping
strategies to target shortages of items required to equip units preparing for
deployment, and DOD adjust its training strategies to include a plan to
support full-spectrum training. DOD agreed with some recommendations, but
has yet to fully implement them. For others, particularly when GAO
recommended that DOD develop more robust plans linked to resources, DOD
believed its current efforts were sufficient. GAO continues to believe such
plans are needed.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I'am pleased to be here today to discuss issues related to military
readiness in light of the high pace of military operations since the attacks
of September 11, 2001, and, in particular, the significant demand on U.S.
forces to support ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. For the last
7 years, the Department of Defense (DOD) has supported a wide range of
operations and activities in support of the administration’s strategy to
combat terrorism on a global basis, requiring many units and personnel to
deploy for multiple tours of duty, and in some cases to remain for
extended tours. As a result, the military now has a ground force that has
gained considerable experience and is battle-tested but also stressed by
the current pace of operations. As of July 2007, approximately 931,000 U.S.
Army and Marine Corps servicemembers had deployed for overseas
military operations since 2001, including about 312,000 National Guard or
Reserve members.

In the past several months, DOD’s senior leaders have publicly expressed
concerns about the high demands on U.S. forces and the impact on
military readiness, particularly for ground forces. While testifying last
week that our military is capable of responding to all threats to our vital
national interests, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed
concern about the toll of the current pace of operations. Congress, and
this committee in particular, has also voiced concerns and taken specific
actions to give greater attention to readiness, including establishing a
Defense Material Readiness Board to identify equipment and supply
shortfalls and solutions for addressing them, and requiring DOD to
develop a plan for rebuilding readiness. Further, it has also provided
unprecedented levels of taxpayer money in response to the department’s
funding requests, which have consistently emphasized the need for
resources to maintain readiness. More specifically, to support ongoing
military operations and related activities, Congress has appropriated
hundreds of billions of dollars since 2001, and through September 2007,
DOD has reported obligating about $492.2 billion to cover these expenses.
In addition, DOD also has received its annual appropriation, which totals
about $480 billion for fiscal year 2008.

As you requested, my testimony will focus on the impact of current
operations and the challenges DOD faces in rebuilding readiness,
particularly for ground forces. Specifically, I will address (1) the readiness
implications of DOD’s efforts to support ongoing operations; and 2) GAO’s
prior recommendations related to these issues, including specific actions
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we believe would enhance DOD’s ability to manage and improve
readiness.

My statement is based on reports and testimonies published from fiscal
years 2003 through 2008. These reports are listed at the end of this
testimony and include reviews of mobilization policies, DOD’s equipping
and reset strategies, prepositioned equipment, military training, and the
use of contractors, as well as general reports on readiness and Iraq. We
conducted our work in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.

Summary While DOD has overcome difficult challenges in maintaining a high pace of
operations over the past 6 years and U.S. forces have gained considerable
combat experience, our work has shown that extended operations in Iraq
and elsewhere have had significant consequences for military readiness,
particularly with regard to the Army and Marine Corps. To meet mission
requirements specific to Iraq and Afghanistan, the department has taken
steps to increase the availability of personnel and equipment for deploying
units, and to refocus their training on assigned missions. For example, to
maintain force levels in theater, DOD has increased the length of
deployments and frequency of mobilizations, but it is unclear whether
these adjustments will affect recruiting and retention. The Army and
Marine Corps have also transferred equipment from nondeploying units
and prepositioned stocks to support deploying units, affecting the
availability of items for nondeployed units to meet other demands. In
addition, they have refocused training such that units train extensively for
counterinsurgency missions, with little time available to train for a fuller
range of missions. Finally, DOD has adopted strategies, such as relying
more on Navy and Air Force personnel and contractors to perform some
tasks formerly handled by Army or Marine Corps personnel. If current
operations continue at the present level of intensity, DOD could face
difficulty in balancing these commitments with the need to rebuild and
maintain readiness.

Over the past several years, we have reported and testified on a range of

issues related to military readiness and made multiple recommendations

aimed at enhancing DOD’s ability to manage and improve readiness. Given

the change in the security environment since September 11, 2001, and

related increases in demands on our military forces as well as the high

level of commitment to ongoing operations, rebuilding readiness of U.S.

ground forces is a long-term prospect. In addition, the department faces -
competing demands for resources given other broad-based initiatives to J
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Ongoing Operations
Have Challenged
DOD’s Ability to
Sustain Readiness of
Ground Forces,
Particularly for
Nondeployed Forces

grow, modernize, and transform its forces, and therefore will need to
carefully validate needs and assess trade-offs. While there are no quick
fixes to these issues, the department has measures it can take that will
advance progress in both the short and long term. A common theme in our
work has been the need for DOD to take a strategic approach to decision
making that promotes transparency, and ensures that programs and
investments are based on sound plans with measurable goals, validated
requirements, prioritized resource needs, and performance measures to
gauge progress. Overall, we have recommended that DOD develop a near-
term plan for improving the readiness of the ground forces that, among
other things, establishes specific goals for improving unit readiness,
prioritizes actions needed to achieve those goals, and outlines an
investment strategy to clearly link resource needs and DOD’s funding
requests. We have also recommended actions in each of the specific areas
I'will be discussing today. DOD agreed with some recommendations, but
has yet to fully implement them. For others, particularly when we
recommended that DOD develop more robust plans linked to resources,
DOD believed its current efforts were sufficient. We continue to believe
such plans are needed.

To meet the challenges of ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan,
DOD has taken steps to increase the availability of personnel and
equipment for units deploying to Iraq and Afghanistan, particularly with
regard to the Army and Marine Corps. Among other things, DOD has
adjusted rotation goals, and employed strategies such as to retrain units to
perform missions other than those they were designed to perform. It has
also transferred equipment from nondeployed units and prepositioned
stocks to support deployed units. The Army and Marine Corps have
refocused training to prepare deploying units for counterinsurgency
missions. DOD has also relied more on Navy and Air Force personnel and
contractors to help perform tasks normally handled by Army or Marine
Corps personnel. Using these measures, DOD has been able to continue to
support ongoing operations, but not without consequences for readiness.
In the short term, ground forces are limited in their ability to train for
other missions and nondeployed forces are experiencing shortages of
resources. The long-term implications of DOD’s actions, such as the
impact of increasing deployment times on recruiting and retention, are
unclear.
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DOD Has Adjusted Policies For the past several years, DOD has continually rotated forces in and out
to Increase Availability of of Iraq and Afghanistan to maintain required force levels. While DOD’s
Pers onnel, but Long-Term goals generally call for active component personpel to be d‘eployeﬂi 'for 1of
Implicati ons Are Unclear every 3 years and reserve component personnel involuntarily mobilized 1
of 6 years, many have been mobilized and deployed more frequently.
Additionally, ongoing operations have created particularly high demand
for certain ranks and occupational specialties. For example, officers and
senior noncommissioned officers are in particularly high demand due to
increased requirements within deployed headquarters organizations and
new requirements for transition teams, which train Iragi and Afghan
forces. Several support force occupations such as engineering, civil affairs,
transportation, and military police have also been in high demand.

Since September 11, 2001, DOD has made a number of adjustments to its
personnel policies, including those related to length of service obligations,
length of deployments, frequency of reserve component mobilizations, and
the use of volunteers. While these measures have helped to increase the
availability of personnel in the short term, the long-term impacts of many
of these adjustments are uncertain. For example, the Army has J
successively increased the length of deployments in Irag—from 6 to 12 and
eventually to 15 months. Also, the services have, at various times, used
“stop-loss” policies, which prevent personnel from leaving the service, and
DOD has made changes to reserve component mobilization policies. In the
latter case, DOD modified its policy, which had previously limited the
cumulative amount of time that reserve component servicemermbers could
be involuntarily called to active duty for the Global War on Terrorism.
Under DOD’s new policy, which went into effect in January 2007, there are
no cumulative limits on these involuntary mobilizations, but DOD has set
goals to limit the mobilizations to 12 months and to have 5 years between
these Global War on Terrorism involuntary mobilizations. DOD has also
stated that in the short term it will not be able to meet its goal for 5 years
between rotations. By making these adjustments, DOD has made
additional personnel available for deployment, thus helping to meet short-
term mission requirements in Iraq and Afghanistan. However, it is unclear
whether longer deployments or more frequent involuntary mobilizations
or other adjustments will affect recruiting and retention.

In the near term, the Army and Marine Corps have taken a number of steps

to meet operational requirements and mitigate the stress on their forces.

Such actions include deploying units from branches with lower

operational tempos in place of units from branches with higher

operational tempos after conducting some additional training for the units. N
For example, after retraining units, the Army has used active component J
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field artillery units for convoy escort, security, and gun truck missions and
has used active and reserve component quartermaster units to provide
long-haul bulk fuel support in Iraq.

Equipment Shortages
Affect Availability of Items
for Nondeployed Units

As we have reported, ongoing military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan
combined with harsh combat and environmental conditions are inflicting
heavy wear and tear on equipment items that, in some cases, are more
than 20 years old. In response to the sustained operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan, the Army and Marine Corps developed programs to reset
(repair or replace) equipment to return damaged equipment to combat-
ready status for current and future operations. We also have reported that
while the Army and Marine Corps continue to meet mission requirements
and report high readiness rates for deployed units, nondeployed units have
reported a decrease in reported readiness rates, in part due to equipment
shortages. Some units preparing for deployment have reported shortages
of equipment on hand as well as specific equipment item shortfalls that
affect their ability to carry out their missions. The Army Chief of Staff has
testified that the Army has had to take equipment from nondeployed units
in order to provide it to deployed units. The Marine Corps has also made
trade-offs between preparing units to deploy to Iraq and Afghanistan and
other unit training, In addition, the Army National Guard and Army
Reserve have transferred large quantities of equipment to deploying units,
which has contributed to equipment shortages in nondeployed units. As a
result, state officials have expressed concerns about their National
Guard’s equipment that would be used for domestic requirements.

Services Have Adjusted
Training to Focus
Primarily on
Counterinsurgency Tasks

To meet current mission requirements, the services, especially the Army
and the Marine Corps, have focused unit training on counterinsurgency
tasks. Given limitations in training time, and the current focus on
preparing for upcoming, scheduled deployments, nondeployed troops are
spending less training time on their core tasks than in the past. Our
analysis of Army unit training plans and discussions with training officials
indicate that unit commanders’ training plans have focused solely on
preparing for their unit’s assigned mission instead of moving progressively
from preparing for core missions to training for full-spectrum operations.
Since February 2004, all combat training rotations conducted at the Army’s
National Training Center have been mission rehearsal exercises to prepare
units for deployments, primarily to Iraq and Afghanistan. As a result, units
are not necessarily developing and maintaining the skills for a fuller range
of missions. For instance, units do not receive full-spectrum operations
training such as combined arms maneuver and high-intensity combat. In
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addition, the Army has changed the location of some training. According
to Army officials, the National Training Center has provided home station
mission rehearsal exercises at three Army installations, but these
exercises were less robust and on a smaller scale than those conducted at
the center. Army leaders have noted that the limited time between
deployments has prevented their units from completing the full-spectrum
training that the units were designed and organized to perform. The Chief:
of Staff of the Army recently stated that units need 18 months between
deployments to be able to conduct their entire full-spectrum mission
training. While the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed
concerns about the impact of the current operational tempo on full-
spectrum training during his testimony last week, he also noted that the
military is capable of responding to all threats to our vital national
interests.

Offloading of The Army’s decision to remove equipment from its prepositioned ships
Prepositioned Equipment impacts its ability to fill equipment shortages in nondeployed units and
Could Affect DOD’s Ability could impact DOD’s ability to Igeet other deinanlis if new demkaSn%?1 were J
to cause requirements to rise above current levels to new peaks. The
to Meet Other Demands Army’s decision to accelerate the creation of two additional brigade
combat teams by removing equipment from prepositioned ships in
December 2006 helps the Army to move toward its deployment rotation
goals. However, the lack of prepositioned equipment means that deploying
units will either have to deploy with their own equipment or wait for other
equipment to be assembled and transported to their deployment location.
Either of these options could slow deployment response times.

The most recent DOD end-to-end mobility analysis found that the mobility
system could continue to sustain the current (post 9/11) tempo of
operations with acceptable risk. The study found that when fully mobilized
and augmented by the Civil Reserve Air Fleet and the Voluntary
Intermodal Sealift Agreement ships, the United States has sufficient
capability to support national objectives during a peak demand period
with acceptable risk. The study highlighted the need for DOD to continue
actions to reset and reconstitute prepositioned assets. However, some
prepositioned stocks have been depleted. Since portions of the Army’s
prepositioned equipment are no longer available, transportation
requirements may increase and risk levels may increase, which could
increase timelines for delivery of personnel and equipment.
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DOD Is Also Relying on
Other Services to Help
Accomplish Some

Missions Typically Handled
by Ground Forces

Shortly after September 11, 2001, the Army’s pace of operations was
relatively low, and it was generally able to meet combatant commander
requirements with its cadre of active duty and reserve component
personnel. For example, in the aftermath of September 11, 2001, the
President, through the Secretary of Defense and the state governors, used
Army National Guard forces to fill security roles both at Air Force bases
and domestic civilian airports. Today, with the Army no longer able to
meet the deployment rotation goals for its active and National Guard and
Reserve forces due to the pace of overseas operations, DOD is increasingly
turning to the Navy and the Air Force to help meet requirements for skills
typically performed by ground forces.

The Navy and Air Force are filling many of these traditional Army ground
force requirements with personnel who possess similar skills to the Army
personnel they are replacing. According to Air Force and Navy testimony
before this committee in July 2007, some examples of the personnel with
similar skills included engineers, security forces, chaplains, and public
affairs, intelligence, medical, communications, logistics, and explosive
ordnance disposal personnel. The Navy and Air Force are also
contributing personnel to meet emerging requirements for transition teams
to train Iraqi and Afghan forces. Regardless of whether they are filling new
requirements or just operating in a different environment with familiar sets
of skills, Navy and Air Force personnel undergo additional training prior to
deploying for these nontraditional assignments. While we have not verified
the numbers, according to the July 2007 testimonies, the Air Force and
Navy deployments in support of nontraditional missions had grown
significantly since 2004 and at the time of the testimonies the Air Force
reported that it had approximately 6,000 personnel filling nontraditional
positions in the Central Command area of responsibility, while the Navy
reported that it had over 10,000 augmentees making significant
contributions to the Global War on Terror. Finally, the Air Force testimony
noted that many personnel who deployed for these nontraditional
missions came from stressed career fields—security force, transportation,
air traffic control, civil engineering, and explosive ordnance disposal—that
were not meeting DOD’s active force goal of limiting deployments to 1 in
every 3 years.

DOD’s Reliance on
Contractors Has Reached
Unprecedented Levels

The U.S. military has long used contractors to provide supplies and
services to deployed U.S. forces; however, the scale of contractor support
in Iraq is far greater than in previous military operations, such as
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm and in the Balkans. Moreover,
DOD’s reliance on contractors continues to grow. In December 2006, the
Army estimated that almost 60,000 contractor employees supported
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ongoing military operations in Southwest Asia. In October 2007, DOD
estimated the number of DOD contractors in Iraq to be about 129,000. By
way of contrast, an estimated 9,200 contractor personnel supported
military operations in the 1991 Gulf War. In Iraq, contractors provide
deployed U.S. forces with an almost endless array of services and support,
including communication services; interpreters who accompany military
patrols; base operations support (e.g., food and housing); maintenance
services for both weapon systems and tactical and nontactical vehicles;
intelligence analysis; warehouse and supply operations; and security
services to protect installations, convoys, and DOD personnel. Factors that
have contributed to this increase include reductions in the size of the
military, an increase in the number of operations and missions
undertaken, a lack of organic military capabilities, and DOD’s use of
increasingly sophisticated weapons systems.

DOD has long recognized that contractors are necessary to successfully
meet current and future requirements. In 1990, DOD issued guidance that
requires DOD components to determine which contracts provide essential ™,
services and gives commanders three options if they cannot obtain J
reasonable assurance of continuation of essential services by a contractor:
they can obtain military, DOD civilian, or host-nation personnel to perform
services; they can prepare a contingency plan for obtaining essential
services; or they can accept the risk attendant with a disruption of services
during a crisis situation.! While our 2003 report found that DOD has not
taken steps to implement the 1990 guidance, DOD officials informed us
that DOD has awarded a contract to deploy planners to the combatant
commands. According to the DOD officials, the planners will focus on the
contractor support portions of the operational plans, including
requirements for contractor services. In addition, the planners will
streamline the process through which the combatant commander can
request requirements definition, contingency contracting, or program
management support. DOD officials report that, as of February 7, 2008,
eight planners have been deployed. Without firm contingency plans in
place or a clear understanding of the potential consequences of not having
the essential service available, the risks associated with meeting future
requirements increase.

! Department of Defense Instruction 3020.37, Continuation of Essential DOD Contractor
Services During Crises, Nov. 6, 1990 (Change 1, Jan. 26, 1996). ™

o
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Actions Based on
Transparency, Sound
Plans, and Measurable
Outcomes Are

Needed to Guide
DOD’s Efforts to
Rebuild Readiness of
Ground Forces

Given the change in the security environment since September 11, 2001,
and related increases in demands on our military forces as well as the
ongoing high level of commitment to ongoing operations, rebuilding
readiness of U.S. ground forces is a long-term prospect. In addition, the
department faces competing demands for resources given other broad-
based initiatives to grow, modernize, and transform its forces, and
therefore will need to carefully validate needs and assess trade-offs. While
there are no quick fixes to these issues, we believe the department has
measures it can take that will advance progress in both the short and long
terms. Over the past several years, we have reported and testified on a
range of issues related to military readiness and made multiple
recommendations aimed at enhancing DOD’s ability to manage and
improve military readiness.

To Rebuild Readiness

While Modernizing and
Transforming Force

- Capabilities, DOD’s Plans

Require a Substantial

Commitment of Resources

DOD faces significant challenges in rebuilding readiness while it remains
engaged in ongoing operations. At the same time, it has undertaken
initiatives to increase the size of U.S. ground forces, and modernize and
transform force capabilities, particularly in the Army. Although the cost to
rebuild the U.S. ground forces is uncertain, it will likely require billions of
dollars and take years to complete. For example, once operations end, the
Army has estimated it will take $12 billion to $13 billion a year for at least
2 years to repair, replace, and rebuild its equipment used for operations in
Iraq. Similarly, the Marine Corps has estimated it will cost about $2 billion
to $3 billion to reset its equipment. Furthermore, current plans to grow,
modernize, and transform the force will require hundreds of billions of
dollars for the foreseeable future. Although the Army estimated in 2004
that it could largely equip and staff modular units by spending $52.5 billion
through fiscal year 2011, the Army now believes it will require additional
funding through fiscal year 2017 to fully equip its units. In addition, we
found that the Army’s $70 billion funding plan to increase its end strength
by over 74,200 lacks transparency and may be understated because some
costs were excluded and some factors are still evolving that could
potentially affect this funding plan. We have also reported that the costs of
the Army’s Future Combat System are likely to grow. While the Army has
only slightly changed its cost estimate of $160.7 billion since last year,
independent cost estimates put costs at between $203 billion and nearly
$234 billion. While our testimony today is focused on the readiness of the
Army and Marine Corps, we recognize that DOD is continuing to deal with
determining the requirements, size, and readiness of the Air Force and
Navy and that Congress is engaged with that debate. The Air Force for
example, is dealing with balancing the requirements and funding for
strategic and intratheater lift as well as its needs for aerial refueling
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aircraft, tactical aircraft, and a new bomber fleet. The Navy is also
reviewing its requirements and plans to modernize its fleet. Meeting these
requirements will involve both new acquisitions as well upgrades to
existing fleets, which will cost billions of dollars.

Recommended Actions to
Improve Strategic Decision
Making and Address
Specific Readiness
Concerns

A common theme in our work has been the need for DOD to take a more
strategic approach to decision making that promotes transparency and
ensures that programs and investments are based on sound plans with
measurable goals, validated requirements, prioritized resource needs, and
performance measures to gauge progress against the established goals.
Due to the magnitude of current operational commitments and the
readiness concerns related to the ground forces, we believe decision
makers need to take a strategic approach in assessing current conditions
and determining how best to rebuild the readiness of the Army and Marine
Corps. As a result, in July 2007, we recommended that DOD develop near-
term plans for improving the readiness of its active and reserve
component ground forces, and specify the number of ground force units
they plan to maintain at specific levels of readiness as well as the time
frames for achieving these goals. Because significant resources will be
needed to provide the personnel, equipment, and training necessary to
restore and maintain readiness, and because DOD is competing for
resources in an increasingly fiscally constrained environment, we also
recommended that the plans contain specific investment priorities,
prioritized actions that the services believe are needed to achieve the
plans’ readiness goals and time frames, and measures to gauge progress in
improving force readiness. Such plans would be helpful to guide decision
makers in considering difficult trade-offs when determining funding needs
and making resource decisions.

We have also recommended that DOD and the services take specific
actions in a number of areas I have discussed today. These
recommendations are contained in the products listed at the end of my

- statement. In summary

The services need to collect and maintain comprehensive data on the
various strategies they use to meet personnel and unit requirements for
ongoing operations and determine the impact of these strategies on the
nondeployed force.

The Army needs to develop planning and funding estimates for staffing
and equipping the modular force as well as assess its modular force.

The Army needs to provide to Congress transparent information on its
plan to increase the force size, including data on the force structure to be
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created by this initiative, implementation timelines, cost estimates, and a
funding plan. ‘

DOD needs to identify mission essential services provided by contractors
and include them in planning, and also develop doctrine to help the
services manage contractors supporting deployed forces.

The Army needs to revise and adjust its training strategy to include a plan
to support full-spectrum training during extended operations, and clarify
the capacity needed to support the modular force.

DOD must develop a strategy and plans for managing near-term risks and
management challenges related to its prepositioning programs.

DOD must improve its methodology for analyzing mobility capabilities
requirements to include development of models and data, an explanation
of the impact of limitations on study results, and metrics in determining
capabilities.

DOD agreed with some recommendations, but has yet to fully implement
them. For others, particularly when we recommended that DOD develop
more robust plans linked to resources, DOD believed its current efforts
were sufficient. We continue to believe such plans are needed.

Given the challenges facing the department, we believe these actions will
enhance DOD’s ability to validate requirements, develop plans and funding
needs, identify investment priorities and trade-offs, and ultimately to
embark on a sustainable path to rebuild readiness and move forward with
plans to modernize and transform force capabilities. In the absence of a
strategic approach based on sound plans and measurable outcomes,
neither Congress nor the department can be assured that it will have the
information it needs to make informed investment decisions and to ensure
that it is maximizing the use of taxpayer dollars in both the short and long
terms.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, this concludes my
statement. I would be pleased to respond to any question you or other
Members of the Committee or Subcommittee may have.

For questions regarding this testimony, please call Sharon L. Pickup at
(202) 512-9619 or pickups@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page
of this report.
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What GAO Found

The types and quantities of equipment the National Guard needs to respond
to large-scale terrorist events and natural disasters have not been fully
identified because the multiple federal and state agencies that would have
roles in responding to such events have not completed and integrated their
plans. The Homeland Security Council has developed 15 catastrophic
scenarios to guide federal and state governments in planning their response
activities. While DOD is responsible for equipping the Guard for its federal
missions and states plan for the National Guard’s activities within their
borders, neither is comprehensively planning for the Guard’s role in
responding to events like the national planning scenarios that may involve
more than one state and be federally funded. Such planning has not been
completed primarily because there is no formal mechanism for facilitating
planning for the Guard’s role in large-scale events. As a liaison between the
Army, the Air Force, and the states, the National Guard Burean is well
positioned fo facilitate state planning for National Guard forces. The bureau
has facilitated some limited interstate planning for multistate events, ™y
although neither its charter nor its civil support regulation identifies this J
activity as its responsibility. Until the bureau’s charter and its civil support
regulation are revised to define its role in facilitating state planning for
multistate events, such planning for the National Guard’s role in these events
may remain incomplete, and the National Guard may not be prepared to
respond as efficiently and effectively as possible.

DOD does not routinely measure or report to Congress the equipment
readiness of nondeployed National Guard forces for domestic missions.
DOD’s legacy readiness reporting system and its annual National Guard
equipping report to Congress address warfighting readiness but do not
address the Guard’s domestic missions. While DOD has recognized the need
for greater visibility over the Guard’s domestic capabilities, its process and
measures for assessing the Guard’s domestic readiness have not yet been
fully defined. Until DOD reaches agreement on a specific approach for
measuring readiness for domestic missions and requirements are defined, it
will remain unclear whether the Guard is equipped to respond effectively to
the consequences of a large-scale terrorist attack or natural disaster.

DOD is taking some actions to address National Guard equipment challenges

but the extent to which these actions will improve the Guard’s domestic
capabilities is uncertain because DOD has not finalized specific plans to
implement and fund several initiatives. Some officials in case study states
expressed concerns about the adequacy of equipment for nondeployed units

under current Army plans. For example, until the Army defines the types and
amounts of equipment that nondeployed Army National Guard units can \\\
expect to retain on hand within the United States, National Guard officials in - J
the states may be hampered in their ability to plan and train for responding

to large-scale domestic events.
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The global security environment has changed significantly since the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and the nation now faces
adversaries who are committed to attacking American interests both
overseas and at home. The National Guard with its dual federal and state
roles has been in demand to meet both evolving overseas operations and
emerging homeland security' requirements. Since the launch of the Global
War on Terrorism, the National Guard has experienced the largest
activation of its forces since World War II. At the same time, the Guard’s
domestic missions have expanded from routine duties, such as responding
to hurricanes and forest fires, to include activities such as flying armed air
patrols over U.S. cities, providing radar coverage for the continental
United States, protecting critical infrastructure against terrorist threats,

and securing U.S. borders.

Multiple state and federal agencies have roles in planning the response to
the broad range of domestic events to which the National Guard may be
called with the federal government providing more than 90 percent of the
Guard’s funding. The Department of Defense (DOD) is responsible for

!According to the Office of Homeland Security’s National Strategy for Homeland Security
(Washington, D.C.: July 2002), homeland security is a broad term that encompasses efforts
to reduce America’s vulnerability to terrorism and prevent terrorist attacks as well as
respond to an attack that might occur. DOD refers to its contributions to the overall
homeland security efforts it expects to lead as “homeland defense” and activities DOD will
perform in support of efforts led by other federal, state, or local agencies as “defense
support of civil authorities.”
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planning for the Guard’s use and the services for equipping its units for
federal missions performed under the command of the President. In
addition, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense has
been established to supervise DOD’s homeland defense activities and the
U.S. Northern Command is responsible for planning, organizing, and
executing DOD’s civil support missions within the continental United
States. The Department of Homeland Security is responsible for
developing a system to integrate federal, state, and local domestic
emergency response and provides grants to the states to build their
emergency response capabilities. Also at the federal level, the President’s
Homeland Security Council® provides strategic guidance on terrorism
prevention and has developed 15 national planning scenarios to guide
federal, state, and local planning for catastrophic events (see app. I).
States are responsible for planning for National Guard missions performed
under the command of the governors. National Guard units are generally
expected to perform their state missions using the equipment DOD has
provided for federal missions. However, the National Guard’s equipment
inventories in the United States have significantly decreased because of
overseas operations, particularly in the Army National Guard, at a time
when the nation faces an increasing array of threats at home.

We have previously reported that the high pace of operations has caused a
strain on the Army National Guard’s equipment inventories that could be
used for domestic missions and that planning for the military’s response to
large-scale, catastrophic events is not complete. In October 2005, we
reported that nondeployed Army National Guard units had only about one-
third of the equipment they needed for their overseas missions.? We also
reported on the National Guard’s response to help manage the
consequences of Hurricane Katrina, a large-scale catastrophic event.* Over
50,000 National Guard members from all 50 states were activated to assist
in the Katrina response effort, demonstrating the pivotal role National
Guard forces play in responding to large-scale, multistate events. However,

*The Homeland Security Council is composed of cabinet-level officials and coordinates
homeland security-related activities among executive departments and agencies.

3GAO, Reserve Forces: Plans Needed to Improve Army National Guard Equipment
Readiness and Better Integrate Guard into Army Force Transformation Initiatives,
GAO-06-111 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 4, 2005).

*GAO, Hurricane Katrina: Better Plans and Exercises Needed to Guide the Military’s

Response to Catastrophic Natural Disasters, GAO-06-643 (Washington, D.C.: May 15,
2006).
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we noted a number of serious deficiencies in planning for such events on
the federal and state levels. Two significant shortfalls of DOD’s pre-Katrina
planning were that (1) the capabilities DOD could be called upon to
provide had not been assessed and (2) planning did not fully address the
division of tasks between National Guard resources under the governors’
control and federal resources under presidential control. DOD is now
considering steps to address some of the deficiencies identified in
Hurricane Katrina lessons learned reports. A list of related GAO products
is included at the end of this report.

Because of the National Guard’s important role in homeland security, you
asked us to assess whether the National Guard has the equipment it needs
to train and maintain readiness for the full range of its domestic missions.
Specifically, we assessed the extent to which (1) the National Guard’s
equipment requirements for domestic missions have been identified using
an analytically based process, (2) DOD measures and reports to Congress
the equipment readiness of nondeployed National Guard forces for
domestic missions, and (3) DOD actions address the National Guard’s
domestic equipment challenges.

To determine the extent to which the National Guard’s equipment
requirements for domestic missions have been identified using an
analytically based process, we reviewed the status of requirements
planning for National Guard forces. We also conducted case studies in
four states—California, Florida, New Jersey, and West Virginia—which
face a range of homeland security threats to understand the status of the
National Guard’s equipment and state planning efforts for the National
Guard’s state missions. We also met with U.S. Northern Command,
National Guard Bureau, and Department of Homeland Security officials to
discuss planning processes for the Guard’s missions. To assess the extent
to which DOD measures and reports on the equipment readiness of
nondeployed National Guard forces for domestic missions, we reviewed
documentation on DOD’s readiness reporting systems and its annual
report to Congress on National Guard equipping, analyzed the inventory
status of equipment items determined by the Army National Guard as
having a high value for domestic missions, reviewed state assessments of
domestic capability shortfalls, and discussed these issues with state
National Guard officials in four case study states. Further, we reviewed
documentation on DOD, Army, Air Force, and National Guard Bureau
actions to address National Guard equipping challenges to determine the
extent to which they were derived from approved requirements and
focused on high-priority needs. We conducted our review from December
2005 through November 2006 in accordance with generally accepted
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Results in Brief

government auditing standards and determined that the data used were
sufficiently reliable for our objectives. The scope and methodology used in
our review are described in further detail in appendix II.

The types and quantities of equipment the National Guard needs to
perform its domestic missions have not been fully identified using an
analytically based process, particularly for large-scale, multistate natural
disasters and terrorist attacks, because states and federal agencies have
not completed an integrated set of plans identifying the capabilities the
National Guard would be expected to provide in response to events like
those described in the Homeland Security Council’s 15 national planning
scenarios. The Department of Homeland Security, through the National
Response Plan, has established a framework for federal, state, and local
agencies to use in planning for domestic emergencies. While DOD is
developing plans for the use of federal military forces in domestic
missions, it assumes that the National Guard will respond to large-scale,
multistate events such as Hurricane Katrina under the command of the x
governors and therefore does not prepare plans for the Guard’s use in ‘J
those types of events. States plan for the National Guard’s use in the
missions they will lead within their borders, such as responding to
wildfires and floods. However, neither the states nor DOD have
comprehensively planned and identified requirements for the National
Guard’s role in responding to events such as the Homeland Security
Council’s national planning scenarios that may involve more than one
state and be federally funded. Such planning has not been completed in
part because there is no formal mechanism for facilitating state planning
across borders for the Guard’s role in large-scale events. As the response
to Hurricane Katrina illustrated, the National Guard Bureau can play a
significant role in facilitating National Guard support among states. As the
liaison between the Army, the Air Force, and the states’ National Guard
forces, the bureau is well positioned to facilitate interstate planning for the
use of National Guard forces in large-scale, multistate events. However,
neither the National Guard Bureau’s charter nor its regulation on military
support to civil authorities specifically defines a role for it in working with
the states to facilitate the kind of comprehensive, pre-event planning that
is needed for a coordinated, efficient, and effective response to large-scale,
multistate events. Moreover, neither the National Guard Bureau’s charter
nor its regulation on military support to civil authorities has been updated
to reflect the post-September 11, 2001, security environment, including the
bureau’s role with respect to new organizations such as the Department of
Homeland Security, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Homeland Defense, and the U.S. Northern Command. Unless the National ]
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Guard Bureau’s charter and regulation on military support to civil
authorities are revised to address the expanded set of homeland security
issues the National Guard faces, the extent to which the National Guard
Bureau will continue or expand its efforts to assist states with planning for
and responding to these events will likely remain uneven. As a result,
planning that fully identifies the Guard’s requirements for domestic
missions and is integrated with plans for using other military and civilian
forces is likely to remain incomplete, and the National Guard may not be
prepared to respond to domestic events, such as those described in the
national planning scenarios, as efficiently and effectively as possible. We
are recommending that the Secretary of Defense direct the Secretaries of
the Army and Air Force to (1) revise the National Guard Bureau’s charter
to clearly define its roles in facilitating interstate planning for the National
Guard’s role in large-scale, multistate events, such as those contained in
the national planning scenarios, and monitoring the Guard’s status to
perform those missions, and (2) update the National Guard’s civil support
regulation. We are also recommending that the Secretary of Defense direct
the Secretaries of the Army and Air Force to direct the Chief, National
Guard Bureau, in coordination with DOD, U.S. Northern Command, U.S.
Pacific Command, the states, and other civilian authorities, to facilitate
and coordinate interstate National Guard planning to identify the
capabilities and equipment the National Guard would need to respond to
large-scale, multistate events, consistent with the Homeland Security
Council’s national planning scenarios and state and federal plans.

DOD does not routinely measure the equipment readiness of nondeployed
National Guard forces for domestic civil support missions or report this
information to Congress. The Secretary of Defense is required by law to
establish a comprehensive readiness reporting system with which DOD
can measure in an objective, accurate and timely manner the military’s
capability to carry out the National Security Strategy, defense planning
guidance, and the National Military Strategy. Until recently, it has been
assumed that the National Guard could perform its typical state missions
with the equipment it had on hand for its federal missions. However, the
equipment demands for overseas operations have decreased the supply of
equipment available to nondeployed National Guard units, particularly in
the Army National Guard. DOD has recognized the need to have more
visibility over the capability that the National Guard has for its domestic
missions and has begun to collect data on units’ preparedness; however,
these efforts are not yet fully mature. DOD is implementing a new
readiness reporting system that will include readiness information on the
Guard’s federally funded state-led missions, but this system is not fully
operational and it is not clear how equipment readiness will be assessed
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without fully identified domestic mission requirements. The National
Guard Bureau has developed a database to collect domestic capability
assessments from the states, but in the absence of fully identified
requirements for domestic missions the system relies on the subjective
assessments of state National Guard officials and does not provide
detailed information on National Guard equipping for large-scale,
multistate events. Our analysis of these data found that a majority of state
National Guard leaders assessed the capability of resources within their
states to respond to typical state missions as adequate, although the Army
National Guard has shortages of some equipment, such as generators and
trucks, which could be useful for domestic events. In addition, National
Guard officials in states we visited expressed concerns about whether they
would have enough equipment to respond to large-scale natural or
manmade disasters such as Hurricane Katrina or those described in the
Homeland Security Council’s national planning scenarios. Until DOD’s
efforts to improve its readiness measures and reports are mature, decision
makers will lack information on whether the National Guard has the
equipment it needs to respond effectively to the consequences of a large-
scale, multistate event. Further, Congress will have limited information
making it more difficult to mitigate risks and prioritize investments for the
Guard’s missions. We are recommending actions intended to improve
congressional visibility over DOD’s efforts to assess the readiness of
National Guard forces for their domestic missions. In addition, we are
suggesting for congressional consideration the revision of the annual
National Guard and Reserve Equipment Report requirements to include
an assessment of the Guard’s equipping preparedness to provide support
to civil authorities, the risks to those missions associated with any
shortfalls, and mitigation strategies and investment priorities.

DOD is taking some actions to address National Guard equipment

challenges; however, it is not clear how these initiatives will affect the

Guard’s preparedness for domestic missions since some of the initiatives

are in the early stages of implementation and specific plans are still being
developed. DOD plans to procure additional Army National Guard and Air
National Guard equipment, such as trucks and communications gear, using

$900 million that Congress provided in the 2006 Department of Defense
Appropriations Act. In addition, the National Guard Bureau has begun
implementing several initiatives, such as establishing joint force

headquarters within each state and expanding chemical and biological

response capabilities. However, these initiatives were recently approved

by DOD and have not yet been included in DOD’s Future Years Defense
Program. The Army has also budgeted $21 billion for fiscal years 2005 §
through 2011 to modernize the Army National Guard and augment its d

Page 6 GAO-07-60 Reserve Forces



equipment inventory. However, this equipment may be deployed to meet
overseas demands and the Army has not specified how much equipment
will remain in the United States to be available for domestic missions
because it has not finalized plans for allocating equipment to nondeployed
units under its new cyclical readiness and deployment model. In the
absence of a specific plan that outlines how Army National Guard
equipment will be allocated among nondeployed units, state National
Guards may be hampered in their ability to plan for responding to large-
scale domestic events. We are recommending that the Secretary of
Defense direct the Secretary of the Army to develop a plan and funding
strategy for resourcing nondeployed Army National Guard baseline
equipment sets.

In reviewing a draft of this report, DOD partially agreed with our
recommendation to report to Congress on its plans for assessing National
Guard domestic readiness, but disagreed with our recommendations to
update the National Guard Bureau’s charter and civil support regulation
for the new security environment, to direct the National Guard Bureau to
facilitate and coordinate interstate planning for the use of Guard forces in
large-scale, multistate events, and for the Army to provide a plan and
funding strategy for providing baseline equipment sets to nondeployed
Army National Guard units. DOD stated that the National Guard Bureau’s
existing charter authorizes a planning role for the bureau for large-scale,
multistate events. However, because we found that planning for multistate
events is currently uneven and the charter does not clearly define the
bureau’s role in planning, we believe that clarifying the language in the
charter to highlight the importance of these activities would improve
preparedness for such emergencies. Further, DOD stated that it did not
see a need to update its civil support regulation and that it is not
appropriate for the National Guard Bureau to coordinate directly with
other federal agencies because this is the responsibility, if required, of the
Secretary of Defense and the combatant commanders and would infringe
on the authority of the Assistant Secretary for Homeland Defense and the
governors. Our recommendation was not intended to designate the
National Guard Bureau as the DOD entity to coordinate with other federal
agencies or infringe on the governor’s role in coordination with federal
agencies. However, the current regulation does not specifically address
how coordination with organizations established since September 11,
2001, should occur or how new planning tools should be used, and we
believe that updating the regulation is an important step in strengthening
pre-event planning and minimizing confusion about the use of National
Guard forces. DOD further stated in its comments that it does not see a
need for a report to Congress on the Army’s plans to equip nondeployed -
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Army National Guard units, and it did not specify any actions the
department would take to measure and report to Congress on the National
Guard’s equipment readiness for domestic missions. We continue to
believe that the actions we recommend are important to improve
interstate planning and visibility of National Guard readiness for domestic
missions. Therefore, we are suggesting that Congress consider amending
the statute prescribing the National Guard Bureau’s charter to include
coordinating and facilitating interstate planning for the National Guard’s
use in large-scale, multistate events such as those contained in the national
planning scenarios and requiring DOD to revise the National Guard
Bureau’s civil support regulation to reflect this change. In addition, to
provide information on what equipment will be available for the National
Guard’s domestic missions under the Army’s force generation model, we
are also suggesting that Congress consider requiring the Secretary of
Defense to include in the 2009 National Guard and Reserve Equipment
Report a plan and funding strategy for providing baseline equipment sets
to nondeployed Army National Guard units. DOD’s comments and our
evaluation are discussed in detail in the Agency Comments and Our

~ Evaluation section of this report.

The National Guard performs a range of domestic and overseas missions
Background in its dual roles as a federal reserve of the Army and Air Force and as a
state militia. DOD is responsible for planning and equipping the National
Guard for its federal missions conducted under the command and control
of the President. Within DOD, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Homeland Defense® supervises DOD’s homeland activities,
including the execution of domestic military missions and military support
to U.S. civil authorities, and develops policies, conducts analyses, provides
advice, and makes recommendations for these activities to the Under
Secretary for Policy and the Secretary of Defense. The Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Homeland Defense is also the DOD office responsible for
coordinating with the Department of Homeland Security. While the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense supervises
DOD’s homeland activities, U.S. Northern Command is the unified military
command responsible for planning, organizing, and executing DOD’s
homeland defense and federal military support to civil authorities’

®The office was established by the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2003, Pub. L. No. 107-314, § 902 (2002).
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missions within the continental United States, Alaska, and territorial
waters.® '

The services are responsible for organizing, training, and equipping
military forces, including the National Guard. The Army and the Air Force
have different strategies for structuring and providing resources for their
Guard components that reflect each service’s planned use and available
resources. Using DOD planning guidance, Army National Guard units are
provided varying levels of equipment according to their unit’s priority for
resources, which generally increases as a unit nears availability for
overseas deployment. Prior to the beginning of current overseas
operations, the majority of the Army National Guard’s combat forces were
supplied with 65 to 79 percent of their required equipment. Our prior work
(see Related GAO Products) has shown that in order to fully equip units
deploying overseas to Iraq and Afghanistan, the Army National Guard had
to transfer large quantities of items from nondeployed units, which
depleted the inventories of equipment available for the Guard’s domestic
missions. In addition, operational requirements to leave equipment
overseas for follow-on forces and DOD’s lack of approved plans to replace
these items have further compounded the Army National Guard’s
equipment shortages and threaten its ability to maintain readiness for
future mis