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Defense PRlanping Guidance, FY 1994-1999 (U)

¢

(U) This Defense Planning Guidance addresses the fundamentally
new situation which has been created by the collapse of the Soviet
Union -- the disintegration of the internal as well as the
external empire, and the discrediting of Ceommunism as an ideology
with global pretensions and influence. The new international
environment has also been shaped by the victory of the United
States &nd its Coalition allies over Iraqi aggression -- the first
post-Cold War conflict and a defining event in U.S. global
leadership. In addition tc these two great successes, there has
been a less visible one, the integration of the leading
democracies into a U.S.-led system of collective security and the
creation of a democratic “"zone of peacge.”

(U} Our fundamental strategic position and choices are therefore
very different from those we have faced in the past. The policies
that we adopt in this new situation will set the nation's
direction for the next century. Guided by a fundamentally new
defense strateqgy, we have today a compelling opportunity to meet
our defense needs at lower cost. BAs we do so, we must not
squander the position of security we achieved at great sacrifice
through the Cold War, nor eliminate our ability to shape the
future security environment in ways favorable to us and those who
share our values.

I. DEFENSE POLICY GOALS (U)

(U} The national security interests of the United States are
enduring, as outlined in the President’s 1991 Natiopnal Security
Strategy Report: the survival of the United States as a free and
independent nation, with its fundamental values intact and its
institutions and people secure; a healthy and growing U.S. economy
to ensure opportunity for individual prosperity and resources for
national endeavors at home and abroad; healthy, cooperative and
politically vigorous relations with allies and friendly nations;
and a stable and secure world, where political and economic
freedom, human rights and democratic institutions flourish.

(U) These national security interests can be translated into four
mutually supportive strategic goals that guide our overall defense
efforts:

. Our most fundamental goal is to deter or-defeat attack from

whatever source, against the United States, its citizens and
forces, and to honor our historic and treaty commitments.

SECREL/NOFORN——-R—F+—=

~enradurrinn {e nrnhihired wirhnut exnress cnncent af affira nf Ariode



Y 4716792 SEEREBEANOFORN-—7—r2—r— 2

. The second goal is to strengthen and extend the system of
defense arrangements that binds democratic and like-minded
nations together in common defense against aggression, builds
habits of cooperation, avoids the renationalization of
security policies, and provides security at lower costs and
with lower risks for all. Our preference for a collective
response to preclude threats or, if necessary, to deal with
them is a key feature of our regional defense strategy.

* The third goal 1s to preclude any hostile power from
dominating a region critical to our interests, and also
thereby to strengthen the barriers against the reemergence of
a global threat te the interests of the U.S. and our allies.
These regions include Europe, East Asia, the Middle
East/Persian Gulf, and Latin America. Consolidated,
nondemocratic control of the resources of such a critical
region could generate a significant threat to our security.

. The fourth goal is to reduce sources of regional instability
and limit wviolenece should conflict occur, by encouraging the
spread and consolidation of democratic government and open
economlic systems, and discouraging the spread of destructive
technology, particularly of weapons of mass destruction, To
this end, we must encourage other nations to respect t%%’rule
of law and each other’s economic, social, ethnic, and oond Fhe meonr

political interests. Yo Lol vl e

{U) To reach these goals, the United States must show the
leadership necessary to encourage sustained cooperation among
major democratic powers. The alternative would be to leave our
critical interests and the security of cur friends dependent upon
individual efforts that could be duplicative, competitive, or
ineffective. We must also encourage and assist Russia, Ukraine,
and the other new republics of the former Soviet Union in
establishing democratic political systems and free markets so they
too can join the democratic “zone of peace.”

{U) A collective response will not always be timely and, in the
absence of U.S. leadership, may not gel. While the United States
cannot become the world’s policeman and assume responsibility for
solving every international security problem, neither can we allo
our cCritical interests to depend solely on international
mechanisms that can be blocked by countries whose interests may be
very different from our own. Where our allies interests are
directly affected, we must expect them to take an appropriate
share of the responsibility, and in some cases play the leading
role; but we must maintain the capabilities for addressing
selectively those security problems that threaten our own
interests. Such capabilities are essential to our ability to
lead, and should international support prove sluggish or
inadeguate, to act independently, as necessary, to protect our
critical interests, f\aveavea} histee Skjﬁeffr-fﬁmd’Q‘@& e
lw%m“‘k%o(}wu{ﬁkﬁf\:l echon (£ moTt /:ézpﬁj o Come about af @
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(U} We cannot lead if we fail to maintain the high quality of our
forces as we reduce and restructure them. As a nation we have
never before succeeded in pacing reductions without endangering
our interests. We must proceed expeditiously, but at a pace that
avoids breaking the force or sending misleading signals about our
intentions to friends or potential aggressors. An effective
reconstitution capability is important as well, since it signals
that no potential rival could gquickly or easily gain a predominant
militery position,

{U3) At the end of World War I, and again to a lesser extent at
the end of World War TI, the United States as a nation made the
mistake of believing that we had achieved a kind of permanent
security, that a transformation of the security order achieved
throcugh extraordinary American sacrifice could be sustained
without our leadership and significant American forces. Today, a
great challenge has passed; but other threats endure, and new ones
will arise. If we reduce our forces carefully, we will be left
with a force capable of implementing the new defense strategy. We
will have given ourseives the means to lead commen efforts to meet
future challenges and to shape the future environment in ways that
will give us greater security at lower cost.

II. THE REGIONAL DEFENSE STRATEGY (U}

a. Begional Fogus (U)

(U) The demise of the global threat posed by Soviet Communism
leaves America and its allies with an unprecedented opportunity to
preserve with greater ease a security environment within which our
democratic ideals can prosper. We can shift our defense planning
from a focus on the global threat posed by the Warsaw Pact to a
focus on the less demanding regional threats and challenges we are
mere likely to face in the future. 1In this way, we can work to
shape the future environment and to preclude hostile nondemocratic
powers from dominating regions critical to us. This same epprcach
will also work to preclude the emergence of a hostile power that
could present a global security threat comparable to!the one the
Soviet Union presented in the past. In so doing we can provide
the underpinnings of a peaceful international order in which
nations are able to pursue their legitimate interests without fear
of military domination.

{Cl] In this more secure international environment there will be
enhanced opportunities for political, economic, environmental,
social, and security issues to be resolved through new or
revitalized international organizations, including the United
Nations, or regional arrangements. But the world remains
unpredictable and well-armed, causes for conflict persist, and we
have not eliminated age-old temptations for nondemocratic powers
to turn to force or intimidation tc achieve their ends. We must

SECRETNOFORN—— R xF2
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not stand pack and allow a new global threat to emerge or leave a
vacuum in a region critical to our interests. Such a vacvum could
make countries there feel vulnerable, which in turn can lead to
excessive military capapbilities and an unsteady balance of one
against another. If we do stand back it will be much harder to
achieve the enhanced internaticnal cooperation for which we hope.

B. Underxlying Strategic Copncepts (U}

{U) The Department of Defense does not decide when our nation
will commit force. However, decisions today about the size and
characteristics of the forces we are building for tomorrow can
influence whether threats to our interests emerge and, if they do
emerge, whether we are able to decisively defeat them. Four
concepts illustrate this relationship.

{Uy Planning for Uncertainty. An unavoidable challenge for
defense planners is that we mus: start development today of forces
to counter threats stil!l so distant into the future that they
cannot be confidently predicted. Events of the last few years
demonstrate concretely how quickly and unexpectedly political
trends can reverse themselves. Our ability to predict becomes
even worse as the time frame becomes longer.

(U} Yet decisions about military forces cannot be based on a
short-term planning heorizon. The military capabilities that we
have today and the ones we will have for the next few years are
largely the product of decisions made a decade ago. Much of the
capability that we are eliminating now cannct be restored guickly,
and cuts that are precipitous will do long-lasting damage even to
the capabilities that remain. Thus, even if we had great
confidence in our proijections of the security environment for the
next two or three years, we should not base defense planning on
such a relatively short time horizon.

(U) We are building defense forces today for & future that is
particularly uncertain, given the magnitude of recent changes in
the security enviroament. Fundamentally, we are striving to
provide a future President with the capapilities five, ten or
fifteen years from now to counter threats or pursue interests that
cannot be defined with precision today.

(U) Shaping the Future Secugrity Enviropment. America cannot
base its future security merely on a shaky record of prediction or
even a prudent recognitior of uncertainty. Scund defense planning
seeks as well to help shape the future. Our strategy is designed
to anticipate and to encourage trends that advance U.S, security
objectives in the future. This is not simply within our means; it
is c¢ritical to our future security.

{U) The containment strateqy we pursued for the past forty years

successfully shaped the worid we see today. By our refusal to be
intimidated by Soviet military power, we and ocur allies molded a

SECRET/NOFORN——-—R——F=
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worid in which Communism was forced to confront its
contradictions. Even as we and our allies carried the defense
burden required in_the Cold War, democracy was able to develop and
flourish.

(U} ©ne of the primary tasks we face today in shaping the future
is carrying long standing alliances intc the new era, and turning
old enmities into new cocperative relationships. If we and other
leading democracies continue to build a democratic security
community, a much safer world is likely toc emerge. If we act
separately, many other problems could result. If we can assist
former Warsaw Pact countries, including republics of the former
Soviet Union, particularly Russia and Ukraine, in choosing a
steady course of democratic progress and reduced military forces
subject to responsible, civilian democratic contrcl, we will have
successfuily secured the fruits of forty years of effort. Our
goal should be to bring a democratic Russia and the other new
democracies into the defense community of democratic nations, so
that they can become & force for peace not cnly in Europe but also
in other critical regions of the world.

{(U) Cooperative defense arrangements enhance security, while
reducing the defense burden for everyone. In the absence of
ffective defense cooperation, regional rivalries could lead to
tensions or s2ven hostilities that would threaten to bring critical
regions under hostile domination. It is not in our interest or
those of the other democracies to return to earlier periods in
which multiple military powers balanced one another off in what
passed for security structures, while regional, or even global
peace hung in the balance. As in the past, such struggles might
eventually force the U.S. at much higher cost to protect its
interests and counter the potential development of a new global
threat. ‘

(U) Maintaining highly capable forces is critical to sustaining
the U.S. leadership with which we can shape the Ifuture. Such
leadership supports collective defense arrangements and precludes
hcstile competitors from challenging cur critical interests. Our
fundamental belief in democracy and human rights gives other
nations confidence that we will use our significant military power
only as a force for peaceful democratic progress.

(U) Strategic Depth. America's strategic position is stronger
than it has been for decades. Today, there is no global
challenger to a peaceful democratic order. There are no
significant hostile alliances. To the contrary, the strongest and
most capable countries in the world remain our friends. The
threat of global, even nuclear war, once posed by massive Warsaw
pPact forces poised at the inner German bcrder, first receded
hundreés of miles east and has since transformed into the promise
of a new era of strategic cooperation.

-SEGRE%W
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{U) Not only has our position improved markedly with respect to
the passing of a giobhal challenge, but ocur strategic position has
improved in regional contexts as well. Today, no region of the
world critical to ocur interests is under hostile, nondemocratic
domination. Near-term threats in c¢ritical regions are small,
reiative to our capabilities and those of our friends and allies.
Soviet Communism no longer exacerbates local conflicts, and we
need no longer be concerned that an otherwise remote problem could
affect the balance of pcwer between us and a hostile global
challenger. We have won great depth for our strategic position.

{(U) In this regard, it is important to note the effect on our
strategy of the fact that the internaticnal system is no longer
characterized by Cold War bi-polarity. The Cold War required the
United States and its allies to be prepared to contain the spread
of Soviet power on a global basis. Developments in even remote
areas could affect the United States’ relative position in the
world, and therefore often required a U.S. response. The United
States remains a nation with global interests, but we must
reexamine in light of the new defense strategy whether and to what
extent particular challenges engage our interests. These changes
and the growing strength of our friends and allies will a2llow us
to besselective in determining the extent to which U.,§. forces
must pe committed to safeguard shared interests.

mo,\/\(,a
(U} The first major conflict of the post-Cold War era preserved
our strategic position in cne of the regions of the world critical
€6 our interests. OQOur success in organizing an international
coalition in the Persian Gulf against Saddam Hussein kept a
critical regiocn from the control of a ruthless dictator bent on
developing nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and harming
Western interests. Instead of a more radical Middle. East/Persian
Gulf region under Saddam's influence, Saddam struggles to retain
control in Iraq, Irag’s dangerous military has been greatly
damaged, our ties with moderate states are stronger,y,and Arabs and
Israelis have for the first time in many years met ¥o discuss

peace. Gl Plows ta ad'&%%a‘f awountt ot reasancble :‘W"'e‘s}

(U) Our strategy is designed to preserve this position by keepingfw“”/
our alliances strong and our threats small. Our tools include g
political and economic measures and others such as security
assistance, military-to-military contacts, humanitarian aid and
intelligence assistance, as well as security measures to prevent
the emergence of a nondemocratic aggressor in critical regions.

We bring to this task our considerable moral influence as the
world's leading democracy. We can provide more security at a
reduced cost. If a hostile power sought to present a regional
challenge again, or if a new, antagonistic global threat or
alliance emerged in the future, we would have the ability to
counter it. But the investments required to maintain the
strategic depth that we won through forty years of the Cold War
are much smaller than those it took to secure this strategic depth
or those that would be required if we lost it.

SECREFANOFORN——D—F—a—5—8
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(U) Continued U.§, Leadership. U.S. leadership, essential for
the successful resoclution of the Cold War, remains critical to
achieving our long—~term goals in this new era. The United States
continues to prefer to address hostile, nondemocratic threats to
our interests wherever possible through collective security

efforts that take advantage of the strength of our allies and
friends. However, sustained U.S. leadership will be essential for
maintaining those alliances and for otherwise protecting our
interests. S :

{U) The sense that regional aggressicn could be opposed by the
U.S. will be an important factor in inducing nations to work
together to stabilize crises and resist or defeat aggression. For
most countries, a general interest in international stability and
secerity will not be enough to induce them to put themselves at
risk simply in the hope that others will join them. Only a nation
that is strong enough to act decisively can provide the leadership
needed to encourage others to resist aggression. Collective
security failed in the 1930s because no strong power was willing
to provide the leadership behind which less powerful countries
could rally against Fascism. It worked in the Gulf because the
United States was willing and able to provide that leadership.
Thus, even when a broad potential coalition exists, leadership
will be necessary to actualize it.

{U} The perceived capability of the U.S. to act independently, if
necessary, is thus an important factor even in those cases where
we do not actually do so. It will not always be incumbent upon us
to assume a leadership role. 1In some cases, we will promote the
assumption of leadership by others, such as the United Nations or
regional organizations. But we will not ignore the need to be
prepvared to protect our critical interests and honor our
commitments with only limited additional help, or even alone, if
necessary. A future President will thus need to have options that
will allow him to lead and, where the international reaction
proves sluqggish or inadequate, to act tp protect, our c¢ritical .
interests, In e end , yaere & a0 cmWodichon bofureen (S (eader

o mujf(ﬂz_f al acfiem ke si‘frcj :ﬁk.ow{s ,!; (s preccely U.S. ead@mbp 13 Fhe receisa-y
(U}p't}f wa“nat%an,e%%c' t;i?e‘ p%f.‘&q dﬁégrf§ g‘n' the past for letting our
capabilities fall and our will be questioned. There is 3 momenpf--'““""
in time when a smaller, ready force can preclude an arms race, é\gﬂﬂﬁﬂ_ﬂ_,,
hostile move or a conflict. Once los:t, that moment cannot be

recaptured by many thousands of scldiers poised on the edge of

combat. Our efforts to rearm and to understand our danger before

World War II came too late to spare us and others a global .
conflagration. Five years after our resounding global victory in

World War II, we were nearly pushed cff the Korean peninsula by a

third rate pocwer. We erred in the past when we failed to plan

forces befitting our role in the world. And we paid dearly for

QUIr error.

(U) Our defense program for FY 19%4-1999 must provide the ready
forces, the mobility, the forward presence and strength to

SECRETANOFORN—P—RAFT
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launch remains and may actually increase through this decade. The
new technology embodied in the SDI program has made ballistic
missile defense capability a realistic, achievable, and affordable
concept. We need to deploy missile defenses not only to protect
curselves and our forward deployed forces, but also to have the
ability to extend protection to others., Like “extended
deterrence” provided by our nuclear forces, defenses can
contribute to a regime of “extended protection” for friends and
allies and further strengthen a democratic security community.
This is why, with the support of Congress, as reflected in the
Missile Defense Act of 1891, we are seeking to move toward the day
when defenses will protect the community of naticns embracing
democratic values from international outlaws armed with ballistic
missiles. iwho egunet ntcé’iraftf‘j be &Q,{Q.r‘fQCQ L:} op;‘b»&me wa&es Q}G'V\Q
: Qaam:«ﬁ l'l'lu"-"-qJ hrikzs )
Uy  <$imtrved ¢§ployment of defensesawill also be arn integral
element of our efforts to curtail ballistic missile proliferation.
Defenses undermine the military utility and thus the cost
effectiveness of such systems and should serve t¢ dampen the
incerntive to acquire ballistic missiles.

{0} In the decade ahead, we must adopt the right combination of
deterrent forces, tactical and strategic, while creating the
proper balance between offense and active defense to mitigate risk
from weapons of mass destructiébn and their means of delivery,
whatever the source. For now this requires retaining ready forces
for a secure nuclear deterrent, including tactical forces. In
addition, we must complete needed offensive modernization and
upgrades. These offensive forces need to be ccmplemented with
early introduction of Limd allistic missile defense
y Limited ballist %L~aé.myﬁ fomr do bk

{U) FEeorward Presepnce. Our forward presence helps to shape the ’
evolving security environment, We will continue to rely on
forward presence of U.5. forces to show U.S. commitment and lend
credibility to our alliances, to deter aggression, enhance
regional stability, promote U.S. influence and access, and, when
necessary, provide an initial crisis response capability. Forward
presence 1s vital to the maintenance of the system of collective
defense by which the United States has been able to work with our
friends and allies to protect our security interests, while
minimizing the burden of defense spending and cof unnecessary arms
competition. The role that forward presence plays in the regional
defense strategy is ocutlined in the paragraphs below. Regionally-
specific pelicy issues are treated in detail in Part III,

“"Regional Goals and Challenges.” Programmatic guidance on the
subiect is given in Part IV. ‘ -

{Uy we should plan to continue a wide range of forward presence
activities, including not only overseas basing of forces, but
prepositioning and periodic deployments, exercises, exchanges or
visits. Forward basing of forces and the prepositioning of
equipment facilitate rapid reinforcement and enhance the
capability to project forces inte vital strategic areas.

SECRET/NOFORN—TD =Tt
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siissszeese--nt We will continue to encourage

oo :::::' 'in particular to assume greater
eSponsibliity sharing, urging both to increase prudently their
efensive capabilities to deal with threats they face and to

assume a greater share cf financial support for U. S forward

4

ithheld from public release
under statutory authority
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:

deployed forces that contribute to their security. h.________:
contributicns in securing maritime approaches is one example. We
will also persist in efforts to ensure an equitable, two-way flow
of technology in our security cooperation with advanced allies

¥

such ! .; We must plan to continue to safeguard critical
SLOCS 1inkIng Tus to our allies and trading partners.

(U} The East Asia Strategy Initiative of April 1890 remains the
framework for adjustments to our forward-deployed forces in the
region. Because our Pacific friends and allies are assuming
greater responsibility for their defense, we can restructure cur
forces and reduce the number of ground and support forces forward
depioyed there. As Phase I of our planned withdrawals we
anticipate tnat more than 25,000 troops will be withdrawn from
bases in East Asia by December 1992. This includes the withdrawal
from the Philippines. Plans to remove additional forces froms

L ___oahave been suspended while we address the problem posed by
thé""""""--'--""-"-'“ In time we will lock te
1m§1ement Phases {I and IIT of the East Asla Strategy Initiative,
with the objective of keeping substantial forces forward deployed
in Asia for the foreseeable future.

FOIA S USC §552(b)(5)

™) Despite recent positive trends toward political

Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
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liberalization and market-oriented economic reforms, the East Asia

| and Pacific region continues to be burdened by several legacies of 7

5| the Cold War: the Soviet annexation of the Northern Territorlg?f“”?7 Boons

| the civision of thep el ' The end

&| Communism in EuxOpe is 1ikely to bring pressure on ‘remaining

S| Compunist regimes with unknown consequences for regloqqg_____'

- stability. We should cqptinue to pursue the opening, ______but

<|also should ensure that, _ .has the_ mode{qhggg_ggqqqgﬂfs needed

olto defend itself as provided by the'__________________J (hﬂﬁ_dw,,_
QOur most active regional secarity concern remains the

conventional military threat posed by North Korea to our treaty
ally, the Republic of Korea., Our concerns are intensified by
North Korea's efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction and
delivery systems. Although we have begqun some reductions in our
forces as part of shifting greater responsibility to our ally, we
must maintain sufficient military capabllltles together with the
Republic of Korea to deter aggression by the North or to defeat it
should deterrence fail. Our overall objective with regard to the
Korean peninsula is to support its peaceful unification on terms
acceptable to the Korean people. We should plan to maintain an
alliance relationship with a unified democratic Korea,

() The emergence of ASEAN as an increasingly influential
regional actor has been an important positive development.

SECRET/NOFORN—TDR—¥F%
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will increase our presence compared to Lhe pre-crisis period, We

will want to have the capabilify to return forces quickly o the

reqgion $hould that_ever be skcessary. This will_enta_i_l_ increased
- . -
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2 Sud contrel, and comm’m—ﬁatxons; and a robust naval presence.  Wa will
'ﬁ & 2 also strengthen our biiateral security ties znd encourage active
& %* = g regional collective defense.
2 ER
= fxs ; .
2EED & We can strengthen stability throughout the region DY m m = =
b sustaining and improving the self-defense capabilities of o '
- g < - LA LI R -~ P - - e o
L gQ other regicnal friends. The United States
R RPN - o - ; . L
=g 20 is committed €O theg tand to maintaining the
Al alitative edge that 1S Critacel tof o -os==sS=fsw===i
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T g & . AU the same time, our

assistance to ocurd’ ™ " - O defend themselves against
aggression alsc strengthens security throughout the rfegion,
including ford® ™7 =2

- EE Gm e e
(U We can help ocur friends meet thelr legitimate defensive needs
with 0.5. foreign milizdry sales without jeopeardizing power
balances in the region. We will tailor our security assistance
programs to enable our friends to bear better tLhe burden of
defense and to facilitate scandardization and interoperability of
recipient councry forces with ocur. own, We must focus these
programs Lo enable ouy regional friends to modeznize their forces,
upgrade their defense doctrines and planning, and acquire
essential defensive capabilities,

AU/ We will build on existing bBilateral cies and negotiate
multilateral agreements to enhance military sccess and
prepositioning arrangements and other types of defense
cooperation. These protocdols will streng:hen and broaden the
individual and collective defense of friendly states.

(U] The infusion of new and improved corventional arms and the
proliferation of baliistic missiles and weapons of wass I
destruction during the past decade have dramatically increased (_,_r__‘-———
offensive capabilities and the potential danger from future wars

throughout the region. We will ¢ontinue to work with all regiona

states to- reduce military expenditures for offensive weaponsi-r

reverse the proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological

weapansg and long~range missilesy prevernt the transfer of

militarily significant technology §nd reaources Lo states which

might threaten U.S. friends or ups¢r the reglonal dalance of

power,

under statutory authority

of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

Withheld from public release

e

L We will seek constructive, cooperative relations with
strive to moderate tensions between them and

]
%ritxé‘aﬂd'r'tb'prevent the further development of T OET ¥
/ on the subcontirent. Ia this regard, we shculd?wozk ip South Asia
/ wBGpms o man dactructin
IR LT s,m,%mm* DRAFT

Valuobie vehue . e e ‘*C;f.‘:wu Bomtval wﬁm}ﬁf”“"& reRibichad ca M6 feaod oflovs a

€ Yo work webs fy  depclin, duppfidrs 08 fpacdntosal pumqsens
e f"ﬁlo« {as im g &—ﬂcdc.;z 175 widdi® Eqct prear m:,tjo/ tffﬁ.ng’“ V4o GEa Tl et

- - eowwm-

&


http:1~-::-e~eee'EleF"h�.um
http:bi~ate.al

under statutory authority
lof the Department of Defense

Withheld from public release

FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

4/16/92 SEERET/NOFORN- -- F T
Y and 74: adopt tmbdeac bmjmg aacﬁ o?“Ker meefyres a”e.rfgnecé‘ %o
oluce preceures -h‘q 15 arms facer o e cctual yse of grm
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their nucldar ener facilities under IAEA safe uards

dqr_energy S
{U) The presence of drug production and trafficking and instances
of international terrorism complicates our relations with regional
countries, We will contribute to U.S. counter-terrorism
initiacives and support the efforts cf U.S. counter-narcotics
agencies in the region in their mission to curtail the drug trade.

D. Latin Bmerica and the Caxibbean (U) : {ijjfjjjjl
{Uy In Latin America and the Caribbean, the United States seeks ' -

to sustain the extraordinary democratic progress of the last
decade and maintain a stable security environment. As in the
past, the focus of U.S. security policy is assisting democractic
consaolidation and the efforts of the democratic nations in the
regicn to defend themselves against the threat posed by insurgency
and terrorism and foster democratic consolidation. 1In addition,
the United States must assist its neighbors in combating the
instability engendered by illicit drugs, as well as continuing
efforts to prevent illegal drugs from entering the United States.

(&) Absent a change in regime; Cuba will pose an area of special
concern for the United States throughout the 1990s. Despite
Cuba’s rapid economic decline, Castro will retain the hostile
intent that has for decades sought to undermine democratic
progress in Central and South America and a disproporticnately-~
large military which, despite dec¢lining readiness, could threaten
regional stability. Cuba’'s growing domestic c¢risis holds out the
prospect for positive change, but over the near- to mid-term,

Cuba's tenuous internal situation could generate new challenges co
U.S5. policy.

W) The situation in Central America will remain 2 concern. In El
Salvador, we seek the successful implementation of the agreement
reached by the Salvadoran government and the FMLN. We alsc segk
peaceful resolution of the conflict in Guatemala. In Panama, we
seek Lo strengthen their democratic institutions. Our programs
there must also provide the capabilities to meet U.S.
responsibilities under the Panama Canal Treaties, including
defense of the Canal after 19993,

&) The small island-states of the eastern Caribbean remain
vulnerable to destabilization. We should explore ways of
strenqthening the Easterp . Caribkean Regional Security System and
assist it 1n 1m9rov1n9'

[

- o oo oo oo oo §

-

(U} We will face new difficulties maintaining a ground presence
in Latin America. Following implementation of the Panama Canal
treaty, we will have no permanent bases on the Latin America .
mainland. The general trend toward democratization and peace 1in

SPORET/NOFORN -- DR AF T
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Excess Equipment Stocks and:

{8} The DPG programming guidance directs the Services to
"program for--or alternatively, itemlize and ceost in a POM
addendum~-—assets to enable reconstitution of ... combat capable
forces ....” This guidance intends for the Services to maintain
"cadre~type™ units, or production restart capacity for current
systems, or to consider long-term storage or "mocthballing™ of
combat vehicles, airplanes, and ships leaving the force. We expect
this form of “smart layaway” to be a low-cost hedge against future
reconstitution threats. If relatively near-term force expansion
were required we will have made best use of our earlier
investments by preserving the option to build forces around what,
in most cases, is still modern and usable equipment.

(STHE) Another factor that should influence our consideration
of a smart layaway program is the idea that this_same equmpment

f_jéé)%iyfg?__ylfgggmmscondnnnns,L____*J___________,

e cmmmmep - . .__._.afacing a particularly urgent or
Uranticipated threat. iIn this case, assets that were set aside for
?33_9595 of reconstitution could be made availables "~ " 7777771

- M W WA oW e W - - o o a ='--.---—--.

e mmmmmm————— L LR P L P .+ This would
DrOVlde us an instrument to lnfluence ox shépe events by

strengthening the military Capabillty‘;___________-____land
tne;eby furthering deterrence, Perhaps more importantly it might
gltlmatel.‘z- help to preglude the direct involvement of American
OI’CEES C Y

¥

- R AN W TN AR W W e e o o o wm owowm m

TS&‘Our view of this concept is that we should not set aside
more equipment than we might reasonably expect to use for our own
reconstitution efforts. And we would want to be guarded in
anytning but very general references to the thought of a future
TR oI oIIIT I 4 for fear of unsettling other initiatives we
may have underway or of prejudging what we would hope to be a more
positive outcome, This is the same reason we may not wish to make
some of this equipment available nows .. ___----==-=-"°="°""""!
But like the "hedge” that a?"""'

r—--‘------—-----—--l

:- program provides for the

- e oW W
------"-------—-----

reconstitution of our own forces, ™" !
arrangements could help to defuse an emergingy.__ . .........
situation, show our commitment to the concept of democracy and our
unwillingness to accept aggression or military intimidation, and

make productive, yet highly leveraged use of our earlier military

' investments.

8y The DPG Policy and Strategy section will make reference

to this concept in the last sentence of the paragraph that
follows:

e will plan to reconstitute with forces tailored to
exploit new high-leverage technologies, operational concepts,
Or strategies; to exploit vulnerabilities unique to a

-SEERE P/ HOFORN—CLOEE—BOLD
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particular adversary or situaticn; or to reflect role
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iiecigllzatmn LU m N for the reconstitution threat. As
reduce our defense establishment, we have the unlque
opportunlty tg preserve selectlve;y through such meansr

access to selected long*lead elements of our ca
pacity to
rebuild that would also offer timely availability 1ny»he
;mmedxate future, if needed. These same_assets might also
..".‘..‘.?E'Ef‘;l in providing timely support L __ - ----"
- acin ""'"‘--------l
threst. g a greatly increased or unanticipated

FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

hen (8 We believe this is an important factor to bear in mind

o Soiznilderlng_}P§_§qﬁ}§§§§;1ty of maintaining excess egquipment

A orm of.______q____,____._ We_do not_feel it _is an argument

do e used against 3ud1c10u31____ tor for

Biitigy;ng or otherwise eliminating cleafﬁ}-aﬁféﬁEéa equipment.

20 gainegeixiﬁriggtieé the idea that there are various benefits to
intaining excess equipmen ial

reconstitution purposes, quipment stocks for potential

Prepared by: Andrew R. Hoehn, OPDUSD/S&R, x78478
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9’{"0!/ DPG DRAFT -~ POSSIBLE MAJOR ISSUES 12ApR 1932
: Possible Major Issues for SecDef/DepSecDef note
Lo . .
{!H{ﬁ * Z Brigades for possible, ____________________!(p. 31)
‘ *» Pivotal to our ability to defend in'! ___ !absent other access
¢+ Military likely to object on grounds of warfighting risk, /
inflexibility, cost. (Would: _ 1pay for equipment?)
2.8 _ *+ Issue also appears in MRC-East scenario. statement of objective
fE22 |
s£0F|+ Dorward Presence, Navy/USMC (also Air Force?) (p. 30-31)
EESE: *« New guidance to be.able to maintain increased CENTCOM presence
£ g £9 for long term {(above CJICS RAugust '91 message) /
ég%?g *+ Navy/USMC may raise PERSTEMPQO pressures (tacit end strength
ggi‘:’; reclama, esp. USMC?), and flag resulting Europe presence cuts
§ §§Bﬁ *+ Also dislike "explore...homeporting...and innovative presence”
2

+ XZotal Force paragraphs (p. 15, 28) \/
*»+ Rejects traditional "maintain as small an AC as possible..
*+ Aim of "minimize casualties...”; "assume callup when required”

Separate background provided on:

*+ & "pillars” (p. 27, 35 ff.)
«+ New formulation is sound, but may face general resistance /
*+ Order between Sustainability and R&D may be issue?
++ New "Infrastructure and Overhead" pillar may be red flag

« New Acquisition Approach (p. 38, 40) : /
*+ OUSD/A provided a rewrite, with less emphasis on change
*+ Current draft instead draws heavily on DepSecDef/SecDef words

Other Possible Issues (for USD(P)/PDUSD(S4R) to note for now)

+ Reconstitution target levels (p. 34) /
e+ Navy/USAF objected to draft as unstudied (stonewalling?)
*+ Later ok'd equal or higher targets for stockpile scenario

- . * Sustainability days of supply levels (p. 37)
FEYD e+ P&L raised ‘"_'_'_'_'_':::fjpg_xgh_o_lg: force in an earlier paper; /
SERE then one scenarm, __________ Yfor other units, for the DPG
ZE30 *» DPG sticks with | ____jas yardstick, -like strategy/base force
é’.g%g ++ Exact levels now affordable remain unanalyzed; DPG mandates a
f2E2 confident estimate as a floor, calling for more if affordable
5 @ g
g%‘g%é » Test apd Evaluation assets funding targets (p. 40)
Z8EE *+ OUSD/A input detailed 0% real growth, 15% cost reduction

*++ Services objected; details were deleted; now USD/A may cbiect

+ Installations Investment at "non-core" bases (p. 43) //
*++ Services object to denying MilCon for bases likely to close;

say appears to prejudge Base Closeure process
«+ DASD/P&L, GenCounsel staff say guidancg congistent with law
*+ R&P reading sees guidance as both prudeatr gnd legal

e Ay 1.1 VY
DECLASSIFIED UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE INTERAGENCY Pec $#4
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E.O. 13526, SECTION 5.3(b)(3)
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New Policy Directions
Noted in Draft Defense Planning Guidance

Policy and Strategy Section

+ Preclude hostile, nondemocratic¢ domination of regions [Europe,
Fast Asia, andthe Persian Gulf)] critical to our interests, and
thereby strengthen the barriers against the reemergence of a
global threat {(pp.3 and 12; see also pp.l19, 31, and 39).

*+ Lead to a security community that extends to all peace-loving
nations, including the new democracies of Eastern Europe and a
democratic Russia, Ukraine, and other democracies of the former
Soviet Union (p.3; see also pp.7, 32 and 33).

* It is not in our interest -or those of the other democracies to
return to earlier periods in which multiple military powers
balanced one another off in what passed for security structures,
while regional, or even global peace hung in the balance (p.B).

* The demise of the Soviet Union and the increasing strength of
our allies permit us to define our regional interests selectively
and to safegquard those interests in separate *eglonal contexts and
at lower resource levels (p.ll}.

* 2 future President will need to have options
him to lead or, where prudent and practical, to
critical interests even in cases where very few
us. We must plan sufficient forces and programs

that will allow
act to protect cur
octhers are with
within current

Withheld from public release

under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
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fiscal constraints to provide such options.... (p.12).

= A critical task will be to begin preparing for tomorrow's
[core] competencies, while gaining an appreciation of those we
need no longer emphasize (p.17).

) O~

* U.s. forces must continue to be at least a generation ahead in
those technologies which will be decisive on future battlefields.
Future generations must have-at least the same qualitative
advantages over their opponents as our forces did in the Gulf War
(p.18). '

We need to be able

we_buy them,:

fo.figh

. ulation
befqre tTTtT

{p.18),

A OWE NN MR MR WE ND GW NN W IR NS MW MR BR O ER AW M WR R TR W WM R OEE AR AN MM BE ER R M R B TR AR MM e B I

* Our strategic nuclear forces..,provide an important deterrent
hedge against the possibility of an unforeseen global threat
(p.20) .
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* We must...examine more innovative ways of providing strategic

deberxent fcggpg_...we mlqpt aiso fan ways_qﬁ_?pggg}ng_§Q§§_§9?e
QL Sl . - - -
\ it Forther, we should find methods of belng “more effective

by dblng to lower alert levels fot some portions of the
force...{(p.21}).

*  [We must explore] Jew ways_ of operating [forward pregsencel_ ___,

forces in_peagetime s '
*Wemignt" alss "

sider increased use of Reserve Component units overseas,

on
dditional homeporting, " " 7" " '

' Ciip.24) .

o Qt™ "

*+ Our forces must remain able to respond rapidly to a second
major regional crisis or to expand an initial crisis deployment in
the event of escalation...(p.27). (First time specific guidance on
second major regional contingency to be given in unclassified
context )

: ﬁwaeeempl&sn@ng—a—majcr~force
dep&agme&e=n&5haarcum?ent~p%aﬁﬂ@ag—pazamexﬁiﬁr%pvé8+
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)
*
*

* Reconstitution now focuses_qn_g_? 8.year warning time, and i
drops the exclusive focus onL_____ ¢ but still notes the /
valuable "hedging™ opportunities now avallab¢e {(p.30). Mt o

h..___‘&
* Our challenge ;" """"""""""""""""% i35 to maintain our 77@

collective capacxty “to defend agalﬁ%t an aggressive regime in such
a way that we do not disrupt future cooperation with a democratic
state or weaken the chances of successful reform {p.33).

* Our policy should encourage the broadening of European

institutions to include the democracies of Eastern Europe (p.35).
-.-------------------'--------.-“-----------------‘
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* We should encourage rhe;_____.states go.play a ?Oﬁffjff,iﬁﬂ{
in _stability and democratic consolidation

: R N I ) e B e o mawwommoow]
1

» While continuing the openingy..__ ... 777777 1should also have
the means to defend itself. In this sense, _the 0.S. should enforce
the L 70 "o """ """ ""iand provider....!with modernized
armaments to be used in its defense (p.37).

Rr;o_mmmmg__SmLiQn

* 3trategic forces gquidance requires and addendum to_ghg_§§rv103

POMs detailing the changes that would be required if LT
accepts PNI 1T proposals {p.2).

* Forward presence guidance adjusts the levels approveq last
summer to retain more robust CentCom presence, and requires a
\TTTTTTTTTTTTTyof naval presence requirements (pp.4-5; and p.3)
. Pveposit;oning guidance requires Army to retain another 20
brigades of equapment for possible future prepositioning, as

recomended by h----------—------.--—-J------------a------'

* Susteinability guidance requires, for each of the two most
demanding Major Regional Contingency scenarios, 1} Uthreat-
oriented” munitions to kill:

-".'"."..'."'.""."""-a.rl-d.-2}
"level of effort™ sustainment fOr &b .o e ovcoceccccrceoceoooof
operations {(p.10).

* Reconstitution guidance sets force levels of reconstitution
capability for the Services to provide at low cost through
equipment stockpiles or production capability (pp.22-23).

Preparad by: Andrew Hoehn and Rod Fabrycky. x79418
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! ISSUES IN THE POLICY AND STRATEGY SECTION

. Balance between U.S. acting unilatcrally as opposed to within
cellective efforts (Issue in News accounts)

--  Sce bottom of pages 2&3 and page 7 -- "Continued U.S.
leadership”

== Current document emphasizes striving to act in collective
context wherever possible but underscores that U.S. must
retain ability 1o defend critical interests unilaterally and warns
that significant U.S. capabilities and leadership will be
, necessary in many instances to actually put a coalition together

. Role of allies

- To what extent should they increase their military capabilities?
(See 3rd paragraph -- page 12 -- which by indirection says
allies should not acquire nuclear weapons) (Issue in News
accounts)

-- Do we seek alliances principally because we fear them as
potential competitors or value them as current allies? (See
second paragraph on page 5 that rejects balance of power)

--  Maintaining alliances is second goal on page 2 and we
underscore that U.S. needs "leadership necessary 1o encourage
sustained cooperation among major democratic powers.” (next
to last paragraph on page 2)

--  Their g,rc:“'fing strength calls on them to accept greater
responsibility (next to last paragraph on page 8 and middle of
bottom paragraph of page 2)

Importance of extending alliances to Eastern Europe

-~ First paragraph page S

. Issue of disarming capabilities to destroy .

Withheld from public release
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FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)
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-- === bottom paragraph :

" ! section) .

+  SOLIC paragraph in Crisis Response section (top of page 17)

" Tisection) and

. Note characterization of rec_oygtxtuuon_ threat -- _1p_<_:gudmg assessment
that we would have, 1 (page 17 -- 3rd
paragraph)
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In reply refer to:
I-92/29302

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Approval Draft of the Defense Planning Guidance
. =~ACTION MEMORANDUM

Attached for your approval is the Defense Planning Guidance,

FY.1994?. = FY 13%99. The document has been widely reviewed with all
majoxr issues resolved.

I recommend you approve the document and sign the memorandum
of convevance that appears next under.

72l

Paul wolf tz

Cocrdination:

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Prepared by: Dale A. Vesser and Zalmay M. Khalilzad

Unclassified when separated from attachment

Classified by: USDI(P}
Declassify on: OADR
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Approval Draft of the Defense Planning Guidance
~—ACTION MEMORANDUM

Attached for your approval is the Defense Planning Guidance,
FY 1994 - FY 1999. The document has been widely reviewed with all
major issues resolved.

1 recommend you approve the document and sign the memorandum
of conveyance that appears next under.

Paul Wolfowitz

Coordination:

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

\A

Prepared by: Dale A. Vesser and'ZalmaylM. Khalilzad

Unclassified when separated from attachment

Classified by: USD(p)
Declassify on: QADR
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D. €. 20301-2000

May 5, 1992
POLICY
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
SUBJECT: Defense Planning Guidance -- Major Comments Received(U)

{U) Attached is the full Defense Planning Guidance (DPG)
document in two parts: TAB A is the final review version of the
Policy, Strategy and Programming sections, which you have seen
before., TAB B is the Jllustrative Planning Scenarios Annex on
which I still need to work a couple of issues with the Chairman.
It is included here because it is an integral part ¢f the DPG and
in case you want to do an initial review.

(U) We have incorporated most of the comments we received
from the Service Secretaries, Director, Joint Staff, USD(A) and
ASDs Into the PPG. In the attached draft significant additions
end comments not taken are indicated by a footnote with a brief
reference to the specific concern and interested party.

(U) There have been relatively few changes to the first hailf
of the draft DPG. It is still a rather hard-hitting document
which retains the substance you liked in the February 18th draft.
If you have time you might want to read the first nine pages again
to assure yourself on this point. (You may want to check the
paragraph added on page 6 to meet a Joint Staff concern.)

{(U) A few of the additions and issues should be brought to
your attention here:

-— (U} SRI. Cn SDI we have noted that we are proceding,"with
the support of Congress, as reflected in the Missile Defense AcCt
of 19%91." (pp.14 and 31)

-= (U) Six Pillars. To help identify our restructured
programming priorities, we have shifted from the traditicnal four
pillars of military capability to six pillars of defense
resources. At Don Yockey's request we have retitled the two new
pillars formed out of the traditional modernization pillar:
"Science and Technology" replaces "Research and Development® in
the previous draft and “System Acguisition" replaces
“Procurement." (pp.29-30)

-- (U} ZTotal Force Policy. The previous draft talked about

maintaining military personnel in that component "in which they
can effectively accomplish required missions quickly, with minimum
casualties, and at the least cost.” In partial response to a
comment from Steve Duncan and after discussion with General

USD/P SECREFNOFORN
Chossilied y2
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Powell, we have changed the text to read, "in which they can most
effectively (including with minimum casvalties) and most
economically accomplish required missions.” (p.31)

~= (U} B=2 Orieptation. The summary of the Base Force does
not list B-2s under nuclear forces but under "conventional bomber

capability, including 20 B-2s." Don Rice. svpports this. (p.31)

-- (N Navy Base Force. At the Navy's reguest the statement
of its Base Force uses "about 150 major surface combatants and
amphibious lift for 2.5 Marine Expgditionary Bricades™ instead of
the public characterization, ' _ . .o © oo eceoeecaMp.3D)

-~ (NE) Armmy Corps in Furope. At the Army's request and

after discussion with the Chairman, we have chanced language on a
heavy corps in Europe from "retain" to "commit . " _This provides
the Army some flexibility for programming belowt _____.in Europe
after FY 1995. (p.34) ’ :

-=  (BANE) SWA Prepositioning. As you will remember from the
Mobility Requirements Study, I believe it is important to preserve
the option to preposition an additicnal two heavy brigade sets to
counter threats in SWA, The Army's comments indicated a
preference for prepgsitioning on land vice afloat apd_suggested
saying "in g ___________.1 Given our difficulty ini________-""1

- s e o e e o oA M e W e e S oat W oI W W o R OEE M RS W W WM W W Lt LI B B N IR -

TeT31A6d Th "Targuags "at10at, " Hul TEdited s Continda Tith,
"or, preferably, on land at suitable sites." (p.35)

-- {(U) Sealift. vVarious parties wanted more or less
specificity for additional sealift. This draft sticks with the
Mobility Requirements Study's designation of some elements of its
recomnendations as notional and others as minimum criteria, A
ﬁaraggazh was also added to reflect Sean O'Keefe's concerns.

pp.35-6)

-- (V) SOF Guidapnce. This draft provides for SOF force
structure at the end of the Crisis Response section. The proposed
language is, "Program to maintain not more than the AC/RC force
totals in the FY 93-97 President's Budget.” (p.37)

- Tﬂé Reconstitution. Don Rice feels that rather than keep
older aircraft mothballed in support of reconstitution, it is
better to use them via FMS to strengthen allies and build
influence. We agree FMS is important, and our best information
suggests there will be ample aircraft for near-term FMS in
addition to the level specified in the draft for "smart layaway"
for reconstitution. (p.37-9) 1In addition, we raise in the
strategy section the concept that our reconstitution assets could
also prove useful to allies as the basis'for a future "lendg-lease"
type suppert (although we do not use that term) in the face of a

SECRET/NOFORN
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large, uvnanticipated threat, (I am sending you a separate

memorandum on this concept}. (p.19)

—-  ™q Transfer of War Reserve Stocks.

Before disposal of

current war reserve inventories that prove excess to the new
sustainability guidance, we call'jor consideration of their

RoPPIRIS VLAY, FOUAREEE Lo ioioniiiniiiiiiiiiooiiliill!
'----------------------: {p 42)
-~ {U) Sustaipability. The previous draft directed the

Services to program for the 45 highest consumption days for the

two most demanding Major Regional Contingencies (MRC).

The

current draft specifies MRC-East (Southwest Asia) and MRC-West

{Korea) as the two contingencies to use in
sustainability for munitions, spare parts,

guestioneble bssis for deriving sustainability programs.

calculating

fuel, etc. This
responds to a comment from the Director, Joint Srtaff anticipating
Congressional resistance to requirements based on a major
contiingency in Europe. He prefers to focus analysis on the more
lixely &nd more concrete scesnarios. Althcugh an MRC in Europe
could be more demanding in many respects than MRC-East or West,
the grest uncertainty about many needed assumptions render it a

(pp.41-3)

(Uy I would note that the current guidance marks a
considerable advance. Traditional formulations tended to call for
€0 days of stocks for the whole force for glokal war. Our
guidance focuses on the specific forces that havé been deployed to
and engaged for guick decision in the two specific regional
contingencies. It also directs consideration of different levels
of combat intensity in calculating stockpile size.

S David Chu feels we should use more meaningful
measures than “"days of supply” and would prefer to call for

"adequate stocks to meet operational objectives." However,

offered no alternative measure. For threat-oriented munitions we
.£stablish a requirement to provide high confidence of destroying
175% 'of the threat targets,. _Further, we have adjusted the language

to encourage programm:.ng L ocnene-

Tifor the

operational requirement if resources permit.

he

(sXTSS D8N S VIO
asuya(] Jo weweda(y ay; Jo

Kjuoyine A101me)s Japun
asepal oljgnd woy payYim

full

~- {U) MILSTAR. This draft identifies MILSTAR as "a high C3
priority.” Both Don Yockey and David Chu questioned mandatory
guidance in the previous draft to treat MILSTAR as "“the highest C3

priority.® (p.48)

Zld W,

Paul Wolfowitz

Stootecond bt

Fragzzed by David M. Shilling, x%4535 £ ‘g -



AR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTORN, D, C. 20301.2000 MAY | o 1992

In reply refer to
I -~ 92/29302

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SURJECT: Defense Planning Guldance -~ Major Comments Received(U)

{U} Attached is the full Defense Planning Guidance {DPG)
document in two parts, TAB A is the final review version of the
Policy, Strategy and Programming sections, which you have seen
before., TAB B is the Illustrative Planning Scenarios Annex. It
is essentially final, but the staffs are still making some fixes,
and I may need to work one remaining issue with the Chairman.

(U} We have incorporated most of David Addington's comments
and those we received from the Service Secretaries, Director,
Joint Staff, USD(A} and ASDs. In the attached draft significant
additions and comments not taken are indicated by a footnote with
a brief reference to the specific concern and interested party.

(U} Therxe have been relatively few changes to the first half
of the draft DPG. It is still a rather hard-hitting document
which retains the substance you liked in the Februvary 18th draft.
If you have time you might want to read the first nine pages again
to assure yourself on this point. (You may want té check the
paragraph added on page 6 to meet a Joint Staff concern.}

(U} A few of the additions and issues should be brought to
your attention here (at TAB C is the earlier memorandum on this
subject I sent you last week which includes a longer list):

- 1

Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

-=- {U} Six Pillarg. To help identify our restructured
programming priorities, we have shifted from the traditicnal four
pillars of military capability to six pillars of defense
resources. At Don Yockey's request we have retitled the two new
pillars formed out of the traditional modernization pillar:
"Science and Technology" replaces “Research and Development" and
"System Acquisition” replaces "Procurement." (p.30)

hl
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~= (U) Total Force Policy. The previous draft talked about

maintaining military personnel in that component "in which they
can effectively accomplish required missions quickly, with minimum
casualties, and at the least cost."™ 1In partial response to a
comment from Steve Duncan and after discussion with General
Pcwell, we have changed the text to read, "in which they can most
effectively (including with minimum casuvalties) and most
economically accomplish required missions." (p.32)

-~ (U) SDI. The guidance on SDI directs programming
including & number of specific dates. To meet this schedule
requires concurrent development which is an exception to the new
acguisition approach. ¥We are still working to craft some language
recognizing the need for prudent management and discrimirating
choices if these dates are to be achieved. (p.33)

- aﬁﬁﬁu army Corps in Europe. At the Army's request and
after discussion with the Chairman, we have changed language on a
heavy corps in Europe from "retain" to "commit':_j?3§ pr0v1des

the Army some flexibility for programming below, __ .ln Europe
after FY 1995, (p.34)

- a§?NEJ SWA_Prepositioning. As you will remember from the
Mobility Requirements Study, I believe it is important to preserve
the option to preposition an additional two heavy brigade sets to
counter threats in SWA. The Army's comments andlcated a
preference for prepositioning on land vice afloat and suggested

Withheld from public release .
under statutory authority MZ
of the Department of Defense
Paul Wolfopitz

FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5) -
. | LA Yoy ss @y
7 hdised, W’f

W ' ‘5‘3““

Erepared by: David M. Shilling, x44535

SEERETNOFORN



SEERBEANOFORN Y
B \’.),,a’,
Enclosure: Secretary of the Army Memorandum

SUBJECT: Department of the Army Comments on the 16 April 1992
Draft FY 94-95 Defense Planning Guidance

FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

under statutory authority
f the Department of Defense

Withheld from public release

1. (U) The Army has conducted an assessment of the 16 Ap;il 92
Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) and recommends the following
general and specific changes to improve the accuracy and clarity  __..

of the docurment. Army cannot concur until the specified critici},.' A
comments in paragraph 3 below are addressed. . H
- ' '
%ggg 2. (U) GENERAL COMMENTS. / ) \
cER = '
§ ?EE? a. (U) Inconsistencies with the National Military Strateqy: :
& & §3°{NMS) and Mobility Reguirements Study (MRS}. The DPG uses ' '
525% language and sets guidance that differs from that fou{sd in the .
=% £,/ NMS and MRS. Recommend using the lexicon for strategic concepts| '
252 % set in the NMS and the ship procurement guidance established in , '
£ ££Z| the MRS, e ————
Z 5 : '/_.———f«"""""‘—;\ []
L b. (U) Fully Funding Acquigition Programs.” Full funding forl !
r” + acquisition programs should not apply to programs in the ' '
: \ demonstration/validation phase. To explore and develop " '
. innovative technologies, we must have the latitude to complete. '
' the demonstration/validation phase before committing to ' !
: » production. Recommend restricting full funding requirements \ .
' Liij?rdingly. ' ] '
] 1
' . ' '
: ' c. (U) 0% Real Growth. Requirements to maintain 0% real »==4 '
' igrowth are too specific for the DPG. Dollar resource gu}dance 13: '
" inormally set in the Program Decision Memorandum. Dependlng on . M
' ‘the baseline used and the duration of the goal, the resulting N :
: Jrequirement may be unaffordable. Recommend deleting regquirements! .
s ifor 0% real growth for Engineering and Manufacturing Development., !
] I
it - i
: 3. SPECIFIC COMMENTS. ' ‘
1 n [] [
: AR=1 (U] CRITICAL Page 30. para 7. Army. Change as follows: , '
] 1 ] 1
'4 . , N
: ' "Commit to Retaim-in Europe a corps comprising 2 heavy LI |

-

Jdivisions and an ACR, with CS capability and a base for reception
and onward movement.®

Rationale. Presents a more realistic and flexible way of
programming to meet NATO commitments.

E.O.

DECLASSIFIED UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE IN'f‘ERAGENCY
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION APPEALS PANEL.

13526, SECTION 5.3(b)(3) Dpc #%

ISCAP No, £60%-003  gocument 7 A2 I 1GAB-L
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STCRET/HOPORN, .

L4
¥ P L L L R L L4
AR-2 (3PME) CRITICAL Page 31. Para 6. Correct as follows: , .

- oo ¥

"Maintain 3 division head&uarters, 6 heavy brigade s\:e}s, and
one ACR set of combat and support equipment and an M-day
shortfall package......Maintain equipment availability to sgppo’ft

a possible future decision to preposition a—hreawy—dévinion
Jaies 3 prigad : ot

and support equipment ia

Bewdi—hrabia afloat—qripoiapd.tQ £PUntan fhisaty in SWA.T

5 . [
Rationale. Meets CJéWWM Enclosure 1.
While we see the advantages of prepositioning in SWA, we prefer
ashore over afloat prepositioning for a number of reasons.
Ashore prepositioning is more cost effective and 1is more
accessible for training, exercising and maintaining. More
importantly, it allows us to use fast ships to project the
fighting force from CONUS to any theater. See 25 FEB 92 SECARMY
response to 22 JAN 92 USD (P} Memo also at Enclosure 1.

under statutory authority

of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

Withheld from public release

AR~3 (U) CRITICAL Page 32, Para 3. Change as follkows:

A ¥
,._-E-p-"

. "For sealift, acquire through new construction or converSiQD-"
1in US shipyards additional large medium-speed roll-on/roll-off .

yShips.....will provide the capability to surge 2 heavy divisiong
from CONUS. Enhance Aeguire—46-ships—fer—enhancenent—of

the s

yReady Reserve Fleet (RRF) to 142 ships. : ; .
16ehveraten; —or ha.i AL 3 og o
1features {ineludingavailability-for-afloatprepositieningl—xf,

Y s -
[Ehat—prevides—equivalent—responsiveness—at—lower—eostr '
sSupport....manning. . \

' {U) ships procured to meet the prepositioning and s ’

s requirements must be capable of at least 24 knot sustained

f speed.”
E

[]

1

[}

L}

¥ -

-==-=+ Rationale. Consistent with Mobility Requirements Study (pages

i
£
¥
IV-32 and IV-33) at Enclosure 2. !

AR-4 CRITICAL Page 27, Para 4. Add to the end of the paragraph ¢
as follows: .

[}
1 )
1

1
"The strategy also gives high priority to selected R&D to ,
keep our qualitative edge....and distinguished R&D and X

procurement as separate programming priorities. For an entirely

1

1

new “experimental" type of system, not currently in the base !
force, the OSD acquisition fu ndi olic i1l not apply |
>

until after completion of the Demonstration/Validation phase. =
This strateqy_signifies a commitment to thoroughly understand the,

techno and the im jons integrating it into the ' l,'
m - \"‘---------u-‘n&‘-‘-‘-‘-‘-‘.-
- - 2
Withheld from public release
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force, before committing to Engineering and Manufacturing

Pevelopment and a meaningful level of production.”

Rationale. Change consistent with discussion of R&D -found

earlier on pages 38 and 40, requiring the pursuit of future
technological advantages with less program risk and committing teo
procurement only when necessary. ~a

hR-g (U) CRITICAL Page 40, Para 4. First Sentence, Change to
read;

I
*

in the POMs, in accordance with the Milest ineerin and:
Manufacturing Development (EMD), baseline approved by the DaB." |
B ]
| ]

Rationale. This clarification is critical and is consistent with),
AR-@: Services should not be required to meet full funding ‘
requirements at Milestone I, Demonstration/Evaluation Phase \
before the technology has been evaluated. If the technology '
proves itself and is selected for further development and A
transition to production (Milestone II, EMD), full funding rules
would then apply.

L}

¥

"Fully fund all acquisition programs continued or initiated ., :
'

L]

¢"'

AR-6 (U) CRITICAL, Page 39, Para 3. First Sentence. Delete.

"Manufacturing Technology. Fund—theManufaeturing
year;—as—projected - ManTech
technical priorities will be based upon thrust areas identified
in the National Defense Manufacturing Technology Plan."

Rationale. ‘The Army cannot concur with the guidance provided in
the paragraph entitled Manufacturing Technology. The Army has ,
already accepted the 0% real growth requirements for the sciencer \
and technollogy base. Further 0% real growth requirements for ' v
manufacturing technology programs place additional restrictions o
on the already diminished Research, Development and Acquisition * '
(RDA} funds. Some manufacturing technoloqy programs are already; '
part of the science and technology base that has been protected *======o.mu. b
at 0% growth level, although these programs should compete for

the overall science and technology base funding. BOTTOM LINE:

0% real growth in manufacturing technology makes the program
9naffordable_because the Army currently has no billpayers to fund

1t. If required to resource 0% growth, the Army will be forced

to divert funds from the already underfunded RDA program.

Withheld from public release
SECREY/NUTORN ‘ under statutory authority

3 ~ lof the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)




Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
~SPEREPINOTERIC FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)
. -- -M -
AR-7 (U) CRITICAL, Page 42, Para 5. Change as fQllowez-=====""7 \

- - . - - e

"Installations not required to support the keswecd—feree’~., '
will be closed in accordance’,

reveto-or-bo-suppori—hesonstitution
ith Title XXIX of PL 101~510. Accordingly, plan to rescurce 1
at—those—remaining-instaiiations—which-halo 2.

| : ; ) ]
acility investment 2 ‘ '

N ¥ : : 2 i “ -_----p-\

L !
L
)

- g
K

- e W

]
‘J Fund environmental stewardship to attain and . *
.compliance with federal and state envn;onmenta; laws ang .
oo governing standards overseas; _and to minimize negative mlssxon, .
L d

. lmgacgg and re ts ovide federa lead rshi
envxronmen al te n,

’
$
(2L 1 3 *
1
L]
i

Rationale. The term "core installations®™ connotes preselection. .
which is a violation of Public Law and factoring reconstitution
into BRAC is appropriate given it is one of the four foundations
of the NMS. Comments on environmental stewardshlp vice )
compliance with federal and state regulation is better guidance
for DoD's environmental policies.

—
L 4
AR-8 (S8) CRITICAL Page 31, Sth Paragraph, A y, 4th Line. Add as ,/
follows: v
. E 3
"Program for 12 active, 6 reserve, and 2.¢adre. ..o,
f!_xg{gx_o_n_s_. s+.and. sufficient support fcrces | I R B |
. . _ifor two concurrent major regiona '
“contingeéncies that develop sequentially." '
1]
Rationale. -"""'::::::::::::::::_. is the preferred means of/
meeting valid, but otherwise unsatisfied support requirements. ':
AR-9 (U) CRITICAL Page 385, 3rd Para. Aadd as follows: »

\

“For support and training assets for these forces, plan to‘
draw to the maximum extent possible from the civil sector, the >
defense production base, Wartime Host NW

contracting..."

Rationale. WHNS and contingency contracting are primary
resources to support the force and should be included.

under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)
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AR-10 (U) CRITICAL Page 15, 4th Para, Deleﬁe last sentence as

follows:

“The short notice that may characterize many regional crises
requires highly responsive military forces. Active Component
forces have a critical role to play in supplying combat and
support forces for the initial response to contingencies that

arise on short notice. Reserve Component forces will, among

other roles, contribute mobility assets in short notice crises, .
support and sustain active combat forces and provide combat N

forces in especia
A I E LB By

] 56 Shiaias

AP A Rationale._ Clarity. The second to last sentence in this
paragraph is clear and true. The last sentence is potentially

<.

y large or protracted contingencies. In

&
1
]
L]
[}

-
-
-

confusing and does not add to the discussion of the Total Force

response to crisis.

AR-11 (U) CRITICAL Page 40, Last Paragraph, Priority Conventional

Forces Mission Areas. Delete as follows:

. "Deployable Anti~Armor: air-deployable ground force
mobility and anti-armor capabilities for enhanced ixgmediate

tactical flexibility. {te-g—notericed-tightarmor—with-long-range
anti—tank-weaponryyi

Rationalg. Accuracy. Example provides unnecessary detail that
may be viewed as advocacy for a specific weapons system to

satisfy the deployable anti-armor requirement.

Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
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SEERETHNOFORN—DRAFT

LIST OF ACTIONS REQUESTED DURING PW DPG REVIEW

IMMEDIATE

Sensitive/Close Hold memo to SecDef on layaway (being revised)

-‘.:-.;.-.._-_-.-_-_'_-_-_-_-_-:to be displayed in the Army

List of issues for the Secretary including SWA prepo; summary of
sustainability guidance indicating the significance of the change from the
past

SL/PW raise with SecDef issucsi :
Memo from General Council stating milcon language is legal

Atwood issues: Milstar (but delete); sustainability; review Atwood decision
on deleting SOF force structure

SL to talk to all Service Secretaries to review disposition of their major
comments; including assuring they know T&E floor is being restored to the
document as Acquisition requested; Rice about placement of B-2

W oER s W oD MW M G Nk MR M W W R e

SL to talk to Fraser to assure he is happy with the deal ncgotiated with
Christie on pillars and S&T language overall; and to assure they rcally want
T&E floor language restorcd

Paragraph summaries of scenarios for possible consideration as an
alternative to the "short scenarios”

MEDIUM TERM

S&R look at Perth for homeporting

Starting Tuesday morning, prepare unclassified document

SECRETCNOFORN——DRAPE

(=
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KEY ISSUES FOR THE ARMY

We have changed language on a heavy corps :

ML EE R YN T i e A YA IR R R S R I I I |

' tas you requested (page 38)

We have not changed the text as you requested to requirc full
funding only in Milestone II and thereafter (page 27 and 40)

The requirement for full funding from the outset of the
Demonstration/Validation phase (Milestone 1) was stated by the
Deputy Secretary last July and recently affirmed by the USDA

LN N
‘-‘

-'-'---.-------------------.-'.--’
]
.-.-----.---------

I am flagging this issue for the Secretary -- but it is something, as
you know, that USDP feels strongly about

We have revised the language to demonstrate your preference for

land_ as opposed to afloat prepositioning, should suitable sites be
available :

We have restored the floor on T&E funding that was in the Feb 18
draft as requested by Acquisition

The guidance directs the Services to fund T&E facilities investment at
no less than zero percent real growth with a goal of two percent real
growth, (page 50)



SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
WASHINGTON

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
' APR 23 1990

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE .

FROM: M. P. W, Stone, Secratary of the Army \_.} PP({Zal/Wade)
R&P{Dale/Dave)

THROUGH:  PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF Larry

DEFENSE

Carol

SUBJECT: FY 94-39 Defense Planning Guidance--Army Comments  sL(orig)

PURPOSE:

INFORMATION--To forwérd the Army's nonconcurrence
with the draft FY24-99 Defense Planning Guidance
(OPG) dated 16 APR 1992.

DISCUSSION: The Army's nonconcurrence is based on

o , inconsistencies between the DPG and the Nationa!
' ! Security Strategy, National Military Strategy, as well as
' ’ the Mobility Requirements Study, and significant
' ' planning and p:ogrammmg considerations. The attached ) Q
' ! comments summarize primary Army concerns. These S = 5 ™~
' -comments were also identified during the review of the - 5=
' : intitial dratt DPG staffed with in the Services inFebruary [= 8 A4 ©
o] o N
1 : 1992, = = Qa v
\ .(% " . ] . 2 pEw
5 o opecific areas of concern include: the requsreggrg_t lo 5 8
! , ‘Tetain” vice “commit” a heavy corps in Europell _ __ ! g § g 72!
¢ ' Zefo percent real growth requirements in Research, S8 8 —
\ + Develgoment a0d Acquisition beyond those glreadyin. |3 72 9° 70
' ' place! v BEBA S
o= [0
: ¥ L EE=R
' S - e e e ' B Yt
' _.-~" fails 10 address adequately resource facility invesiment 2
' TS e and environmental stewardship.

MMENDATI

That the Secretary of Defense consider the attached comments in
completing the final FY94-99 DPG.

N Approved
—— Disapproved
Other:

"Regraded Unclassified When Separated from Enclosure”

.

o

o

4 7
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reductions than now planned would risk destroying the force's high

quality. Accordingly, we will program base force levels as
follows:

Nucleax Eorces: *B-52 and B-1 bombers; 550 ICBMs; and 18 SSBNs
Conventional Forces: .
Brmy: 12 active, § reserve, and 2 cadre divisions
Navy: 12 aircraft carrier battle groups with 11 active and
i 2 reserve air wings; approximately 450 total ships
Marine Corps: 3 active Marine Expeditionary Forces and one
. reserve Marine division and wing?
Alx Force: 15.25 active and 11.25 reserve fighter wings,
) plus conventional bomber capability including 20 B-2s
(U) These forces can and will be provided with not greater than
the following military end strengths: '
’ Suhé-i.i{{;fu;' (79 o MVM;'(‘M‘;%M J

Army. 36,000 active 567,400 reserve
Navy. 501,200 active 117,800 reserve
Marine q:rps. 159,100 active 34,900 reserve
Alr Force. 430,300 active 200,000 reserve

d-r;;; 3 . 4
(U) POAN Aot e T g prpenlly
equired military personnel will bé maintained in that
compGnent of t Total Force -- active or reserve -~ in which they
canjeffectivelyYaccomplish required missions, ‘quickly,—with-minimum
casvaltiesj-and at- the—least—cost. This generally requirxes forces
for forward presence {including an associated CONUS rotation

Withheld from public release

under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense

FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

advisors).” Air Force too would delete as “unnecessary. Given the debate
over defense budget levels, the key point here centesrs on faster reductions®.
* Joint Staff, Acquisition and ASD/PASE would cite B-2 here. Air Force no
comment. See also note 2 on p. 3§

p)
PASE would change to read "3 (-)" MEFs and “"one (-)" division/wing

Rat:\.onai'Le: “to avoid the impression that the reductions caused no loss in
cagabilxty". This is a valid peint, but USMC and Joint Staff would likely
object, and the change would constitute an OSD redefinition of the base force
-~ to be avoided here. Also, only one of the MEFs is being substantially

reduced in strength. PASE also proposed adding the training carrier to the
list -~ rejected.

3 o .
PDASD {SO/LIC) proposes inserting here 7 lines of text detailing SOF levels.

Might satisfy them to replace the brief SOF cite of earlier drafts, in the
Crisis Reponse section,
4

ASD/RA would delete "quickly, with) . .. o .. ... ..... Rationale:
“It may not be necessary for units to accomplish their missions quickly, but
rather according to the appropriate deployment schedules. Furthermore, if
units are mission-ready, \ " " 77T maininieinilninieiuiiutueiela R
___,___'.not the component Invoived. ™ “Response: we could substititute "within
approprlate deployment times” for “quickly™ but the real point -- the ability
to end hostilities quickly -- would be lost (and indeed could be clarified by

replacing “accomplish required missions™ with "end hostilities®).

TH Mo f ﬁ'}’ g«-A{
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301:2000

26 HAR 1992

POLICY

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, LIBBY

SUBJECT: Extracts from 18 Feb 92 DPG Draft

Attached are two sets of extracts from the 18 February 1992
OPG draft that are not reflected in the current working draft ox
which have changed substantively as the draft has evolved.

Tab A identifies those issues I believe merit reconsideration
for inclusion in the final draft. After each extract, I suggest
- why it may provide additional clarity or introduce a sufficiently
worthwhile concept so as to warrant reconsideration.

Tab B lists those extracts that I believe were properly
deleted or reworked sufficiently to provide a more accurate
statement of intended policy. I suggest you quickly review these
extracts, but would add that little more need be done with them.

The items I propose for reconsideration are summarized below:

* the criterion for defining critical regions.

* forward basing, its importance and changing nature.

* linkages between crisis response strategy, required forces and
programming.

* intelligence requirements to identify possible reconstitution
threat.

* reference to low-intensity conflict.
* regionally focused arms control.
* preservation of NATO's inteqrated command structure.

Censideration of these items, along with our other comments
to the current working draft would, in my view, provide for a more
comprehensive document. I am available to discuss these matters or
provide specific editorial recommendations if you like.

R Mol | Yozz—=

Dale A. Vesser
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
{Resources and Plans)

Preparecd by: Andrew Hoehn, x19478 ‘(\
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Extracts from 18 February 1982
Draft Defease Planning Guidance
Meriting Further Consideration

* p.2, "...prevent any hostile power from dominating a region

control, generate global power.™ I think it is important to
define what we mean by critical region, lest we provide cthers the
opportunity to define the term for us. Of the several definitions
I have seen, this is as thorough and concise as any.

*» p.1l, "Forward basing, of necessity, must become more flexible
to accommodate changing regional configurations and to allow for a
more dynamic character in our alliance relationships [and crisis
response capabilities]. This is true for our withdrawal from the
Philippines, but it will be true elsewhere as well, including
Panama. Basing and access arrangements will evolve as our regional
commitments evolve, but must remain oriented on providing visible,
though unobtrusive, presence and a forward staging area for
responding to {and supporting) crises, large and small." The 25
March draft leans more in the direction of covering forward bases,
but I think the subject merits separate coverage along these
iines. As much as anything, it is our forward basing structure
that allows us to maintain global interests at acceptable cost.
Maintaining an adeguate forward base structure is crltﬂcal to
executing our strategy.

* p.31, "The most demanding aspect of the new strategy 1s the need
to maintain the capability to respond decisively to a major
reglonal contingency. This serves as the foundation for
structuring and evaluati the bulk of the defense program, but it
blaces particular emphaé!g on several areas: high readiness to
enable rapid response to short warning regional contingencies;
sufficient munitions and spares to sustain a major regicnal
conflict; enhanced mobility to enable us to deploy sizable forces
a long distance on short notice; and a number of specific force
enhancements growing out of lessons learned from Desert Storm."
The c¢risis response section would benefit from a concluding
summary paragraph along these lines that draws specific links
between strategy, force, and resource requirements. Our case is
significantly strengthened by these types of linkages.
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* p.7, "Arms control, once the centerpiece of US-Soviet Cold War
relations, will take on new forms in this post-Cold War era.
There are likely to be more regiocnally focused initiatives ro
grapple with the enforcement of obligations under such agreements
as the Biological and Chemical Weapons Conventions, the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and the -Nonproliferation Treaty
(NPT). Innovation in approach and stricter enforcement of
requirements will be the hallmark features of the international
dialogue in this area, growing out of a perception that the
international community has a major stake in controlling the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and advanced delivery
systems." The reference to arms control was recently deleted from
thg introduction to the regicnal section. I would urge that it be
reincorporated.

. p.18, "While the United States supports the goal of European
integration, we must seek to prevent the emergence of European—
only security arrangements which would undermine NATO,
particularly the Alliance's integrated command structure." A
reference to maintaining NATO's integrated command structure is
necessary even in a brief discussion of our policy objectives in
Europe.

Prepared by: andrew R. Hcehn, x79478
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25 March 198%:

Extracts from 18 February 1992
Draft Defense Planning Guidance
Not Reflected in Current Working Draft

D n } i

* p.2, There are three additional aspects to this [first
objective) objective: First, the US must show the leadership
necessary to establish and protect a new order that can convince
potential competitors not to pursue a more aggressive posture to
secure their legitimate interests. Second, in non-defense areas,
we must sufficiently respect the interests of the advanced
industrial nations to discourage them from challenging our
leadership or seeking to overturn the established pelitical and
economic order. Finally, we must maintain mechanisms, in concert
with our allies, to deter potential aggressors from aspiring to a
larger regional or global role.

* p.2, The second objective is to address sources of regional
conflict and instability in ways that promote increasing respect
for international law, limit international violence, and encourage
the spread of democratic government and open economic systems.

Warning

* pp.5-6, Bmbiguities over warning in the new strategic
environment pose a difficult, dual-faceted problem. At one
extreme, many regional and local conflicts with potential to
challenge US interests will develop with little or no notice, or
the circumstances preceding conflict will be sufficiently
ambiguous as to limit preparations or effectively prevent
initiation of deterrent measures which might forestall aggression.
At the other extreme, a resurgent global threat or general
remilitarization of the international environment would take
several years to materialize and likely would be accompanied, at
first, by very subtle indicators. The challenge of warning,
therefore, is to be poised to detect regional and local threats
that could develop on very short notice while at the same time
remaining alert to the potential for a resurgent global threat or
general remilitarization --and to define mechanisms that would
alert timely responses for either case.

:

rata
‘ﬁ-‘-----—.-----------".--"----'—'----‘----’-""-‘------------'
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maintaining a range of options that provide, should deterrence
fail, the hope of terminating conflict at the lowest level of
viclence. M

Eorward Presence

* p.12, ...pressures to reduce vur forces and access to bases [in
the East Asia/Pacific region] will constrain our presence options.

* pp.12-13, In other regions, as the need for our military
presence continues or as we see that some new or additicnal form
of presence might further stability, we will increasingly rely on
periodic visits of air, ground, and naval forces, training
missions, access agreements, prepositioned equipment, exercises,
combined planning, and security and humanitarian assistance. These
more subtle but no less important forward presence operations most
tangibly reflect the evolving commitment of US military forces
that we can expect in a dynamic global envircnment. This implies a
more fluid role for our presence forces rather than an appreciable
increase to the overall level of activity. Indeed, absent a global
challenge, we might broadly anticipate a general decline in the
cverall level of activity recognizing a more selective use of
military forces in overseas missions.

: =

* p.13, Certainty that in a crisis US forward deployed forces will
be reinforced quickly and carry the ultimate threat of theater and
strategic nuclear weapons is an inescapable element of any would-
be aggressor's strategic calculus.

* p.1l4, Highly ready and rapidly deployable power projection
forces, including effective forcible entry capabilities, remain
key elements of protecting our interests from unexpected or sudden
challenges. Weé must be ready to deploy a broad array of
capabilities, including heavy and light ground forces, tactical
aviation forces, naval and amphibicus forces, and special
operations forces.

* p.14, ...our forces must remain able to respond rapidly to a
second major regional crisis or to expand an initial crisis
deployment in the event of escalation, also on short notice. This
oo has maior implications for the mix and readiness of our

for well i rtion r b h

* I3 ' 2

*»

maintaining a wide array of combat and support capapilities, In
the event of concurrent contingencies, major or minor, force
i ion ripriti Wi rmj he National

i

* p.15, If quick victory is not possible or the protracted nature
of a conflict threatens to exhaust our forces our our national

SECRET/NOFORN -- CLOSE BHOLD
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will, an opponent must remain convinced that US strategic assets

may be employved leaving no possibility of victory at acceptable
risk.

* p.15, ...crisis response capabilities depend on our abili;y to
secure the global posture necessary for timely regional action.
This demands that all forward presence forces be structured 1in 2
way to support major regional crises, even outside their
traditional theaters of operation.

* p.5, The actual use of weapons of mass destruction, even in
conflicts that otherwise do not directly engage U.S. interests,
could spur further proliferation which in turn would threaten
world order. Thus, the US may be faced with the question of
whether to take military steps to prevent the development Qr use
of weapons of mass destruction. Possible steps could include
threatening punishment for use of such weapons through a variety
of means, preempting an impending nuclear/biological/chemical '
attack through conventional.means, or punishing the attackers if
deterrence failed. motion or ishm invely
destruction of puclear, biclogical oxr chemical warfare facilities.

N
b

* p.15, Our strategy must now refocus on precluding the emergence
of any potential future global competitor.

* p.25, In the very near term, the former Soviets' large treaty-
limited equipment stocks, military industrial base and recently
demobilized forces could provide some residual capsbility for
rebuilding their forces if they so decided.

* p.26, Region-wide domination of Europe, East Asia, the former
Soviet Union, o©or Southwest Asia would give such an aggressor a
strategic base from which to pursue global expansionist aims. The
military capability to pursue such aims would require a
combination of modern defense industrial and technological
capacity, and a sizeable populdtion base. '

* p.26, ...planned reconstitution forces should not "mirror
image," in size or type, those of an aggressor. For example, the
aggressor would face the more demanding requirements for an
offensive strategy, while our strategic requirements would be to
maintain adequate force ratios for a defensive strategy.

* p.27, ...consistent with NATO alliance policy, we will retain
nuclear capabilities as an option of truly last resort, which 1is

perhaps particularly rélevant for deterrence oxr defense against a
reconstitution-type threat.

STORET/ROFORKR -- CLOSE HOLD
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* p.27, Force reconstitution includes activities analogous to the
three "phases" of graduated mobilization response activity
(peacetime planning and preparations, measured responses Lo a
crisis, and large scale force expansion). However, reconstitution
strategy subsumes and expands upon such established concepts and
capabilities as full and total mobilization and graduated
mobilization response. The potential ¢f reconstituting new types
of forces is one such difference. We should investigate
innovative reconstitution measures that may become increasingly
useful in the future, such as new types of more producible but
militarily useful equipment (and accompanying doctrines), and
abilities to rapidly move next-generation systems into production.

7 P

* p.3, The demise of the Soviet Union has resulted in increasingly
desperate conditions for the remaining true~believer Marxist
regimes, which no longer enjoy the lavish Soviet economic
assistance to which they were accustomed and, more importantly,
are no longer able to count on Soviet support in a crisis.

* .3, Both Cuba and North Korea seem to be entering periods of
intense crisis --primarily economic, but also political-- which
may lead their governments to take actions that would otherwise
seem irrational. The same potential exists in China.

* p.4, An additional source of instability may derive from the
break-up of multinational states that have lost their ideclogical
or cther raisons dletre.

* P-4, ...new conflicts may arise from population and
environmental pressures. .

Burope

* p.3, ...for the foreseeable future the continued fragmentation

of the former Soviet state and its conventional armed forces have
altered so fundamentally the character of the residual threat as
to eliminate the capacity of the Commonwealth or its member states
to wage global conventional war. An attack against Western Europe
appears beyond the Commonwealth's capabilities without a time
consuming reversal and several years of reconstitution. Even to
threaten East/Central Europe with a limited objective attack would
provide at least several months of warning.

* P.17, Increasingly Russia is acquiring the attributes of the
center, including the former USSR's Security Council seat in the
United Nations and responsibility for Soviet forces still
stationed outside the territory of the former Soviet Union. Yet,
to date, the CIS has shown itself to be remarkably adaptable.

* p.17, ... democratic change in Russia is not irreversible, and
that despite its current travails, Russia will remain the

SECREPANOFORN -- CLOSE HOLD
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strongest military power in Eurasia and the only power in the
worlc with the capability of destroying the United States.

* pp.17-18, We should encourage Moscow to undertake significant
unilateral conventional force reductions beyond those already
negotiated in CFE. We should ensure that future negotiations or
unilateral Western reductions do not create disparities
unfavorable to the West. In any future negotiations with Moscow,
we should ensure that an adequate NATO theater nuclear capability
in Europe 1s not jeopardized. We should ensure that any agreement
on further conventional force reductions does not preclude US
reinforcement of Europe or the US abiliry to respond te regional
crises using assets in Europe.

With regard to the residual Soviet/Russ;an presence and
possible ambitions outside of the territory of the formexr Soviet
Union, our goals are ensuring the completion of Soviet/Russian
troop withdrawals from Germany and Poland, integrating the
independent Baltic states and those former Soviet republics that
become peaceful democracies with markets and respect for
individual rights into overall European economic and security
institutions, and preventing Russia, should it seek to do so, from
reestablishing a hegemonic position in Eastern Europe.

Outside Europe, the former Soviet threatr in Southwest and
Southeast Asia has been significantly reduced by the Soviet/
Russian withdrawals from these areas and the impending end of
military and economic assistance to former clients. The annocunced
withdrawal of Soviet military elements from Cuba is another
important step in Moscow's retreat from its former.overseas
empire. We should continue to press Moscow to disengage
completely from the remaining Communist regimes.

* p.18, ...our support for European integration should be
conditioned on the premise that, as democratic consolidation
continues in Burope, Western European institutions should be
broadened to include all democratic European nations. We should
resist moves to merely deepen integration among the current
members of European institutions in ways that exclude the
admittance of appropriate new participants.

Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
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* p.189, The new threat environment in Europe will require a moxe
flexible US force posture, with greater reliance on air and navel

forces and force projection capabilities, particularly strategic
lifc.
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* p.20, East/Central European membership in the EC at the earliest
opportunity, and expanded NATO liaison are key to this process.

* p.20, The US could also consider extending to the East/Central
European states security commitments analogous to those we have
extended to Gulf states. These commitments could be extended after
consultations with our NATO allies and preferably in cooperation
with other NATO states. Such commitments would bring the
East/Central European states into the Western security network and
help to stabilize the region. The provision of a defense guarantee
te Bast/Central European states would have important implications
for the US force structure in Europe.

* p.20, Should there be a reemergence of a threat from the Soviet
Union's successor state, we should plan to defend against such a

threat in Eastern Eurcpe, should there be an Alliance decision to
do so. ~

East Asia/Pacific

* p.21, Qur foremost security regquirement is to be able to defend
effectively HRawaili, Alaska, US territories and the Freely

Associated States (Federated States of Micronesia and the Republic
cf tne Marshall Islands).

* p.21, [Maintaining preeminent military status in the region]
will enable the US to continue to contribute to regional security
and stability by acting as a balancing force and prevent emergence
of a vacuum or a regional hegemon. .

s.B.21, We must pay particular _qt;tentmn to the formery._.......

* P.22, We need better intelligence yielding improved strategic
warning to permit us to benefit from greater economy of force.

* p.22, In the Middle East and Southwest Asia (SWA), our overall
objective is to remain the predominant outside power in the region
and preserve US and Western access t¢ the region's oil.

* p.22, ...it remains fundamentally important to prevent a hegemon
or alignment of powers from dominating the region. This pertains
especially to the Arabian peninsula.

* p.23, We must focus these [security assistance) programs to
enable them to modernize their forges,_upgrade. fheix defels@auanas

doctrines and planning,; - .

P I A L |
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* p.23, A substantially increased US military presence, especially
naval and amphibious forces, more combined exercises to improve
interoperability and command and control, increased US arms sales,
and security assistance coordinated through a forward USCENTCOM
command element will help deter potential threats to our friends.

Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

Latin america

* p.24, ...our programs must provide capabilities to meet a
variety of potential Cuban contingencies which could include an
attempted repetition of the Mariel boatlift, a military
provocation, although with limited capabilities, against the US or
an American ally, or political instability and internal conflict.
in Cuba. :

* p.24, ...we need to heln stabilize and bolstex the counter-
insurgency capabilities of the government of __ :whlch is facing
a serious and growing drug-linked insurgency.

Withheld from public release
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24 March L1992

New Policy Directions
Noted in Draft Defense Planning Guidance

Policv and Strateay Section

* Preclude hostile, nondemocratic domination of regions [Eurcpe,
East Asia, and the Persian Gulf] critical to our interests, and 7
thereby strengthen the barriers against the reemergence of a
global threat (pp.3 and 12; see also pp.19, 31, and 38).

* Lead to a security community that extends to all peace~loving
nations, including the new democracies of Eastern Europe and a
democratic Russia, Ukraine, and other democracies of the former
Soviet Union (p.3; see also pp.7, 32 and 33).

* It is not in our interest or those of the other democracies to
return to earlier periods in which multiple military powers
balanced one another off in what passed for security structures,
while regional, or even global peace hung in the balance (p.8}.

* The demise of the Soviet Union and the increasing strength of
our ailies permit us to define our regional interests selectively
and to safeguard those interests in separate regional contexts and
at lower resource levels (p.ll),

* A future President will need to have options that will alliow
nim to lead or, where prudent and practical, to act to protect our
critical interests even in cases where very few others are with
us. We must plan sufficient forces and programs within current
fiscal constraints to provide such options.... (p.12).

* A critical task will be to begin preparing for tomorrow's
fcore] competencies, while gaining an appreciation of those we
need no longer emphasize {(p.l1l7).

* U.S. forces must continue to be at least a generation ahead in
those technclogies which will be decisive on future battlefields.
Future generations must have at least the same qualitative

advantages over their opponents as our forces did in the Gulf War

(p.18) .

* We need to be able _to_ glght future forces_ g{xgqu_g_h_ §§'_.r§u_l_a}_:19r_1 .
lp gfore we buy them, Withheld from public refease b
" under statutory authority “
1 of the Department of Defense . rmmmm
! FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5) P ABITTTTT

* Qur strategic nuclear forces...provide an important deterrent
hedge against the possibility of an unforeseen global threat

(p.20; .
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* We must...examine more innovative ways of providing strategic
deterrent, forgeg.__ We might _also find ways_of ensuring that some

of our -—--------l

- oW lh-u-------

Further, we should find methods of being more effécrive”
by going to lower alert levels for some portions of the
force...(p.21).

* [We must explore] new_ways of.oeeraring.(forwaxd presencel.....
;f.O. Ses.in peacetime.s :
l R AR TR NS AB W - -
i

J We Rlaht also

SGI3RE " Ticren3ad Wk S WA eRARETE SRAEY Rrersent L
a-d-cié.l:i_c-)rla‘l- ngmeportlng’ L-------------u------------c--------‘
Ln—------ ---I(p 24)

*+ Qur forces must remain able to respond rapldly to a second
major regional crisis or to expand an initial crisis deployment in
the event of escalation...(p.27). (First time specific guidance on
second major regional contvngency to be glven in unclassified
context.)

be -capable-of <wrecomplishing—a—-major-foree
deﬁiﬁwm—curmien&r&wmmams» {p28).

Cc}-\ﬁ"'\‘- -‘--------.—--‘---ﬂﬂ-----.----------.---“““.---.
L =2E Dy L{p.29).
2003*!!----—---- ;
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L] [ Ll
* Reconstitution now focuses on_a 7-8_vyear warning time, and —
drops the exclusive focus 01’3.______________: but still notes the
valuable "hedging" opportunities now available (p.30). (‘*"'ﬂ‘;.‘j
> By,
* Our challenge | _ .y is to maintain our Ve
collective capacity to defend against an aggressive regime in such 4

a way that we do not disrupt future cooperation with a democratic
state or weaken the chances of successful reform (p.33).

+ Qur ;Solicy should encourage the broadening of European
institutions to include the democracies of Eastern Europe (p.35).
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* We should encourage the .- - -_-_-_-states to .blay a positive role
t%rl _Stability and dem_pg;ggic "corisolidation l e e e e e
l--ﬁ-.------------------.-
* While continuing the opening: "hemmmEEmmERT 1 should also have

the means to defend itself. In tl}is sggﬁ%:-t-h'e U.S. should enforce
the (oLl l LI . __7and provide! 'with modernized

armaments to be used in its defense (p.37) ..

Prog ‘ 5 ;

* Strategic forces guidance requires and addendum to _the Serv:.ce

POMs detailing the changes that would be requlred _________ ‘
accepts PNI II proposals (p.2).

* Forward presence guidance adijusts the levels approved last
JSummer t to_ retaln more robust CentCom presence, and reguires a
' 10f naval presence requirements {pp.4-5; and p.3)

+ Prepositioning guidance requires Army to retain another®
rigades of equjipment _for possible future prepesitioning, as

recomended byL----n----.---------k----------------------:

* Sustainability guidance requires, for each of the two most
demanding Major Regional Contingency scenarios, 1) “threat-
oriented" munitions to kill . -~ - nnTotTToTeCTTITY

"level of effort™® Sustalnment for o EERERRRIRRRRES
operations (p.10). memmsEesEsmEsRes

4
- -

* Reconstitution guidance sets force levels of reconstitution
capability for the Services to provide at low cost through
equipment stockpiles or production capability (pp.22-23).
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POLICY H
MEMORANDUM FOR MR, LIBRY l
: :

SUBJECT: Abbreviated Scenarios for Inclusion in DPG “-- Issues? (U)

(U} Attached for your review are the abbreviated scenarios in
close~-to~final form (TAB A). General Powell has begun to review the
Joint Staff's detailed versions for his personal final judgements;
we may receive them formally as soon as early next week, You and/or
Mr. Wolfowitz may still have one or two major issues {(as I have
advised the Joint Staff); MRC-Europe particularly needs resolution.

E Q. 13526, section 1.4(a)
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ILLUSTRATIVE PLANNING SCENARIOS

PREFACE

This set of Tllustrative Planning Scenarios constitutes
guidance for the FY 94-95 Defense Program appropriate to the
changing security environment and new strategy. Most
broadiy, this scenario set tangibly reflecls the shift in
focus from a single monolithic global scenario to an array of
regional scenarios. The uncertainty of the international
security environment makes it gifficult to predict and
estimate the circumstances under which US military power
might be employed. Although changing world events make some
individual scenerios decidedly less probable than others, all
are useful for planning under the new strategy.

These scenariocs are illustrative, not predictive or
exhaustive. They depict plausible future events illustrating
the types of circumstances in which the application of US
military power might be required. Consistent with the new
strateqy, each scenario involves plausible threats in regions
of vital interest to the US, and corresponding achievable
miilitary objectives. While these scenarios do not represent .
the only threats which could emerge in regions vital to US
interests, they do illustrate a substantial range of the
kirnds of capabilities US forces might have to employ in

various regions of the world, and are therefore useful for
anzglysis.

This scenario set is to be used as an analytical tool
for the formulation and asscssment of defense programs.
While the Base Force 1s sized to support the elements of the
new strategy, these scenarios enable planners and programmers
to examine defense programs for appropriate levels of combat
power, mobility, readiness and sustainment. The FY 94-98
Program Objectives Memoranda should reflect reguirements
derived largely but not solely from this scenario set.
Although these scenarios focus largely on Crisis Responsc and
Reconstitution, each of the f[our elements of our strategy ,
involve other regquirements which are not fully addressed in-
this scenario set and yet require programming actions and
analysis. The order in which the scenarios appear does not
imply any regicnal priority for programming purposes.

This scenario set' is not intended to constrain planners
frem adjustirg to future changes in the strateglc
environment . Subsequent to its publication as guidance for
formulation and assessment of the FY 94-89 program, continued
evolution in the strategic environment, or emerging
requirements for scenarios for other applications, may
require the development of additional or more detailed
scenarios. 1f necessary, the data presented in this set



¥

should be updated for future applications until supexseded by
the next DPG scenario set. However, strategic concepts and
assumptions prescnted in this scenario set should generally
be retained in any scerarios developed for other
applications.

L A R N R R R RN R R R RN R RN N R R R NS RN EN N ENTERNEEREENN NS

Withheld from public release
under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense

FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

o e
|

Any detailed analysis of this DPG scenario set should
use the information in the more detailed version developed by
the Joint Staff and promulgated by official (s)
on date , from which these scenarios were
derived.
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ANNEX A

ILLUSTRATIVE PLANNING SCENARIOS (U)
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PREFACE g
AcE(0) FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)
(U} The following set of Illustrative Planning Scenarios
constitutes guidance for the FY 94-99 Defense Program. These
scenarios reflect the changing security environment and the
new defense strategy. They embody the change in focus from

the former Soviet global war scenario to an array of possible
regional contingencies.

N (U} These scenarios are not predictions of future events.

They by no means exhaust the range of possible threats to US

K .. interests in the planning perlod and beyond. ey do not feen
’ imply any strategic or programming priority among regions. ; it M

Nor do they constitute a commitment or policy decision te

hid respond in any particular way should events such as they

depict actually occur. M [mm YeSe Xm%

analytical purposes. They depict plausible future events
illustrating the types of circumstances: in which the
application of US military power might be required.

Consistent-with the new-strategy.—each scenario involwves

1
*

[ 1

[ ]

1

| ]

(U Rather, the scenarics are illustrations for techmcal:
[ ]

1

1 3

i

/M&M&Wg

hey
& illustrate a substantial range of the kinds of @
capabilities US forces might have to employ in various

regions of the world. Although changing world events make
some individual scenarios decidedly less probable than
others, all are useful for planning under the new strategy.

{U) The uncertainty of the international security
environment (see the "Uncertainty® discussion in the strategy
section) makes it difficult -- in some respects, impossible -
- to project or estimate the circumstances under which US
military power might be employed; the size of US,
allied/ccalition, and adversary forces that could be
involved; and the details of how such operations would be
conducted and supported. The detailed characterizations and
data in the scenarios address possible future events that are
in fact unknown. Rather, their precision is necessary to
provide precise guldance for programming, and a common
"yardstick™ for the variocus Defense Components to use in __.
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formulating and evaluating the defense- programs. . [ \
{U) These scenarios are to be used as an analytma) Zool for:
the formulation and assessment of defense-programs— The N
scenarios are not the basis for sizing overall force !
4
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structure or the Base Force -- the overall force is sized to
support the elements of the new defense strategy. Rather,
these scenarios enable planners and programmers to examine

v

]

L}

[ ]

defense programs for appropriate levels of -Gembat—powes,—2 ;
‘

'

-mobility, readiness and sustainment ¢~ The FY 94-353 Program
Obijectives Memoranda should {(within fiscal guidance) reflect
requirements derived largely but not solely from this
scenario set. Although these scenarios focus primarily on '“ﬂ
Crisis Response and, in one case, Reconstitution, each of the
four elements of our strategy involve other requirements

]
which are not fully addressed in this scenario set and yet 1
require programming actions and analysis —— for example,
strategic deterrence, forward presence, and operations in ,/4

widely varying climates and terrains. 3

(U} This scenario set is not intended to constrain plannerso
from adjusting to future changes in the strategic ‘
environment., Subsequent to its publication as guidance for *
formulation and assessment ¢f the FY 34-99 program, continueds
evolution in the strategic environment, or emerging
requirements for scenarios for other applications, may
require the development of additional or more detailed
scenarios. If necessary, the data presented in this set
should be updated for future applications until superseded by
the next DPG scenario set. However, strategic concepts and
assumptions presented in this scenario set should generally

be retained in any scenarios developed for other
applications.

{U) The U.S. Forces listing in each Major Regional
Contingency identifies, in addition to those forces that

under statutory authority
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would be required to conduct fully effective counteroffensive
operations (listed as Deploy-to-Fight Forces), extra forces
{iisted as Overwhelming Forces) whose optional employment
would reduce US and allied casualities and achieve wvictory
more quickly and decisively., If the NCA determined that the
presence of these forces was required, major counteroffensive

operations would be delayed until these forces could be
delivered to the conflict.

(Y Any detailed analysis of this DPG scenario set should

se the information in the more detailed version from which
these scenarios were derived.
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ANNEX A

ILLUSIRATIVE PRLANNING SCENARIOS (U)

PREFACE (U)

(U) The following set of Illustrative Planning Scenarios
constitutes quidance for the FY 94-99 Defense Program. These
scenarios reflect the changing security environment and the
new defense strategy. They embody the change in focus from

the former Soviet global war scenarioc to an array of possible
regional contingencies,

(J) These scenarios are not predictions of future events.
They by no means cxhaust the range of possible threats to US
interests in the planning period and beyond. They do not
imply any strategic or programming priority among regions.
Ner do they constitute a commitment or policy decision to

respond in any particular way should events such as they
depict actually occur.

{U) Rather, the scenarios are illustrations for technical
analytical purposes. They depict plausible future events
illustrating the types of circumstances in which the
applicatiecn of 0SS military power might be required.
Consistent with the new strategy, each scenario involves
plausible threats to US interests, and corresponding
achievable military objectives. While not exhaustive, they
do illustrate a substantial range of the kinds cf
capabilities US forces might have to employ in various
regions c¢f the world. Although changing world events make
some individual scenarios decidedly less probable than
others, all are useful for planning under the new strategy.

(U) The uncertainty of the international security
environment (see the "Uncertainty"” discussion in the strategy
section) makes it difficult ~—- in some respects, impossible -
- to project or estimate the circumstances under which US
military power might be employed; the size of US,
allied/coalition, and adversary forces that could be
involved; and the details of how such-operations would be
conducted and supported. The detailed characterizations and
data in the scenarios address possible future events that ave
in fact unknown, Rather, their precision is necessary to
provide precise guidance for programming, and a common
"yardstick” for the various Defense Components to use in
formulating and evalvating the defense programs.

(U) These scenarios are to be used as an analytical tool for
the formulation and assessment of defense programs. The
scenarios are not the basis for sizing:overall force

SECRBF/NOFORN - pRrRAF T
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structure or the Base Force -- the overall force is sized to
support the elements of the new defénse strategy. Rather,
these scenarios enable planners and programmers o examine
defense programs for apprfopriate levels of combat power,
mobility, readiness and sustainment. The FY 94-9% Program
Objectives Memoranda should (within fiscal guidance) reflect
requirements derived largely but not solely from this
scenario set. Although these scenarios focus primarily on
Crisis Response and, in one case, Reconstitution, each of the
four elements of our strateqgy involve other requirements
which are not fully addressed in this scenario set and yet
require programming actions and analysis -~ for example,
strategic deterrence, forward presence, and operatlons in
widely varying <¢limates and terrains. .

(U} This scenario set is not intended to constrain planners
from adjusting to future changes in the strategic
environment. Subsequent to its publication as guidance for
formulation and assessment of the FY 94-99 program, continued
evolution in the strategic environment, or emerging
requirements for scenarios for other applications, may
require the development of additional or more detailed
scenarios. If necessary, the data presented in this set .
should be updated for future applications until superseded by
the next DPG scenario set. -However, strategic concepts and
assumptions presented’ in this scenarioc set should gernerally
be retained in any scenarios developed for other
applications.

{U} The U.S. Forces listing in each Major Regional
Contingency identifies, in addition to those forces that
would be required to conduct fully effective counteroffensive
operations (listed as Deploy-to-Fight Forces), extra forces
{listed as Overwhelming Forces) whose optional employment
would reduce US and allied casualties and achieve victory
more quickly and decisively. If the NCA determined that the
presence of these forces was required, major counteroffensive
operations would be delayed until these forces could be
delivered to the conflict.

(U) Any detailed analysis of this DPG scenario set should

use the information in the more detailed version from which
these scenariocs were derived.

SECRET/NOFORN -- DR AF T



5/4/92 1330 SECRETNOFORN - DRAF T

(U)

PREFACE (U)

(U} Trhe following set of Illustrative Planning Scenarios
constitutes guidance for the FY 94-~99 Defense Program.

(U} These scenarios reflect the dramatically changing
security envirconment, and our new defense strategy. The move
to nse of multiple scenarios is a major innovation in defense
planning for a new strategic era. It supports the more
flexible approach we must take to the more uncertain
environment we face, and it tangibly embodies our change in
focus from the former Soviet global war scenarico to an array
of possible regional contingencies. For years we have
generally assumed that regiocnal contingencies required only
"lesser—-included capabilities" -- subsets of the requirements
of the one massive scenario that was our focus., Now, absent
the margin of safety that was provided by those larger
forces, we rieed more nuanced examination of the broad range
of possible regional requirements. These scenarios provide
one basis for such examination.

(U} These scenarios are illustrations to be used for
technical analytical purposes only. The scenarios:

. are not predictions of future events:

* by no means exhaust the range of possible threats to US
interests in the planning period and beyond;

. do not constitute a commitment or policy decision to
respond in any particular way should events such as they
depict actually occur;

. do not imply any stratiegic or programming priority among
regions; and

. are not the basis for sizing the overall Base Force
structure.

While not exhaustive, the scenario set does illustrate a
gubstantial range of the kinds of capabilities US forces
might have to employ in various regions of the world.
Although changing world events make some individual scenarios
distinctly less probable than others, all are useful for
planning under the new strategy. '

SECRET/ANOFORN- - DRATF T
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{U) The uncertainty of the international environment (see
the "Planning for Uncertainty" discussion in Section IXI.B.)}
makes it difficult -— in some respects, impossible —— to
project or estimate either the circumstances under which US
military power might be employed; or the size of US,
allied/coalition, and adversary forces that could be
involved; or the details of how such operations might be
conducted and supported. The characterizations and data in
these scenarios depict events in decidedly greater detail
than can in fact be known. Rather, the scenarios include
such detail simply to provide precise guidance for
rogramming, and a common “yardstick™ for the various Defense
Components to use in formulating and evaluating the defense
programs

(U} Accordingly, these scenarios are to be used as an
analytical tool where necessary for the formulation and
assessment of specific defense requirements and programs. In
particular, these scenarios enable planners and programmers
to devise and examine defense programs for appropriate levels
of mobility, readiness, sustainment, and modernization, and
~Sther elements of the capability to employ decisive combat
power. They thereby help ensure balance and consistency
among types of forces, and across various Components‘
supporting programs.

L) {Detailed analysis based on this DPG scenaricg set -- for
example, formulation and evaluation of specific regquirements
where necessary —— should draw as appropriate on the

information in the more detailed version of the scenario set
isgsued by _______, from which these scenarios were derived.)

(U) However, although these scenarios focus primarily on
Crisis Response (and in one case, Reconstitution), each of
the four elements of our strategy involve other reguirements
that are not ly-addressed in this scenario set and yet
also require programning actions and analysis ~- for example,
strategic deterrent forces; forward presence, including such
activities as humanitarian assistance and combatting drug
trafficking; and other c¢risis response requirements such as
operations in widely varying cllmates, terrains and
environments.

(U) Accordingly, the scenarios are not the basis for sizing
overall force structure or the Base Force —-- the overall
force is sized to support all the elements of the new defense
strategy. Given the need, explained above, for a more
nuanced examination of the full range of possible regional
requirements facing a force now sized with less "margin of
error" for regional crises, the Department's analyses should
evaluate the level of risk inherent in carrying out the new
strategy with that force in various regional contexts.
Scenariocs are a useful-tool to assist such evaluation by
illuminating capabilities and identifying possible

SECRET/NOFORN - prRarrT
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deficiencies, and by complementing -- as well as tangibly
incorporating -— experienced professiodal judgment. But for
this purpose, maximum: flexibility is desirable; force
capabilities should be evaluated using the widest possible
range of assumptions, although we must understand at minimum
how the force performs with respect to the main areas of
capability required, as depicted in this scenario set.

(Ul This scenario set is not intended to constrain planners

Withheld from public release

under statutory authority
of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)

from adjusting to future changes in the strategic environment

or evaluating as is needed the adequacy of forces to meet P

other possible threats. (After this set is published and used/
as guidance for formulating and assessing the FY 94-39 '
program,? continued evolution in the strateégic environment, or,
the need Tor scenarios for other applications, may require -
the development of additional or more detailed scenarios. If
necessary, the information presented in this set should be

&

by the next PPBS scenario set, However, the fundamental H
strategic concepts and assumptions underlying this scenario 1
set —-- as described in the new defense strategy and policies, |,

set forth above -- should remain:ﬁhe basis for any scenarios:!,

developed for other applications.

under statutory authority

of the Department of Defense
FOIA 5 USC §552(b)(5)
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(U) The list of U.S. Force§ in each Major Regional
Contingency (MRC) identifies a basic force package that would

-
L d

to stabilize the situation; and to condae%~the

on and/or enable the arrival BE===<" "
iditional units. /Suchjan additional force package that the '
NCA axger to operation is also shown. These
£

]

]

: orces' employment would make LI wseuntercviferstve phase
' shorter and more decisive with fewer casualties, although
"
1
*

L

A
3
- o &

‘

their delivery to the conflict would entail a delay in
ing t© eroffensive (greater than the reduction in
the ‘counteroffensive's duration), during which forces in
theater would continue to be subject to combat operations. -°
e program planning purposes of these scenarios, [do/do
not] in e the additional force in each scenario's
programmatic Yéguizement,

-
-
-,.n-——
-
- -

-

)
1
.

(U} The list of U.S. Forces in each MRC includes only%__ﬂ
...M}%,@acro«level) combat forces, while the listings for

Lesser gional Contingencies provide somewhat more detailed

information on U.8. forces. Planners and programmers should

make appropriate assumptions regarding combat support and

combat service support force, and below-the-line combat

force, in their evaluations for capability requirements.

(U) Lesser Regional Contingency (LRC) scenarios are provided
to evaluate U.S, military requirements in circumstances that
demand a more rapid delivery of the complete (but much
smaller) U.S. force package into theater than do MRCs.
Additionally, LRCs place greater emphasis on capabilities for

‘Withheld from public release SEEiETJ NOFOR: -~ DPRATFTT
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some types of operations that would be of less relative
importance in MRCs -- for example, non-combatant evacuation,
hostage rescue, and counter-insurgency operations,

{U) A Concurrent Contingencies scenario is provided to
reflect the strategy's recognition that when the U.S. is
engaged, perhaps in concert with others, in responding to a
substantial threat, potential aggressors in other areas may
be tempted to capitalize on our preoccupation -- and that for
both deterrence and defense, we must not leave undue
vulnerabilitxA This scenario illuminates the strategic
choices and tradeoffs inherent in providing adequate response
capability in the event of concurrent contingencies.

{U) A Reconstitution scenario is provided to assist in
planning for capabilities to build additional new forces to
help preclude or respond to any future hostile adversary who
might threaten U.S./allied ‘interests on a global scale. The
overarching aims for reconstitution strategy, and objectives
for reconstitution programming, are set forth in DPG Sections
I1.D. and IV.B..
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EEVICIN TIPS 3 meeﬁ fmd otae
' PREFACE (U) por poSc 0,

(U) The following set of Illustrative Planning Scenarios
constitutes guidance for the FY 94-99 Defense Program,

{U} These scenarios reflect the dramatically changing
security environment, and cur new defense strategy. The move
to use of multiple scenaries is a maijor innovation in defense
planning for a new strategic era. It supports the more
fiexible approach we nust take to the more uncertain
environment we face, and it tangibly embodies our change in aﬁ?
focus from the former Soviet giobal war scenarioc to an array -
of possible regional contingencies. For years we have e
generally assumed that regional contingencies required enly !
"lesser~included capabilities” =-- subsets of the requlremeﬂts: -
of the one massive scenario that was our focus. Now, absent ',.—"
the margin of safety that was provided by those larger '
forces, we need more nuanced examination of the broad range
of possible regional requirements. These scenarios provide
one basis for such examination.

(U} These scenarios are illustrations to be used for
technical analytical purposes cnly. The scenariocs:

. are not predictions of future events;

. by no means exhaust the range of ‘possible threats to US

interests in the planning period and beyond;

. do not constitute a commitment or policy decision to
respond in any particular way should events such as they
depict actually occur;

under statutory authority
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v do not imply any strategic or programming priority among
regions; and

. are not the basis for sizing the overall Base Force
structure,

While not exhaustive, the scenario set does illustrate a
substantial range of the kinds of capabilities US forces
might have to employ in various regions of the world.
Although changing world events make some individual scenarios
distinctly less probable than others, all are useful for
planning under the new strategy.
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(U} The uncertalnty of the 1nternathnal er v1ronment &seej;L

makes it difficult -=- in some respects, impossible —- to
project or estimate either the circumstances under which US
military power might be employed; or the size of US,
allied/coalition, and adversary forces that could be
involved; or the details of how such operations might be
conducted and supported. The characterizations and data in
these scenarios depict events in decidedly greater detail
than can in fact be known. Rather, the scenarios include
such detail simply to provide precise guidance for
programming, and a common “yardstick!" for the various Defense

Components to use in formulating and evaluating the defense
programs.

(J) Accordingly, these scenarios are to be used as an
analytical tool where necessary for the formulation and
assessment of specific defense requirements and programs. In
particular, these scenarios enable planhers and programmers
tc devise and examine defense programs for appropriate levels
of meobility, readiness, sustainment, and modernizatiocn, and
other elements of the capability to employ decisive combat
power. They thereby help ensure balance and consistency

. among types of forces, and across various Cemponents’ ‘.—ﬂ
' supperting programs. s : PR %
' )
P {0) (Detailed analysis based on this DPG scenario set -- for: \
‘example, formulation and evaluation of specific requirements . .
twhere necessary —- should draw as approprlate on the ! '
» information in the more detailed version of the scenario set s >
! issued by , from which these scenarios were deflved ), ’

--—...

(U) However, although these scenarios focus primarily on

Crisis Response {and ir one case, Reconstitution), each of ﬂ\\
the four elements of cur strategy involve other requlvements

that are not fully addressed in this scenaric set and yet
also require programming actions and analysis -- for example,
strategic deterrent forces; forward presence, including such

&
i
activities as humanitarian assistance and combatting drug H

trafficking; and other crisis response requirements such as i JEAAA
operations in widely varying climates, terrains and L7 *
environments.

]

&
\(U) Lcocordingly, the scenarics are not the basis for sizing A
pverall force structure or the Base Force -- the overall .
rforce is sized toc support all the elements of the new defense '
.strategy. Given the need, explained above, for a more M
' nuanced examination of. the full range of possible regicnal '
requirements facing a force now sized with less "margin of
error" for regional crises, the Department's analyses should
evaluate the level of risk inherent in carrying out the new }/
strategy with that force in various regicnal contexts.
Scenarios are a useful tool to assist such evaluaticn by ,/’
uilluminating capabilities and identifying possible

~
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deficienclies, and by complementing -- as well as tangibly
incorporating -- experienced professional judgment. But for
this purpose, maximum flexibility is desirable; force
capabilicies should be evaluated using the widest possible
range of assumptions, although we must understand at minimum
how the force performs with respect to the main areas of
capability required, as depicted in this scenario set.
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(U) This scenario set is not intended to constrain planners
from adjusting to future changes in the strategic envircnment
or evaluating as is needed the adequacy of [oxces to meet
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other possible threats. After this set is published and used Ay

as guidance for formulating and assessing the FY 94-9°9 '
program, continued evolution in the strategic envircenment, or:

the need for scenarios for other applications, may require P

trhe development of additional or more detailed scenarios. Iff .
necassary, the mformatmn presented m this set should be
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{U) The list of U.S. Forces in each Major Regional
i ~ewn..  Contingency (MRC) identifies a basic force package that would

:be able to enemy from achieving his objectives;
abilize the situation; o conduct e RS
* A J

:‘"ﬁ joperat idn) and/offenable the arrival of ’o .
additiona TTY. Such an additional force package that the ‘.
' NCA might order to t'ffé‘operation is also shown. Th ' .
forces' employment would make the : phase ' S
-

shorter and more decisive with fewer casuaitdi es, 3ITE ough

their delivery to the conflict would entail a delay in
starting that {greater than the reduction in

the duration), during which forces in - '
theater would continue be supject to combat operations ’ “
Epr the program planning pbygpos4s of these scenarios, [do/do,”’ '
not] include the additional in each scenario's M R
programmatic requiremen‘t.s t‘ .’

*

haSE
{U} The list of U.S. Forces in e;Zh MRC includes only above-
the-line (macro-level) combat forces, while the listings for
Lesser Regional Contingencies provide somewhat more detailed
. i information on U.$. forces. Planners and programmers should
e make appropriate assumptions regarding combat support and
combat service suppert force, and below-the-line combat
force, in their evaluations for capability requirements.

---u--u---n-.--

{U) Lesser Regional Contingency {(LRC) scenarios are provided
to evaluate U.S. military requirements in circumstances that
demand a more rapid delivery of the complete (but much
smaller) U.S. force package into theater than do MRCs.
Additionally, LRCs place greater emphasis on capabilities for
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some types of operations that would be of less relative
importance in MRCs -- for example, non-combatant evacuation,
hostage rescue, and counter—insurgency operations.

(UJ) A Cencurrent Contingencies scenario is provided to
reflect the strategy's recognition that when the U.S. is
engaged, perhaps in concert with others, in responding to a
substantial threat, potential aggressors in other areas may
be tempted to capitalizé on our preoccupation -- and that for
beth deterrence and defense, we must not leave undue
vulaerability This scenaric illuminates the strategic
choices and tradecffs inherent in providing adeguate response
capability in the event of concurrent contingencies.

(U) A Reconstitution scenario is provided to assist in
planning for capabilities to build additional new forces to
help preclude or respond tc any future hostile adversary who
might threaten U.S./allied interests on & gleobal scale. The
overarching aims for reconstitution strategy, and objectives

for reconstitution programming, are set forth in DPG Sections
IZ.D. and IV.B.. =

SECRET/NOFORN - prRaAarF T





