










06 JUN 09 
MEMORANDUM

From:   
To:       Deputy Director of Research and Scholarship

Via:      (1)
CDR Gregg Garbesi, USN, Faculty advisor and Division Internship Coordinator
             (2)
Professor Eloise Malone, Chair, Department of Political Science
Subj:  AFTER-ACTION REPORT FOR INTERNSHIP, SUMMER 2009
Ref:    (a)  COMDTMIDN/ACDEANINST 1531.73A

1.  Per reference (a), this after-action report is provided following an internship at the Center for Strategic and International Studies during the period 11 MAY 09 – 05 JUN 09.  My point of contact at CSIS was David Berteau, phone 202-775-3136.  

A.  Technical
1.  Title of Project:
 Lessons Learned Project (LLP)

- International Security Program – Defense Industrial Initiatives Group (ISP-DIIG)
Reforming the Officer Corps (ROC)

- International Security Program – Defense and National Security Group (ISP-DNSG)

2.  Objective:
LLP: The goal was to develop a cohesive list of lessons learned in respect to civilian contracting in Iraq. This project was undertaken at the request of the Secretary of Defense and for his department. The overall objective was to evaluate the process of hiring and supporting contractors in Iraq. Considerable attention was given to Iraqi state owned enterprises (SOEs), as well as Iraqi private sector development.
ROC: The goal of the this project was to prepare for the Secretary of Defense, service secretaries, and service chiefs an analysis of their future plans for the development of their officer corps in upcoming years. Each service, supported by civilian and military research groups, briefed on the needs of their service in the upcoming decades. Teams at CSIS were then assigned to look into each service and see how they were planning and preparing to meet those needs. 
3.  Approach:  For the LLP, my main task was to transcribe notes taken from briefings and interviews. The ROC project, I was tasked to support CAPT Maclay, USN in preparing the Navy’s future officer corps needs. Due to CAPT Maclay’s absence, a lot of responsibility for conducting the research was on me. This included conducting interviews with various personnel throughout the Navy, including several senior officers involved in leadership and officer development at USNA. In late July, I will be joining Dr. Leed in meeting with the CNO to discuss the progress of the project, as well as build upon his thoughts. 
Aside from the main projects, I worked at numerous events to include: the Future of the Office Corps Forum, panel discussions on President Obama’s approach to the DoD, talks on security and defense with respect to Pakistan and Afghanistan, and assisted the events hosting Generals Mattis (JFCOM) and Cartwright (VCJCS) and follow up panel discussions. Those events contributed greatly to the experience here.
4.  Accomplishments:

Accomplishments from CSIS have been less materialistic and more developmental. I learned an extraordinary amount in a relatively short period of time. It was a great opportunity to be able to look at the military and naval service on a strategic and national level, as opposed to the traditional junior officer perspective that we are drilled with at the Academy. More than probably any class have taught me at the Academy, this internship taught me to really think about how or military (and Navy especially) is organized, manned, equipped, trains, deploys, builds, defends, and every other aspect that plays into how the services function. While serving as a JO little of this will be pertinent, in the long term this has allowed me to better think about and plan for the future throughout my entire career. 
5.  Publications and/or Presentations:   
The main publication that I drafted was on the current “Strike Fighter Gap.” [Attached] It is to serve DIIG for use in their upcoming TACAIR series. A shorter version will be published and made available on the CSIS website under “current issues” in the near future. Research into the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), DD(X), CG(X), and CV(X) programs was conducted, but not published. This research was done independently as part of the “current issues” segment, separate from the “Lessons Learned Project.”
B.  Administrative

Working in Washington, D.C. provided many great opportunities during the internship. However, the lack of support from the Navy and Naval Academy in terms of lodging, food, and transportation was a large challenge. Having to stand duty at the academy while doing the internship would have detracted from the experience, thus living at the Academy was not a favorable option. It would have been great to have some help in getting lodging somewhere in D.C. or monetary support for such. For the four weeks, I ultimately had to commute from my sponsor’s residence in Edgewater, MD to the New Carrolton Metro station. Then take the metro to D.C. While that saved lodging costs, gas, metro fare and parking costs still were paid out of pocket. 

The commute would take approximately an hour door to door, but often would be longer in the evening due to traffic (the longest was over two hours). I’d be out the door at 0645 and return around 1830; typically I’d return around 2030 since I’d often go to USNA to workout before going home. While living at my sponsor’s I also shared some of the costs for food. Much of this could have been reduced if lodging would had I been provided with lodging in D.C., which would have ranged from $1,500-$5,000. 


Despite the lodging issue and commute, it added to the experience. While the days were long, that really wasn’t an issue since typical days during the AcYear would be just so. I do not regret having to pay out of pocket for everything, because the experience gained interning at CSIS was absolutely worth it. 
C.  Evaluation
1.  Relevance 
Interning at CSIS is relevant to my major of Political Science-International Relations, as well as my future career as a naval officer. A lot of what I have studied while at USNA and my time at Lafayette College in respect to American and international politics is seen firsthand. Further, you can be a part of it contributing to how the policymakers may act and look at less accessible sources on current issues. 
2.  Impact 

This experience directly affected my decision about service selection. It also impacted the way that I look at things and how they fit into the big picture. Even if as a JO I will be doing little at deterring the larger strategies, in understanding them, I believe I can better carry out my orders with their true intentions.
3.  Level of interest/challenge: 
Overall this was an exciting four weeks. While the numerous hours spent at the desk writing papers or transcribing notes were not so on the edge exciting, the opportunities to work the events and with all those here made it worth it. Everyone here has an interesting background or place they want to go, thus the office was a good mix of civilian, retired and active duty military and government workers. 
For someone who is interested in learning, this is a great opportunity for them. Much, however, depends on that persons own initiative. The opportunities were not handed out, merely available. To participate in many of the events, some of which were considered “closed”, all you had to do was ask and be a part of it. 
D.  Recommendation(s)
The time spent at this internship should: be longer; count for summer training credit; and funded. After speaking with several other interning midshipman from USNA, I’ve heard that their internships in actuality do not have them doing all that much-which makes me question why are they receiving training credit for contributing little to none to the Service and gaining nothing developmentally? This internship has a lot of potential for service contribution and development. If USNA or even the Department of the Navy would work with CSIS on planning what the midshipmen interns would be doing, the time spent here could easily be considered for training credit.
E.  Other
None.
Copy to:
Div Dir of Sponsoring Division  

Chair, Professional Programs

Div Dir, Professional Development Division

Encl.

Strike Fighter Gap 








26 MAY 2009
MIDN 1/C T. J. Zaccheo, USN

Developments over the past several years have presented the Department of Defense (DoD) with what could potentially become a significant threat to U.S. national security. The “fighter gap” or “strike fighter gap,” so called due to the deficit primarily in strike aircraft, threatens to limit U.S. air superiority and strike capabilities for the Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force. Production of fifth generation aircraft either delayed, as in the F-35 Lightening II JSF, or halted altogether, like the F-22 Raptor, creates a challenge for the DoD in its ability to sustain the required superiority and strike capabilities for the 21st Century.  However, several questions should be asked before this “strike fighter gap” is considered factual, not simply an erred projection. The first question should be if is there actually a “strike fighter” gap? Second, if so, how did the DoD or services not prepare for this? Third, is this a DoD, DON, Air Force, Navy or Marine Corps issue? Finally, what should the DoD, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force do to remedy the current situation?
Department of the Navy (DON) officials project a considerable gap in their fighter requirements, particularly amongst strike aircraft. They hold that the Carrier and Marine Air Wings are short on strike aircraft, and will increase with the retirement of older F/A-18 Hornets from active service. 
 According to NavyTimes, the “Navy’s stated requirement for strike fighter jets — now and in the future — is 1,056, the congressional staffer said.”
 “Air Force Lt. Gen. Daniel Darnell indicated his service could face an even larger deficit of needed fighters, possibly as large as "over 800 fighters" between 2017 and 2024. Darnell is the Air Force's deputy chief of staff for air, space and information operations, plans and requirements.” 
 Their claims thus stated, asks the question if they can be validated?

In April, 2007, the Government Accountability Office published a report concerning DoD’s failure to integrate their investments between the armed services in respect to their research and development (R&D), as well as numerous other factors, inhibiting deployment of equipment and platforms contracted for acquisition. Their report stated that, 

Looking forward, DOD does not have a single, comprehensive, and integrated investment plan for recapitalizing and modernizing fighter and attack aircraft. Lacking an integrated DOD-wide view of requirements, it is difficult to determine the extent of capability gaps and shortfalls, or, alternatively, duplication of capability. Rather, each military service operates largely within its own stovepipe to plan and acquire the resources needed to fill its individual force structure construct.

Lack of cooperation between the services in developing force structure was a serious flaw in DoD planning. While Navy and Air Force personnel contribute jointly on the development of the JSF, their wing requirements are unique (as are the aircraft variants themselves). The DoD should assess whether the Navy or Air Force should have primary responsibility for strike operations. Perhaps there is only a gap because both services are planning individually, while in actuality the Carrier Air Wings (CVW) may carry out the majority of strike missions or visa-versa. This would cause overlap during the projection of future capabilities. 

The DON, U.S. Navy & U.S. Air Force base their claims largely on the continued delay of the JSF program. 
 The F-35 was a concept developed during peacetime in the early 1990s. It was done under such a budget and environment;  that of the post-Cold War economic prosperity and relief from the imminent threat of World War III.  The two major campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq following the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks ended that peace. The F/A-18C/D Hornets and F/A-18E/F Super Hornets have been conducting more flight operations in conditions that make it increasingly difficult to maintain the aircraft; thus reducing their expected service lives. Wartime project development did not progress according to their projected schedules, while existing strike aircraft were to be retired according to schedule unless they undergone a life extension.  Lt. Gen. Donald Hoffman, USAF, military deputy to the service's acquisition chief, affirms this claiming that “[the gap] is all about the JSF production rate.” 
 

Two different cost estimates are backing the DoD’s projection of how many aircraft they can afford to purchase within their budget.  According to the GAO “the independent cost estimate was higher than the program office estimate because it also included (1) the alternate engine effort, (2) higher contractor engineering staff levels, (3) additional software growth, (4) an expanded flight test program, and (5) more labor hours to manufacture aircraft.”
 While the independent cost estimate may be higher, it is more realistic if the DoD is considering fielding a properly tested and capable fifth-generation aircraft. The DoD has been attempting to increase the F-35’s production schedule, but they must be careful not to sacrifice the quality of the aircraft simply to make the numbers work. The Navy requires a capable, but reliable aircraft. 


The Office of the Secretary of Defense Program Analysis and Evaluation (OSD-PA&E) recently argued that there is no “Strike Fighter Gap.” PA&E holds that there is an “excess Air Force strike fighter capacity, so the Navy shortfall doesn’t affect us strategically…”
 This position is not based on any production numbers, but rather based on strategic thinking. While it is an interesting argument, it does not look at the historical use of neither Navy or Air Force strike fighter squadrons, nor project how to alter our operational strategy to employ the Air Force strike fighter squadrons to fill where the Navy is unable to do so. 

Multiple cost estimates, range of dates and required numbers for Navy and Marine Corps fighter squadrons make it difficult to make a definitive statement on whether there is a strike fighter gap or not. There are some who acknowledge that there may be a gap, but seek further confirmation. The House Armed Services subcommittee on seapower put forth that the” Navy still must inspect hundreds of jets before it knows which ones can have their lives extended.”
  These inspections would allow the Navy to assess their existing inventory of Hornets and Super Hornets, therefore being able to determine how much potential service life is left in those aircraft. If more are retired than F-35 operational deployment can match, the “strike fighter gap” will emerge.
The answer to the question of whether this is a DoD, DON, Air Force, Navy or Marine Corps issue lies in the question itself. The Secretary of the Navy has been most vocal because the Navy is currently struggling to balance their budget with the adequate number of platforms necessary to accomplish their all the Navy’s required capabilities. A problem facing three services within the DoD, though ultimately places the responsible on the DoD and Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense, under U.S. Code Title 50, Chapter 15, § 401: “…to eliminate unnecessary duplication in the Department of Defense, and particularly in the field of research and engineering by vesting its overall direction and control in the Secretary of Defense…” 
 The service departments and services themselves should be guided by the DoD in their approach to this problem, and reassess the individual service requirements. 

If choosing to acknowledge a gap, the next step is the formulation of a response as to what to do to remedy the situation. There are several options, which include: extending the lifespan of active F/A-18C/D Hornets and F/A-18E/F Super Hornets; reactivate production of F/A-18E/Fs; increase production and acquisition of the F-35B/C; increase reserve contingents with fourth-generation aircraft to supplement active-duty; eliminate an aircraft carrier from our active-duty requirement; or do nothing. Many of these options have already been employed; however there is no full measure strategy. Mostly being reactionary measures to the threat of the gap, the services need forward looking plans to successfully confront this issue.

The option to extend lifespan of active fighters has already been employed. The older F/A-18C/D Hornets are having service extensions to keep them operable past their initial designated service lengths. While the aircraft may be less capable than its successors, increasing the number of active reserve squadrons and having them operate Hornets until the active squadron requirements could be met is an option. The Hornets should be restricted to strike missions, and allow the more capable Super Hornets and JSFs conduct the multi-role missions.  The greatest risk in keeping operational the Hornets is their ability to successfully accomplish the mission. Their initial deployment in the 1980s gives them a lengthy service life; the maintenance costs and reliability may not be worth the risk of keeping them active.. 

Senior navy leadership have sought to increase their strike fighter numbers by purchasing more F/A-18E/F Super Hornets variants.  Boeing is contracting new Super Hornets to the Navy, which are far cheaper than the JSF. The following table illustrates the massive cost difference between the three latest fighter aircraft in production:





Cost in millions USD (2009)
Total aircraft 
First full est. 
Current est.
 First full est.
Current est.

Joint Strike Fighter

206,410
244,772
2,866

2,456

F/A-18E/F Super Hornet
78,925 
51,787 
1,000 

493”

F-22A Raptor


88,134

73,723

648

184

Purchasing more F/A-18E/Fs for the Navy and F-22A for the Air Force may be more realistic options due to their lower costs. “Boeing has offered to sell the Navy 170 Super Hornets for about $49.9 million per aircraft.” 
 The Super Hornet has been tested, deployed and evaluated since its introduction in the 1990s. It is an aircraft that is still competitive in the world today, and possibly better solution for the Navy based on time and money. This does not go to say that there are no problems with this approach.

If the Navy plans to delay the JSF due to the requirement for more R&D time and go ahead with the purchase of the Super Hornets, which they’re planning on doing, risks still accrue. This is concerning many of the JSF contractor companies and customers, fearing that the Navy may be withdrawing from their investment in the program. 
 That would be a very serious error for the Navy for several reasons. First, because the JSF is the Navy and Marine Corps next generation aircraft, bringing necessary capabilities to the 21st Century battlefield that the Hornet and Super Hornets cannot. 

Secondly, the current inventory of Super Hornets they may have only about another 15-year of service left before their retirement. The Congressional Budget Office stated in their report that, “…after [2025], F/A-18E/Fs are projected to begin reaching the end of their service life. At that time, DoN could continue purchases of the JSF, extend the service life of the Super Hornets, or begin fielding a new aircraft.”
 Ultimately this does not solve the problem for the Navy would then have a fighter-gap in 15-years time, except it is left with far older aircraft in service than we have presently. 


Increasing production and acquisition of the F-35B/C is the most preferable option.  Production is still limited by two of the most prevalent economic factors throughout history, time and money. The JSF, particularly the Navy and Marine Corps variants, are extremely expensive as mentioned earlier. Nonetheless, the DoD continues to go ahead with increasing funding as a means of speeding up production. Defense Secretary Gates stated in respect to the increased budget for the JSF program that “this [$4 billion additional] commitment will accelerate the F-35’s development and testing regime to fix the remaining problems and begin rolling out these aircraft in quantity – more than 500 over the next five years, and more than 2,400 total for all of the services.”
 Aside from time and money, quality and quantity are major factors.


Quality of the JSF remained is still questionable. It is an untested platform for combat operations. According to representatives from Lockheed Martin, “’If asked, we do have the capacity to accelerate the production,’ spokesman John Kent said. However, there are no plans to accelerate the schedule, said Capt. Wade Knudson, the Navy’s Joint Strike Fighter program manager.”
 In accelerating production would the Navy risks fielding a far lower-quality product than they have invested in, and one which will most likely require additional maintained even after operation.  Captain Knudson’s position on the product acceleration does not correspond with Secretary Gates’ statement, further accentuating the disconnect between OSD-DON-Navy leadership. 


The options to eliminate one or more aircraft carriers from our active-duty requirement or do nothing are equally dangerous. While the latter may provide a solution to the “strike fighter gap,” removing one-or worse, two carrier strike groups from our active fleet order of battles would create a significant “gap” in the DoD’s ability to provide for our national security interests at home and abroad. The carriers are the principal components to the U.S. Armed Forces’ power projection capability. Unless the United States develops a Grand Strategy or reassess the extent to which it’s military is stretched thin conducting security and combat operations across the globe, the current number of active carriers are a necessity if not minimum. 


To do nothing is an option possible to some, but for all civilian and military persons responsible for the defense of the United States- it is not an option.

Conclusions:


Issues factored into the “strike fighter gap” and possible solutions span are across the entire spectrum-ranging from political to military to economical and business. Politically, the JSF was designed under peacetime circumstance and developed during wartime, thus affecting planning and priorities. Militarily, the quality versus quantity of the number of required aircraft, as well as balancing current and future mission requirements. This includes the debate between increasing production of either the F/A-18E/F or F-35B/C. Economically, cost vs. time, both in current and future projections. Finally, from a business perspective, the battle for DoD contracts between Lockheed Martin (F-35) and Boeing (F/A-18). These all considered leaves the DoD with a lot to think about before acting to fulfill our strike fighter requirements. 
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