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On behalf of the nation’s governors, we thank the National Commission on the Future of the Army
(Commission) for the opportunity to provide our views on the future of the U.S. Army and the role
of the Army National Guard (ARNG). We appreciate your efforts to seek governors’ input during

your examination of Army force structure and aviation restructuring proposals.

Governors strongly advocated for the creation of this Commission, and we recognize the challenge
you face in weighing the concerns of all stakeholders. The Commission’s thorough and thoughtful
consideration of the ARNG’s value to states and the nation will help ensure the National Guard
continues to have access to the personnel, aircraft and resources necessary to fulfill its dual mission

at home and abroad.

Overview

As commanders-in-chief, governors recognize the need to reorganize, restructure and modernize
today’s military to meet new threats and economic realities. The Army’s proposed cuts, however,
would return the ARNG to a strategic reserve, create turmoil across the states and waste 14 years

of investment into the nation’s most cost-effective force.

As governors, we have witnessed the critical role the National Guard plays both in our states and
for the nation. Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 (9/11), Minnesota National
Guardsmen (MNNG) have performed more than 26,000 deployments — some numerous times — to

33 different countries, including Bosnia, Kosovo, Irag and Afghanistan.

In the same time period, more than 17,000 lowa National Guardsmen (IANG) have mobilized for
combat and combat support duties in Iraq and Afghanistan, peacekeeping duties in the Balkans
and on the Sinai Peninsula, and for other missions in more than 35 nations around the globe.
Approximately 4,000 currently serving IANG soldiers and airmen are combat veterans,

representing more than 45 percent of the force — the highest percentage in modern history.

These mobilizations have demonstrated the operational readiness the ARNG maintains across all

critical military capabilities to support national needs. In 2009, the MNNG’s 34th Infantry Division
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assumed responsibility from the regular Army’s 10th Mountain Division for Multinational
Division South in Irag. In this role, the MNNG provided command and control over all
multinational forces operating in Iraq’s nine southern provinces until relieved by the 1st Infantry
Division in 2010. The 1/34 Armored Brigade Combat Team has twice answered the nation’s call
to perform critical security operations throughout Iraq and Kuwait during the surge period of
Operation Iragi Freedom and the final period of Operation New Dawn. Minnesota’s 34th Combat
Aviation Brigade has mobilized twice to provide theater aviation as part of Operation Iraqi
Freedom and U.S. Central Command’s Operation Spartan Shield. Today, Minnesota Guardsmen
continue to provide aviation and aviation maintenance units in support of Spartan Shield.
Minnesota Guardsmen remain ready and have been notified to prepare for mobilization to provide
engineering capacity to operations in Kuwait as well as detainment operations in Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba.

During the Irag surge in 2006-2007, an lowa Army National Guard infantry battalion was
mobilized for more than 22 months, making it one of the longest deployments for an Army unit
during the Irag war. In 2010-2011, the IANG 2" Brigade Combat Team (BCT) deployed in its
entirety to Afghanistan, supporting the 101 Airborne Division’s mission by conducting full-
spectrum operations along the eastern border between Pakistan and Afghanistan. Last January, an
IANG medical unit was alerted to deploy in support of the West Africa Ebola mission before it
was cancelled because of changing demands managing the disease and its spread. Since the
beginning of Operation Noble Eagle, Iragi Freedom and Enduring Freedom, the IANG has met

every required operational assignment for deployment and has performed superbly.

At the same time, the ARNG has responded when called to domestic emergencies here at home.
Minnesota Guardsmen have supported state and local civil authorities in response to 67 state
disasters. Totaling more than 22,000 man-days, the Guard’s 10 essential mission capabilities were
used to provide critical support helping protect the health and safety of Minnesota citizens. These
include major responses to spring flooding in the Red River Valley, including three successive
floods beginning in 2009 through 2011. The MNNG stood up a joint task force to provide military

support to the 2008 Republican National Convention. Guardsmen efficiently supported the state
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in ensuring the security, safety and health of vulnerable Minnesota citizens jeopardized by a 2001
health care provider strike. Minnesota soldiers and airmen also have supported civil authorities in
five federal disasters since 2001, including Super Storm Sandy in 2012, Hurricane Ike in 2008,
Operation Jump Start on our nation’s southwest border in 2006, and Hurricanes Katrina and Rita
in 2005.

lowa National Guardsmen have deployed in response to three major state disasters in a 17-year
span, including the Great Midwest Floods of 1993, as well as floods in 2008 and 2011. During the
2008 floods, the 2" BCT was extremely effective in its support to our communities. The unique
organization and capabilities of the BCT, including manpower, command and control, logistical
capabilities and enhanced communication platforms were essential in providing a flexible force

capable of conducting missions necessary to meet the needs of the communities.

While governors understand the Army faces difficult budget challenges ahead, we believe that
recent efforts to cut ARNG force structure are a step backwards and would make lasting,
irreversible changes to the ARNG to meet short-term budget challenges. The proposal to cut
ARNG end strength and transfer ARNG AH-64 Apache helicopters to the active component is not
in the best interests of states, the Army or the nation in the long-term. It would undo years of
progress by returning the ARNG to a pre-9/11 role and fail to leverage its cost-effectiveness in

retaining mission capability at home and overseas.

As the Commission conducts its review, governors recommend that the following principles guide

its work:

» The National Guard must continue to serve as an operational force and the combat reserve

for the Total Force.

» The National Guard is a highly trained, battle tested asset that should continue to be
properly resourced and equipped to meet the needs of both the federal government and

states.



» The National Guard’s cost-effectiveness should be leveraged to the fullest extent to meet

the fiscal and operational challenges confronting the Total Force.

Governors and the Defense Budget

Through the National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Governors (Council),
governors have worked to improve coordination and understanding on military issues between
states and the federal government. Working together, state and federal partners found early success
through the Council when they reached an historic agreement on the role of a Dual Status
Commander during emergency response. This agreement resolved a long-standing dispute
regarding command and control of federal and state military forces during domestic operations
and brought fundamental change to how the country prepares for and responds to emergencies.!
Since partnering on this effort, governors have sought to strengthen the state-federal relationship
with the Department of Defense (DoD) to address other fiscal and national security challenges.

In 2012, the Council found itself at odds with an Air Force budget proposal for fiscal year (FY)
2013 that would have had a detrimental effect on states if implemented. At the time, the Air Force
proposed to impose 59 percent of the total aircraft budget reductions and about six times the
personnel reductions on the Air National Guard (ANG). Governors’ concerns with the Air Force
budget were ultimately addressed by Congress and through the establishment of the National
Commission on the Structure of the Air Force. To avoid a similar dispute in future years, NGA
and the Council worked diligently over the better part of 2012 to create a process for governors,
their adjutants general and DoD to discuss future defense budget and program development. In
2013, the Council adopted a budget consultative process agreement to facilitate an ongoing
interactive dialogue between states and DoD on budget and policy matters affecting the National
Guard [Appendix A].

! See U.S. Code, Title 10, Section 12304; and NGA paper: “America Wins: The Struggle for Control of the National Guard”,
http://lwww.nga.org/files/live/sites/NGA/files/pdf/1210NationalGuardAmericaWins.pdf
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Despite this agreement, governors were once again disappointed by the lack of early engagement
on budget and planning decisions affecting the ARNG prior to the release of the President’s FY
2015 budget. The Army’s proposal failed to recognize the role and importance of the ARNG in
our states and the experience and cost-effectiveness that the ARNG provides to the Total Army.
In response, nearly every governor signed a letter to the President strongly opposing the Army’s
budget proposal [Appendix B].

After the release of the FY 2015 budget, DoD leadership updated governors on Army budget
planning and included state adjutants general in a reexamination of the Army’s Aviation
Restructuring Initiative (ARI) by the Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation (CAPE) office.
Governors appreciate these efforts to improve engagement with states, but are frustrated that DoD
and the Army have pressed forward with their original plans virtually unchanged, despite

reasonable alternatives that addressed some of governors’ concerns.

Consequently, governors endorsed establishing this Commission and have worked with Congress
to delay changes to ARNG force structure until the Commission can complete its examination. We
hope the Commission and its review will help bridge the divide between the Army components

and put the Total Army on a path to meet the future military needs of both states and the nation.

Maintaining the Guard as an Operationally Capable Force

For well over a decade, the men and women of the ARNG have worked interchangeably with their
active duty counterparts in Iraq and Afghanistan. That combat experience overseas has paid
dividends as the National Guard has regularly responded to domestic missions here at home. Since
9/11, the ARNG has evolved into an operational force that is better trained, led and equipped than
at any time in its history. Governors firmly believe that these capability gains and the taxpayer
investment they represent should be maintained.

Last year, the Army released ARI, which consisted of three major components: divesting three
types of aging, single engine aircraft across the Army components (Jet Ranger training helicopters

and two models of OH-58 Kiowa armed scout/reconnaissance helicopters); transferring all ARNG
6



Apache helicopters to the active component to replace the Kiowas; and transferring approximately
110 active Army UH-60 Blackhawk helicopters to the ARNG. Governors recognize the need to
restructure Army aviation, but oppose consolidating the Apache mission in the active component.
We believe this plan not only undermines the ARNG’s ability to augment the Army as its combat
reserve, but also fails to leverage the Guard’s cost-effectiveness to retain additional manpower,
expertise and attack aircraft at a reduced cost to taxpayers. It is true that Apaches have limited
application for the homeland mission; however, governors value and recognize the broader, long-

term importance that strategic depth for the Total Army provides to their states and the nation.

In an attempt to address governors’ concerns with the loss of Apaches, the Army proposed to
provide states with additional L-Model Blackhawks. Trading Blackhawks for Apaches is not an
acceptable trade for states. While Blackhawks play an important role in domestic emergency
response, there is currently no unmet need for additional Blackhawks. Mutual aid arrangements,
such as the Emergency Management Assistance Compact, already provide a means for states to

request additional equipment and manpower during times of disaster.

Rather than more Blackhawks, states need modernized aircraft to replace aging Blackhawks.
However, the Army has not invested in this effort and states have had to rely on Congress to
address this need. Giving the Guard older-model Blackhawks that are not required for an Army
war-time mission will further reduce the Army’s incentive to fund their maintenance and
modernization in the future. In addition, unlike Apache units, Blackhawk units have been broken
into smaller detachments and spread over multiple states. This reduces the additional personnel
and affiliated support, logistics and communications capabilities that governors can draw from to
conduct domestic operations.

While only nine states have ARNG Apaches, their transfer to the active component will affect
many more and the Total Army will experience a considerable and irreversible loss of combat
experience. For example, while Minnesota does not have Apaches, the MNNG 34th Infantry
Division headquarters and the 34th Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB) provide mission command
to the 1-189th Attack Helicopter Battalion located in Idaho. Additionally, the 834th Aviation



Support Battalion in the 34th CAB has Apache maintainer skill sets that would be eliminated under
ARI. The removal of the Apaches and these skills from the ARNG diminishes the strategic depth
and the ability of the Army to meet future security needs. Furthermore, the loss of attack aviation
in the National Guard will make Apache air ground operations training much more difficult to
facilitate. This lack of training may affect National Guard CAB, BCT and division headquarters’

relevance.

By removing the Apache mission from the National Guard, the ARNG risks losing combat
experienced pilots and highly skilled maintenance crews developed over the last 14 years. The
Army simultaneously loses the only means available to retain its own combat experienced air

crews, maintainers and leaders upon separation from active duty service.

The second and third order effects of ARI, once the transfer of Apaches is complete, will be of
significant concern to the long-term sustainment of ARNG equipment and strategic depth for the
Total Army. A CAPE study of both ARI and a National Guard Bureau (NGB) counterproposal
acknowledges that the NGB plan would provide 20 percent more capability for the Total Army at
a relatively modest 2-3 percent ($90-$170 million) additional annual cost [Appendix C]. The
results of a subsequent review of ARI by the Government Accountability Office confirm that
questions remain about the plan’s long-term costs and operational impact.2 Maintaining a place for
combat experienced pilots and mechanics to serve in the ARNG benefits all soldiers and
guardsmen through improved operations, training, retention, leadership and morale. As the
Commission reviews ARI and the Apache transfer plan, governors encourage you to consider these
concerns and alternative proposals that would retain additional capability in the ARNG at

relatively little additional cost.

Resourcing the Guard’s Dual Mission

In addition to ARI, the Army also has proposed reducing ARNG end strength to its lowest level

since the Korean War. While it makes sense to increase or decrease active duty personnel

2 GAO Report GAO-15-430R: “Force Structure: Army's Analyses of Aviation Alternatives”, Published: Apr 27, 2015, pg. 5;
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-15-430R
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depending on our engagements overseas, governors rely on a stable and consistent ARNG force to

meet state needs.

Governors routinely depend on the National Guard to respond to both natural and man-made
emergencies. National Guard personnel, equipment and capabilities are key resources built into
states’ emergency response plans and the federal National Response Framework. The National
Guard also has the unique ability to perform law enforcement functions that have proven valuable
in the response to natural disasters, recent episodes of civil unrest and other national special
security events. These capabilities are enhanced by well-developed relationships with state and
local emergency managers, state homeland security advisors and law enforcement agencies. In
addition, more than 80 percent of the Army’s chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear and
explosive (CBRNE) response capability resides in the ARNG, with every state possessing at least
one CBRNE team. Both the Federal Emergency Management Agency and state and local law

enforcement rely on these capabilities during hazardous materials response.

Cutting National Guard personnel risks stripping states of critical capabilities, weakening
partnerships and upending years of carefully crafted emergency response plans. End strength
reductions of 8,200 personnel proposed in FY 2016 coupled with 7,000 soldiers in FY 2017 would
bring the ARNG’s size to its lowest level in decades. The unique structure of the ARNG means
that proposed cuts to end strength will affect nearly every state and degrade ARNG readiness
nationwide. Ensuring a minimum level of readiness across all states in order to meet state mission
requirements will require an estimated 15,000 positions be retrained and shifted to accommodate
for the loss of 8,200 personnel in FY 2016. To fully implement such changes could take three to
five years, creating instability and uncertainty for states and undermining the ARNG’s ability to

support emergency response requirements, including its critical CBRNE mission.

As part of this reduction, the Army has proposed to downsize the Guard’s full-time staff by 1,700
positions, which are critical to maintaining the Guard’s operational readiness for both domestic
operations and combat missions overseas. These are professional positions required to manage

complex Army manning and equipping systems; work which cannot be performed efficiently by



either traditional Guard members or a part-time rotational support staff. Currently, the number of
full time positions in the ARNG is about 68 percent® of the level identified in guidance developed
between the Army and NGB in the late 1990s. This guidance was developed prior to the events of
9/11 to ensure the ARNG maintained enough full-time positions to support a strategic reserve
[Appendix D]. Even while supporting two major wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the ARNG never
met 100 percent of the recommended strategic reserve requirement and now the Army is proposing
to reduce these levels even further. These full-time positions are responsible for keeping units
ready to deploy in support of Army demands overseas. During domestic emergencies, they provide
immediate response capability, organize and deploy response assets and regenerate unit resources

after traditional Guard members return home.

As DoD stated in a May 8 letter to the Council co-chairs, it is the department’s goal to reduce
stress on the force to the maximum extent possible and preserve readiness while reducing costs
[Appendix E]. The effects of the Army’s proposals on the ARNG, however, are turbulence and
instability in states without significant cost savings. Unlike other military components, cutting
National Guard force structure in one state frequently requires shifting personnel and assets from
other states to fill gaps and maintain readiness across the force. It also means removing a capability
for up to a decade. While the active component has the ability to replenish units through world-
wide reassignment of personnel, ARNG soldiers are connected to their local armories and new

units cannot be created quickly.

The turbulence created by force structure and personnel cuts affects people, readiness, training,
equipment and facilities. This all comes with a cost to implement, which NGB estimates would be
about $179 million in its first year. Funding to cover these costs was not included in the Army’s
FY 2016 budget. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that the cuts to ARNG personnel
would save the Army only $170 million in its first year — $9 million less than the unfunded
implementation costs. When these costs and effects are considered, governors believe it simply

does not make sense to implement the Army’s proposals. While some reductions to ARNG force

3 FY 2015: 60,185 total authorizations that are funded against 88,263 total requirements.
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structure may ultimately be necessary, they should be done through a collaborative approach that

considers future needs, limits turbulence and maintains readiness in the Guard.

Leveraging the Guard to Meet National Challenges

Time and time again, the Guard has proven itself a critical partner and a value to the taxpayer.
According to an analysis of fully burdened lifecycle costs by the Reserve Forces Policy Board*
and by CAPE®, a Guardsman costs one-third that of an active duty service member when not
mobilized and is still less costly when mobilized. Given that the ARNG also provides 39 percent
of total Army capabilities for only 13 percent of the total Army budget®, governors believe more
should be done to leverage the National Guard’s cost effectiveness, combat experience and ability

to provide surge capacity during conflicts.

The State Partnership Program demonstrates the ARNG’s cost-effective strategic reach. Fifty-two
states and territories have established civil-military and military-military relationships with 69

countries around the world.

lowa has one of the newest State Partnership Programs in the National Guard. Since starting its
state partnership program with Kosovo five years ago, the IANG already has conducted more than
70 training exchanges and events. The lowa program takes a holistic approach, linking not just the
military sector, but economic, government, business, education and agriculture sectors into the
overall program. Recently, leaders from the Kosovo Foreign Ministry Office were in Des Moines,
lowa looking for a location to open a consulate office. This office will be the first foreign consulate

office in the state.

Likewise, Minnesota’s State Partnership Program relationship with Croatia has yielded

measurable dividends. Not only has this nearly 20-year partnership assisted Croatia in meeting

4 Reserve Forces Policy Board Report: “Eliminating Major Gaps in DoD Data on the Fully-Burdened and Life-Cycle Cost of
Military Personnel: Cost Elements Should be Mandated by Policy.” Jan. 7, 2013; pg. 5

5 U.S. Department of Defense, Office of Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation Report: “Unit Cost and Readiness for the
Active and Reserve Components of the Armed Forces.” Dec. 20, 2013; pg. 4

6 Army National Guard, Fiscal Year 2014 Annual Financial Report, pg. 2
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization military standards, but Minnesota National Guard soldiers also

have embedded as operational mentorship liaison teams with the Croatian Army in Afghanistan.

The National Guard’s international relationships add to the rich traditions within each state. The
MNNG continues to enjoy the longest standing NATO reciprocal troop exchange with the country
of Norway. Over the past 42 years the MNNG has successfully maintained an exchange program
that continues to evolve through the incorporation of inter-agency state and local law enforcement
partners with that of the Norwegian Rapid Reaction Force. This exchange directly complements
and contributes to the readiness of the National Guard. Programs like the Norwegian exchange
teach our soldiers intercultural communication skills, which will be indispensable in a future when
U.S. deployments are increasingly elements of multinational forces. They also expose junior
leaders to NATO allies and create confidence in both parties’ operational structure.

The growing cybersecurity mission is another important example of the National Guard’s ability
to meet both federal and state needs. As the federal government and governors take action to
improve the nation’s cybersecurity posture, the National Guard can be an important asset to fill
capability gaps for defense of government networks and critical infrastructure. Both the Air Force
and the Army have recognized the benefits of the Guard’s ability to tap into private-sector skillsets
and leverage its dual-status role to support both federal and state cybersecurity missions. We urge

the Commission to consider the ARNG’s value to this critical mission for both DoD and states.

Establishing Common Goals for the Future of the Army

As the Army is forced to evolve in the wake of declining budgets and continuing global instability,
governors hope this Commission will help bring the Total Army together to address these

challenges in partnership.

Two years ago, governors opposed similar efforts to cut Air National Guard personnel and
equipment. The Air Force Commission’s final report reflects the notion that the Guard is a cost-

effective and invaluable force that should be part of an active and reserve component mix that
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meets the needs of the Total Air Force.” The work of the Air Force Commission, combined with
the leadership of Air Force Chief of Staff General Mark Welsh and Secretary of the Air Force
Deborah Lee James, contributed to a positive cultural shift and greater collaboration between the
Air Force and the ANG.

We hope that the work of this Commission and a renewed commitment from senior civilian and
military leaders across the Army components can strengthen collaboration and communication in
a similar fashion. This will take a cultural shift within the Army, but we have seen this pay

dividends in the Air Force in recent years as additional restructuring has been proposed.

Given the role of the Guard and the presence of our armed forces in states, governors want to
partner with DoD and the military services to find solutions that are in the best interests of all
involved. Governors understand the real effects, not only for the National Guard, but also for the
active duty installations and defense-related industries within their states. Army restructuring will
affect communities throughout every state and territory, leading to job loss, economic turbulence

and potential uncertainty in the ARNG’s ability to respond to emergencies.

Governors urge the Commission to consider recommendations that will preserve the ARNG’s role
as the combat reserve of the Army, resource and equip the ARNG to meet both federal and state
needs, and leverage the Guard’s cost-effectiveness and operational capability as part of a Total
Army solution for the future. To do otherwise would risk wasting billions of dollars invested over

the past decade in making the ARNG an experienced, globally deployable and combat-ready force.

Governors will continue to advocate for a strong Guard that is “Always Ready — Always There.”
The Commission is an important voice in this endeavor. On behalf of the nation’s governors and
the Council, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. Governors look forward to
continuing to work with the Commission to fashion solutions that provide for a scalable, cost-

effective Army that best serves the interests of states and the nation.

7 DoD, National Commission on the Structure of the Air Force Final Report; Jan. 30, 2014; cover letter, pgs. 7-9, 11
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State-Federal Consultative Process for Programming and Budgetary Proposals
Affecting the National Guard

February 25, 2013
Purpose
The Department of Defense (DoD) and the States, Territories, and the District of Columbia
(hereafter referred to as the various States), represented through the Council of Governors, will
engage in a sustained process to exchange views, information, and advice, consistent with
applicable guidelines on programming and budgetary priorities and requirements on matters
specified in Executive Order 13528.
Objectives

The intent and objectives of this process are to:

e Improve and clarify procedures by which State-level observations, analysis, and requirements
related to the National Guard are communicated to and incorporated into DoD’s processes
for requirements definition and Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution (PPBE);

e Improve and clarify procedures by which Federal-level observations, planning facts and
assumptions, capability analysis, and strategic requirements and priorities underpinning
DoD’s strategy, plans, programming, and budgetary processes regarding matters affecting the
National Guard specified in Executive Order 13528 are communicated to the Council of
Governors and affected governors and their Adjutants General throughout the current
program build; and

e Improve and clarify procedures by which Federal resource allocation or reallocation
proposals that would affect the National Guard or military operations in support of domestic
civil authorities will be discussed and views and information exchanged with the Council of
Governors in advance of DoD formally requesting, submitting, or implementing Federal
resource allocation or reallocation actions that affect the National Guard; and

e Strengthen the Council of Governors as an ongoing, interactive forum for Federal-State
dialogue on matters specified in Executive Order 13528.

Implementation
Consultations and dialogue between DoD and the States will occur on four tracks:

1) Planning, Analysis, Requirements Definition: Coincident with the Department’s major
plans, analysis, and budget processes, and consistent with his statutory and regulatory

'As permitted by applicable laws and policies, including: 10 U.S.C. § 113; 10 U.S.C. § 135; 10 U.S.C. § 151; 10
U.S.C. §3013; 10 U.S.C. § 3033; 10 U.S.C. § 8013; 10 U.S.C. § 8033; DoD Directive 7045.14; and OMB Circular
A-11.



2)

3)

authority, roles, and responsibilities®, the Chief, National Guard Bureau (NGB), will work
with the States to ensure that their State-level observations, analysis, and requirements
related to the National Guard are communicated to DoD for inclusion in Department plans,
analysis, and budget processes. To the extent necessary, the Chief, NGB, in cooperation with
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Joint Staff, will assist the Council of
Governors in establishing a structured methodology to produce inputs that articulate States’
needs, whether civilian or military in nature, while conforming to established DoD timelines
and formats. OSD and the Joint Staff will work with the Chief, NGB, and the Directors of
the Air and Army National Guard to ensure that appropriate States’ representatives
participate in DoD-wide domestic prevention and response planning and capability analysis
activities. These activities will assist DoD in refining its prevention and response capabilities
to meet State-articulated needs most effectively, consistent with other DoD requirements.

Strategic dialogue: A strategic-level dialogue between States and DoD will occur primarily
through twice-yearly Council of Governors’ plenary meetings, plus other Council meetings
and/or work sessions held by mutual agreement. This dialogue is intended to enhance the
mutual understanding of States’ and Federal requirements, the broader Federal defense
program and budget, as well as the unique considerations for the Governors as promulgated
in Executive Order 13528 and to ensure consistency with requirements set forth by
applicable laws and policies.®

During meetings of the Council of Governors, potential discussion topics include, but are not
limited to, the following, which are related to matters specified in Executive Order 13528:

e insight by the various States on domestic prevention and response needs;

e perspectives on requirements for Defense Support to Civil Authorities offered by the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), and other Federal Departments and Agencies as appropriate and consistent with
the National Response Framework and Presidential Policy Directive 8 (National
Preparedness);

e insight into DoD’s priorities — related to warfighting and domestic prevention and
response;

e the fiscal environment and its implications for the program build;

e prevailing strategic trends, strategic guidance development, strategic planning factors and
assumptions, and potential implications for force structure, Army and Air Force roles and
missions, and Active Component/Reserve Component mix; and

e an overview of the key components of the Chief, NGB’s, inputs to the budget process.

PPBE process: As a more detailed supplement to the strategic dialogue, the PPBE process
provides a range of opportunities for appropriate working-level planning and capability
analysis participation and higher-level strategic dialogue to provide timely and substantive

2 Including: 10 U.S.C., § 151; 10 U.S.C. § 10501; 10 U.S.C. § 10502; 10 U.S.C. § 10503; and DoD Directive
5105.77.

3 Including: 32 U.S.C. 8104; 10 U.S.C. 8§ 113; 10 U.S.C., § 135; 10 U.S.C., § 151; 10 U.S.C. § 3013; 10 U.S.C. §
3033; 10 U.S.C. § 8013; 10 U.S.C. § 8033; 10 U.S.C. § 10501; 10 U.S.C. § 10502; DoD Directive 5105.77, DoD
Directive 7045.14, and OMB Circular A-11.



views, information, and advice to inform and improve budget-related decision making on
both sides. There are various existing venues available for this dialogue, including working
sessions of the Council of Governors, quarterly meetings of the States’ Adjutants General,
and video-teleconferences.

Since the PPBE is a rolling process — with submitted, current, and future budgets
simultaneously being executed, developed, or considered — a strategic-level dialogue will
similarly be a rolling process and will generally occur in three phases.

Phase 1: Initial input to current program build: In the January-February timeframe, at
the early development stage of the Army and Air Force Program Objective Memoranda
(POM) and Budget Estimate Submission (BES), DoD will provide a strategic overview
of the trends that will affect the defense budget, including a macro view of DoD’s fiscal
environment and the evolving roles and missions of the Army and Air Force. Also
throughout Phase | (January-June timeframe), States will collectively communicate
through the Chief, NGB, their assessments and concerns regarding civil support missions
and related capability requirements. The Chief, NGB, will work with the Joint and
Service Staffs to develop National Guard requirements and carry them forward into the
DoD PPBE process deliberations. DoD will consider the States collective input in
consultation with DHS, FEMA, and other Federal departments and agencies, as
appropriate.

Phase 2: Second consultation on current program build: In the July-September
timeframe, before the official kick-off of the Program Budget Review (PBR), the Deputy
Secretary will provide States’ representatives with an update on strategic guidelines,
based upon the Defense Planning Guidance that will inform the current program build.
These guidelines will be substantive and informative but also consistent with PPBE
guidelines not to divulge specific programmatic items under consideration. States will
have an opportunity to provide additional feedback and concerns to inform the
programmatic issues carried forward into the PBR by NGB.

Phase 3: Analytic retrospective on most recent budget submission: In the February-
March timeframe (i.e., concurrent with the presentation of the President’s Budget to
Congress), DoD will share details of its final analysis related to force structure,
capabilities requirements, Active Component/Reserve Component mix, and other areas
and relevant studies that were used to develop the President’s Budget decisions that touch
on States’ interests related to National Guard issues.* This analysis, in turn, can shape
State feedback through the Chief, NGB, on current program build and considerations for
budgets in future years.”

*As permitted by applicable laws and policies, including: 10 U.S.C. § 113; 10 U.S.C. § 135; 10 U.S.C. § 151; 10
U.S.C. § 3013; 10 U.S.C. § 3033; 10 U.S.C. § 8013; 10 U.S.C. § 8033; DoD Directive 7045.14; and OMB Circular

A-11.

® To facilitate implementation of this consultative process, the Phase 3 analytic retrospective will be utilized upon
presentation of the President’s Budget for FY2014 to Congress in the February-March 2013 timeframe.



4) Ad hoc consultations: DoD, through the Chief, NGB, will conduct ad hoc discussions and
working sessions with States specifically tailored to address other matters of mutual interest
specified in Executive Order 13528.

Notice of Non-Disclosure

Throughout the execution of all four tracks, if applicable laws or policies prevent the Chief,
NGB, the Director of the Air National Guard, the Director of the Army National Guard, or other
DoD officials involved in the dialogue from communicating or sharing programming or
budgetary information with the States, the officials concerned shall acknowledge to the Council
of Governors being unable to do so and give notice as to the applicable law or policies
prohibiting such disclosure.
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Mary Fallin John Hickenlooper Dan Crippen
OVE RN O RS Governor of Oklahoma Governor of Colorado Executive Director
ASSOCIATION Chair Vice Chair

February 28, 2014

The President

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The nation’s governors strongly oppose the potential cuts to the Army National Guard advocated by the
U.S. Army’s fiscal 2015 budget request.

For more than a decade, our National Guard has demonstrated it is a cost-effective, operational force that
is critical to our national security at home and abroad.

As commanders-in-chief, we appreciate the need to reorganize, restructure and modernize the military to
meet new threats and economic realities. All sectors of the military need to be involved in meeting the
targets set by the Budget Control Act of 2011 and the realities of having fewer forces engaged abroad. In
doing so, however, the Army Guard’s operational capabilities and 350,000 end strength level must be
preserved.

The Army’s proposed cuts suggest a pre-2001 strategic reserve construct. Governors are extremely proud
of the role that the National Guard plays in protecting this nation and its citizens. The modern National
Guard is a highly experienced and capable combat force and an essential state partner in responding to
domestic disasters and emergencies. A return to a pre-9/11 role squanders the investment and value of the
Guard and discredits its accomplishments at home and as an active combat force.

Two years ago we opposed similar efforts to dramatically cut personnel and equipment from the Air
National Guard. Congress subsequently chose not to impose the cuts and called for a National
Commission on the Structure of the Air Force. That commission recently concluded that the Guard is a
cost-effective and invaluable force that should be a critical component of the total force structure. The
commission’s conclusions and the ongoing Army debate strengthen the case for a similar independent
review of the Army’s future force structure and active and reserve component mix.

We respectfully request that you reconsider proposed cuts to the Army National Guard and changes to the
Guard’s combat aviation capabilities and that you work with us to fashion solutions that provide a

scalable, cost-effective force that best serves the interests of our nation.

Sincerely,

Marg. Fallin

GovernorMary Fallin, Chair
Oklahoma

Hall of the States 444 North Capitol Street Suite 267 * Washington, D.C. 20001-1512
Telephone (202) 624-5300 www.nga.org
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MANPOWER AND RERERVE AFFAIRS
191 ARMY PENTAGON
| WASHINGTON DG 20810019t

- DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

January 18, 2001

MEMGRANDUM FOR THE CO-CHAIRS OF THE MANNING AND TRAINING PROGRAM'

EVALUATION GROUPS

SUBJECT: Recognition of POM 03-07 Active Guard and Reserve (AGR) and Military
Technician (MILTECH) Requirements for the Army National Guard and U.S.
Ammy Reserve - o .o ‘

The Army’s transformation strategy and efforts to fully integrate the Reserve

. Components (RC) have placed increased demands on RC full-time Support (FTS)

.

. manpower requirements. The frequency and the number of deployments cause the Army to

rely to a greater extent on the Army National Guard (ARNG) and the U.S. Anmy Reserve
(USAR) to meet global commitments. Current and future Anmy operations require full
spectrum, integrated forces that can quickly respond to rapidly changing operational
requirements. FTS personnel are critical links to integration and interoperability among
Army components. For these reasons, an increase in RC full-time Support is essential to

the future of the Army. " ‘

' The Ammy’s Reserve Companents are the most heavily employed -of ali the Sewvices,
yet resourcing does not reflect this reality. The DoD average FTS manning level is 17
percent of endstrength, while the total for the ARNG and USAR is 13 and 10 percent,
respectively. FTS in the Marine Corps is 17 percent and the other Reserve Components are
above the DoD average. :

The OASA (M&RA) and the ODCSOPS, with assistance from the ARNG and the

~ USAR reviewed the process for determining FTS requirements. This review identified
ARNG total validated FTS requirements at 83,650 (41,321 AGRs and 42,328 MILTECHS)

and the USAR total validated FTS requirements at 34,145 (21,088 AGRs and 13,057

" MILTECHS). '

_ On February 28, 2000 the Army National Guard and the Office of the Chief, Army
Reserve briefed the Deputy Assistant for Force Management, Manpower and Resources .
and the Director, Force Management on FTS requirements. As a result, the DASA (FMMR)
and Director, Force Management, ODCSOPS validated the process for determining the DA
High Risk manning level. The DA High Risk level allocates 90%, 80%, 70%, and 65% of
their FTS requirements to Foree Packages (FP) 1-4 respectively.  This methodology
accommodates future DA High Risk FTS requirement changes resuilting from the Total Army
Analysis. I addition, they establish a ramp to reach the DA High Risk manning level.

mmﬁwn—'
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. « Recommend the Manning and Training PEGs:

“ 4 Establishin POM 03-07 validated FTS level as identified below.

2. Fund FTS to Congressionally authorized levels. '
3. Establish and present UFR across POM years to senior ammy !eadershlp (by subtracting
authorized End Strength from End Strength with ramp).
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Robert Bartholomew, i

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary - Bngadler General, GS
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Resources)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
omcs OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY -
" MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS .

111 ARMY PENTAGON.
WASHINGTON, DC 203100111 .

REPLYTO |
ATTENTION OF:

| ' "MEMORANDUM FOR THE CO CHAIRS OF THE MANNING AND TRAINING
' PROGRAM EVALUATION GROUPS

SUBJECT FuII-Tlme Support (FTS) RequrrementAdJustments L

1 The Army ] transformatlon strategy and efforts to fulIy lntegrate the Reserve
- .Components (RC) have increased RC Full-Time Support (FTS) manpower.

" .requirements.- Current and-future Army operations require full spectrum, mtegrated
o forces that can quickly- respond o, rapldly changing operatronal requirements. . .FTS
" personnel are: critical links to- lnfegratlon and .Interoperability-among. Army components
3 ': For these reasons .an increase’ m RCFTS i is essen’uai to the future of the Army

20 On 19 Nov 02 the FTS. CoC establlshed an. Army posltron on. rncreased FTS
‘réquirements and, adjustments that are necessary fo; support emerging missions arnd/c
itiatives that unfolded since the'comipletion f. Total Army: ;0 " The
Tecommended | mcreasmg ETS requrremenis in four areas m the Army Natlonal Guu
3 - (ARNG)AGR category by 798 posxtlons No i rncreases or adjustments are necessa
S ;;for the Army Reserve (AR) FTS ramps - : o P

o 3 The Army G—3 was brlefed on these addltlonal reqUIrements and approved them
';presenfed (Tab\B) Sl : RS S SN

,.: The mcreased requxremen’cs for.ARNG AGRs affect bo’rh the total requrrement a
. the DA High Risk requrrement and will 1 require.an: adjustment to the current Full-Tim
Supporf requxrements ramp (Tab C).: The current FTS ramp was desrgned 1o achreve.
the minimum level of FTS{DA High Risk level) needed to maintain. reserve ‘componen
nit | "readrness as. qurckly and as fi scally possible;: The_ mcremental mcreases to FT
"reqwrements assocrated with-this readinéss initiative are- programmed 2Cross the 0
09 POM years'in the exrstlng ramp {Tab. C) with additional- requlremen’c mcreases for
=1 FY10 -12 to be addressed in future POM’'s.” New and expanding missions are being .

::drrected 1o the RC; whrch specrflcally require additronal FTS for: exeoutlon These' '
;accomplrshment Provrdrng FTS for these mlssrons thhout reqursrte addrtlonv
resources will Gn-fund existing requrrements and exacerbate the current lack of:

_’Whlch negatlvely rmpacts RC unit readlness
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- DAMOFME - ATy »
| SUBJECT FU“'T‘me SUPPOrt(FTS) Requrrement/—\d]ustments

‘ 5 The approved FTS requrrement mcreases were for the followrng areas

oy Ground Based Mzdcourse Defense (GMD) 245 .
.'b..'NGB Homeland Security and Lisison Offices =67 - . 5 I
- ¢. Weapons of Mass Déstruction - Civil Support Teartis (WMD CST) 478

d Transformatlon lnstallatlon Management (TIM) 8 B

6. g Agam these requrrement mcreases wxll requrre an adjustment to the FTS ramp _
e facilitate the ARNG's. abllxty to reach the new DA ngh Risk level. This’ adjustment WI"
E a]so enable the ARNG to program the. increased AGR requrrements inthe years ) i
' .~.necessary to support the 1mplementatlon tlme Imes for each mlssmn/mxtlatxve '

‘ 7 Three of the four. areas recommended by the FTS CoC (GMD HLS WMD-CS_T) fo
nc_reases are dlrectly tied. to the number one. pnonty of the: Nationaf: S' 'c:unty Strat
“Homeland Secunty/Defense ‘With the exception’of the' WMD-CST aréa, ‘We expe
. these requirements'to compéete for fundmg dunng the 05— 09 Mini-POM. Increased
. “requirements for WMD-CSTS is addressed in'the. FY 03 Natlonal Defense Authorizatior -
" - Act which requires the Secretary of Defense 1o come up ‘with- an lmplementatlon pla'

‘ "-'I-(w1th|n 180 days) io. establlsh orig WMD- :

: 8. The pomt of contact for thls memorandum is LTC Bellamy, (703) 693-31 09
'llver bellamy@hqda army mll .

Danlel B Dennmg
.Pnncspal Deputy‘Assxstant




DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1010 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1010

MAY 08 2015
The Honorable Terry E. Branstad The Honorable Dan Malloy
Co-Chair Co-Chair
Governor, State of lowa Governor, State of Connecticut
Des Moines, IA 50319 Hartford, CT 06106

- Dear Governor Branstad and Governor Malloy:

Thank you for your letter of March 12, 2015. 1 appreciate your views on the future of our
defense forces and the great collaboration we have with the Council of Governors and our Guard
and Reserve forces. For that reason, Secretary Carter and I firmly believe in, and are committed
to, the sustained exchange of candid views, information, and advice.

[ appreciate your concerns about the planned reductions to the Army National Guard
(ARNG) end strength. As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) is faced with tough
fiscal realities, and we have had to make some difficult choices. The DoD plans to reduce the
end strengths of the Regular Army and Army Reserve — as well as the Army National Guard.
We do want to manage the reductions smoothly. The timeline for the ARNG force reductions
mirrors the total Army's. If the Active Component reduces 40,000 soldiers from 490,000 to
* 450,000 by Fiscal Year 2017, the ARNG will reduce 15,000 from 350,000 to 335,000 by Fiscal
Year 2017. To mitigate these reductions, the President’s budget invests in near-term unit
readiness by adjusting the end strength reduction ramps. This, in turn, will increase funding to
improve home station training and training-related infrastructure. DoD’s goal is to reduce stress
on the force to the maximum extent possible, and we are looking at the issue seriously. To keep
you informed, I will discuss the results of DoD’s examination of the issues during the May 26,
2015, inter-session conference call.

Additionally, I understand your concern regarding the Army Aviation Restructuring
Initiative (ARI) and the change in composition of National Guard helicopter platforms. From a
homeland requirements perspective, DoD works with the National Guard Bureau to ensure that
we take into account your critical role in serving the citizens of your state and the type of
capabilities that may best fit your needs. We assess the UH-60 Black Hawks would be a more
suitable capability to support your state requirements. As we continue to better understand your
concerns, we could certainly use your perspective and view on this issue.

In order to best serve the nation, I agree with you that force structure changes should be
based on cost, value, mission capability along with other factors. With this in mind, I proposed
at the July 10, 2014, Council plenary meeting that a Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation-
led joint analytical tiger team examine the ARI and the National Guard Bureau alternative. The
tiger team’s conclusions, which I provided to the Council on December 2, 2014, found that the
ARI would provide more capability, at a higher readiness level, at a lower cost, and with less risk
than the National Guard Bureau alternative. Secretary Carter and I are committed to making
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sound, well-founded decisions, and I encourage you to provide any additional details or analysis
that may better inform the previous findings.

I understand that you would prefer that the National Commission on the Future of the
Army deliver its report prior to implementation of the ARI. Unfortunately, our current financial
resources make a delay difficult to support. Congress has authorized the transfer of up to 48 AH-
64 Apache helicopters after October 1, 2015. The report of the National Commission is due to
the President and the Congress by February 1, 2016; deferring any transfer until after this date
would further strain the Army’s fiscal resources. For this reason, I support the transfer of the
limited number of AH-64 Apaches from the Army National Guard to the Active component.

I share your view that the National Guard is a unique and critical state resource for
responding to disasters and emergencies. DoD is committed to providing support to states as
needed, and we will continue to make our substantial capabilities and capacities available for
responses to disasters and emergencies.

Thank you for your continued leadership on the Council of Governors. I believe it is
essential that we maintain this open dialogue for the defense of the nation. I look forward to our
continued work together.

myerely,
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