











Overview

The Composition of Defense Spending

* Compensation per military person has increased steadily since the end of the Cold War. For the past two
decades, defense budgets have favored the military pay account over the procurement account (which buys
modern weapons systems and equipment) with the exception of a brief spike in procurement associated with the
surge in Iraq. Since September 11, 2001, both the military pay and procurement accounts have increased. How-
ever, the military pay account has increased more steadily and is on track to outpace procurement in the future.

» Military personnel costs are rising at an unsustainable rate and increasing pressure on other important accounts,
such as modernization. Between 1999 and 2005, Congress increased pay for enlisted personnel by 28 percent
and added hefty pension benefits and health care entitlements.

Military Personnel Expenditures at Record High

Military Personnel Expenditures in Billions of Current Dollars $154.7 billion
$160

$150
$140
$130
$120
$110
$100

$90

$80

$77 billion

$70
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fiscal Year
Source: Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the U.S. Government, FY 2010, Historical Tables, Table 5.1, at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/
Historicals (December 9, 2009).
Chart4 K& heritage.org



The State of the U.S. Military

The Growing Imbalance Between Operations and Modernization
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o At 64.5 percent of the defense budget, spending on operations and support—which includes the military per-
sonnel account and the operation and maintenance account—has grown to more than double the spending on
military modernization. The imbalance stems in large measure from the growth in the cost of compensating mil-
itary personnel (which is reflected in both the military personnel account and the operation and maintenance
account that covers many health care costs).

* In many ways, the exploding costs of military health care and deferred benefits is a microcosm of the larger
national debate about the Big 3 entitlements and the U.S. health care system in need of reform. The Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates that the portion of the defense budget comprising medical funding will increase
by 77 percent, from $39 billion in 2008 to $68 billion in 2025—and potentially more than double to $80 bil-
lion, taking unbudgeted costs into account.

10. Congressional Budget Office, “Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March 2008),”
p. 10, at http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/90xx/doc9043/03-28-CurrentDefensePlans. pdf.



Overview

Historically, defense modernization—the defense accounts that fund research, development and construction of
equipment and platforms—has comprised about one-third of defense spending. In 2009, the portion of the
defense budget devoted to modernization was just over 30 percent, which is at the low end of the range histor-
ically. By contrast, modernization spending was 44 percent of the defense budget in 1985.'! Ironically, the vast
majority of major systems the military uses today are those built in the 1980s and in need of replacement.

Due to declining military modernization funds, recapitalization rates are falling dramatically. Whereas 338 tac-
tical fighter jets were built in 1985, for example, just 56 were built in 2008. The rate of replacement for ships,

tactical vehicles, and strategic systems has also fallen significantly.

Recapitalization Rates, 1985 vs. 2008

Tactical { Missiles i Tactical Ships
Fighters ! i Vehicles
1985 338 ¢ 87113 i 56551 i 23
2008 56 i 13471 i 32276 i 7

Change  V83.4% | V84.5% | V42.9% | V69.6%

Source: Cecil Black The Boeing Group, referenced in testimony before Congress, February
4,2009.
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The State of the U.S. Military

Declining Capabilities

The U.S. military today has a smaller number of ground combat vehicles, ships, and aircraft than at almost any
other time in its history '2

Many high-end military platforms are reaching the end of their service lifespans and are being retired faster than
they can be replaced. The result is a widening capabilities gap and a higher level of operational risk for those
in uniform.

The Administration’s 2010 defense budget cancels or truncates many important military programs without
presenting alternatives to fill the gap and in the absence of any formal foreign policy guidance. Examples
include:

— F-22 fifth-generation fighter aircraft;
— Combat search and rescue helicopter;
—  C-17 cargo airlifter; and

—  Next-generation bomber.

The President’s budget request also reduces funding for missile defense to $1.4 billion less than the amount
provided in 2009.1?

The U.S. has only one fighter and one bomber production line open today. Yet Russia and China currently oper-
ate 12 of these production lines right now.!* America’s shipbuilding industrial base is also under strain as budget
requests change from year to year, and the planned number of ships to be built is repeatedly reduced and the
schedule stretched further out into the future.

Many major platforms are aging and exceed the military services’ guidelines for their useful life before they are
retired. During wartime, aging is accelerated by wear and tear, imposing a far higher maintenance burden. For
example, $17 billion worth of trucks, tanks, Humvees, and other equipment are lost each year in Iraq and
Afghanistan, as opposed to $2.5 billion during peacetime. '’

12.

13.

14.

15.
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Anthony H. Cordesman, “A Poisoned Chalice?: The Crisis in National Security Planning, Programming, and Budgeting,” Rough Working
Draft, April 22, 2008.

Congressional Budget Office, “Long-Term Implications of the Department of Defense’s Fiscal Year 2010 Budget Submission,”
Testimony by Matthew S. Goldberg before the Committee on the Budget, U.S. House of Representatives, October 14, 2009, p. 14,
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Overview

Restoring Military Readiness

Congress must provide significant funding both for the restoration of short-term readiness levels and plans to
build and maintain robust military capabilities over the long-term for an uncertain future.

Congress should take steps to provide immediate relief to a force under stress. The proper planning and prior-
itization of maintenance on the military’s major platforms is required to ensure that the service lives of equip-
ment being used at wartime rates are extended until replacements are available. Further growth in Reserve
Component endstrength is also required to relieve strain on the National Guard and Reservists to enable them
to respond to disasters at home and fight wars abroad.

Congress should take special care to provide what is necessary to prevail in current combat operations while
planning and building for the future. Defense spending should be sustained at today’ levels for three years after
major operations in Iraq and Afghanistan subside in order to reset and modernize the force.

Sustained, predictable defense investment is also needed to restore the quality and comprehensiveness of mil-
itary training, which has been compromised by the heavy requirements of wartime deployments.
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The State of the Army

The 1.1 million men and women serving in the active Army, Guard, and Reserves have repeatedly demonstrated

their mettle and shown why America’s military is truly the best-trained, best-led in the world. Army soldiers—along
with their counterpart Navy sailors, Air Force airmen, and U.S. Marines—have been fighting the longest war since
America first created its all-volunteer force and the third longest war in U.S. history. Fighting and winning today’s
wars while preparing for the future is a tremendous task that the nation has asked the Army to achieve.

Army leaders often speak of the need to restore the service to a state of balance where troop dwell time at home

is extended, training is expanded beyond counterinsurgency missions, and the Army possesses the modern, dual-
use equipment to respond to all types of contingencies, whether conventional conflict or domestic emergency
response in support of civil authorities, and everything in between.

Current Readiness and Future Preparedness at Risk

The Army’s 2009 posture statement acknowledges that “after seven years of continuous combat, our Army
remains out of balance, straining our ability to sustain the all-volunteer force and maintain strategic depth.”
Army leaders believe it will take “several challenging years ahead” to restore balance and set favorable conditions
for the future.

Due to current wartime operational demands for soldiers and insufficient time between deployments, the Army
has had to focus unilaterally on counterinsurgency training and on a narrow range of weapons and equipment
to the detriment of preparing for the full range of military missions across the spectrum of conflict.

All Army combat brigades currently in the United States or preparing to deploy are rated as not ready. Many lack
vital capabilities due to old age, attrition levels, and wartime losses of equipment; long maintenance backlogs;
and need for cross-leveling of equipment between units.

Although the Army is currently meeting high recruiting and retention goals, it is experiencing difficulty in keep-
ing some of the best and the brightest, and its leaders acknowledge the current demand for forces exceeds “sus-
tainable supply.” In 2007, the Army was short about 3,000 mid-career officers, and as a result, it was promoting
captains and majors at rates well above its own guidelines.'®

Army personnel and their families have endured repeated deployments due to the high operations tempo in Iraq
and Afghanistan. In 2007 and 2008, many servicemembers conducted 15-month tours with only 12 months rest
at home.!” The Army was able to ease strain on soldiers and their families in 2009 by reducing deployment times
from 15 to 12 months but is still not offering enough time at home for reset and training.

Strain on the U.S. Army has affected the National Guard and Reserves, reducing their preparedness for the full
range of missions and ability to respond to disasters at home. On average, states and governors have less than
half of their Guard equipment on hand to respond to crises, such as hurricanes, floods, and wildfires.

16. James Kitfield, “For the Army: Code Yellow,” National Journal, April 9, 2007.
17. Michelle Tan, “Dwell Times May Increase to 30 Months by 2011,” Army Times, February 5, 2009, at http://www.armytimes.com/news/

2009/02/army_dwelltime_020209w/ (December 9, 2009).
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The State of the U.S. Military

Aging Combat Equipment Getting Older with Wartime Wear and Tear

The Army’s combat vehicle fleet of Abrams tanks, Bradley fighting vehicles, M113 personnel carrier-style vehi-
cles, and self-propelled howitzers are old and getting older. M113-based vehicles were introduced in the 1960s.
The Abrams tanks and Bradley fighting vehicles are largely based on technology from the 1980s.

Many of the Army’s current combat vehicles will significantly exceed the Army’s guidelines before they are retired
unless the Pentagon makes significant investments in upgrades or modifications.'®

Annual purchases of Army ground combat vehicles from 1993 to 1999 averaged about 400, or less than 60 per-
cent of the purchases needed to sustain the combat fleet indefinitely. *

The projected annual procurement rate of about 320 ground combat vehicles as part of the canceled portion of
the Future Combat Systems program would still have been insufficient to maintain the combat vehicle fleet at its
current size. 20 While modern technology upgrades would offset some numerical shortfalls, quantity has a qual-
ity all its own when it comes to major military platforms.

The Congressional Budget Office projects that despite the delivery of newer Stryker vehicles, the average age of
the Army’s ground combat vehicle fleet will reach 20 years by 2025, which significantly exceeds the targeted age
range of 10 to 15 years. 2!

Average Ages of Army Systems

Average age is based upon date of original manufacture.
Some have undergone major maintenance overhauls
since fleet introduction.

Ground Combat Vehicles Average Age
MIAI Abrams Tank 6
M2/M3 Bradley Fighting Vehicle 17
MI09A6 Paladin Howitzer I5
M1I13 Armored Personnel Carrier 27
Stryker Armored Vehicle 5
Helicopters Average Age
UH-60 Black Hawk 19
UH-1 Huey 35
CH-47 Chinook |7

Source: US. Army, December 2009.

Table 2 & heritage.org

18. J. Michael Gilmore, “The Army’s Future Combat Systems Program,” Statement before the House Committee on Armed Services,

19.

20.
21.
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Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces, p. 8-9, at http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/71xx/doc7122/04-04-FutureCombatSystems.pdf
(December 6, 2009).

Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March 2008),”
p-14.
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The State of the Army

The Army has retired a large number of helicopters faster than it has bought replacements, with the result that
its total helicopter inventory is now less than half of what it was in the late 1980s and early 1990s.?

The average age of the Army’s fleet of helicopters has increased from 11 years in 1980 to 20 years today.?>
With appropriate investment, the age of the fleet can be stabilized at a lower level over the long term if the
Administration follows through on current plans and sustains projected deliveries of new armed reconnaissance
and utility helicopters.>*

Restoring Flexibility and Balance

Restoring readiness and easing the strains on the U.S. Army will require further growth in endstrength, partic-
ularly in the National Guard and Reserves, which serve as force multipliers for the nation.

Achieving stability will require increased maintenance to extend the services lives of equipment being used at
wartime rates. Congress should support the Army’ goal to reset or replace all equipment that has been destroyed
or worn out due to harsh conditions and excessive wartime use.

To enable the Army to prepare for the future, adequate resources must be invested to allow the resumption of
training for both irregular and conventional missions using the entire range of the Army’s capabilities.

The sufficient procurement of new, modernized tracked and wheeled vehicles and rotary wing aircraft along with
the timely retirement of older equipment is essential to ensuring the Army’s technological superiority over a
diverse array of potential adversaries.

The U.S. Army should pre-position fully stocked weapons reserves that have been drawn down on Army bases
overseas as a hedge against future contingencies.

22.

23.

24.

Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans and Alternatives: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year
2006 (January 2006)”, p. 25, http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/70xx/doc7004/01-06-DPRDetailedUpdate. pdf

Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March
2008),” p. 17.

Ibid.
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The State of the Navy

The United States is a maritime nation, and the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard are the primary guardians
of this global status. The Navy’s core competencies are to maintain maritime superiority on, below, and above the
high seas against all powers, including nation-states and non-state actors.

Because the U.S. Navy fulfills its mission so successfully and has not fought a naval battle at sea since World War
I1, it could be easy for some to overlook this critical mission or to focus on less important priorities. Additionally, the
Navy’s role in assuring the safe transit of international commerce above the high seas and protection of sea lines of
communication has become ever more important.

Rapidly Shrinking Fleet of Ships and Aircraft

* The U.S. Navys fleet today contains the smallest number of ships since 1916. The total number of active ships
in the Navy declined from 592 to 283 between 1989 and 2009.2>

U.S. Navy Has Smallest Number of Ships Since 1916

Total Number of Active Naval Ships
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Source: U.S. Navy, Active Ship Force Levels, 2009, at http://www.history.navy.millbranches/org?-4.htm (December 6, 2009).
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25. U.S. Navy, U.S. Navy Active Ship Force Levels at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm (December 6, 2009).

17



Th

e State of the U.S. Military

Our Shrinking Submarine Fleet

The

U.S. is retiring Cold War-era submarines faster than they can be replaced with new ones. The current fleet is half the size

of the 1965 fleet.

Number of Submarines in U.S. Fleet
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The Navy’s aircraft carriers are the country’s first visible line of defense in the world’s oceans. The backbone
of a carrier’s air component is the fighter force, which fulfills the air superiority mission and ultimately ensures
the carrier’s survival and continued operation in the face of a potential or actual enemy air threat. After defeat-
ing the threat, fighters can then clear the skies and allow carrier strike aircraft to carry out interdiction and ISR
(intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance) missions unimpeded.

Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy has reduced both the number of aircraft carriers and the size of its sea-
based air superiority fighter force. Between 1991 and 1999, the Navy’s air superiority fighter force was reduced by
nearly 40 percent and the carrier force was effectively reduced by one-third.

Naval aviation remains in a tenuous position with significant fighter gaps projected over the coming decade for
both the Navy and Marine Corps. A fighter gap is essentially a deficit between the services’ fighter aircraft inven-
tories and their operational requirements based on emerging and possible air threats to U.S. security.

The Navy?’s ability to plan effectively for the future and to develop modern, reliable platforms for force projection,
sea control, and maritime domain awareness is under threat due to unpredictable and unreliable budget requests
and constantly changing force sizing plans.

The Navy has repeatedly reduced planned purchases of ships due to cost concerns and changing directives
from various Administrations.?® The result is a rapidly shrinking Navy and dwindling shipbuilding indus-
trial base.

26.

18

Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March 2008),”
p- 19



The State of the Navy

Optimistic Navy and Marine Corps Projections of Fighter Aircraft
Shortfalls

The “fighter gap” is the deficit between the Department of the Navy’s fighter aircraft inventories and its operational
requirements based on emerging and potential threats to U.S. security.
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Sources: Department of the Navy, Congressional Budget Office, 2009.
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* The Navy’s readiness and capabilities have been further weakened by the extensive use of Navy personnel
serving in lieu of soldiers in combat operations over the past eight years. Sailors are currently supporting
counterinsurgency ground operations as well as providing humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. Sup-
plementing ground forces indefinitely threatens to overstress Navy personnel and equipment and harm
training and specialization. .

* Inadequate funding to replace legacy fighter fleets, which have worn out faster than anticipated and are nearing
the end of their service lives, constitutes a great dilemma for the Navy.

Glide Path to a 220-Ship Navy

»  Since 1990, the number of U.S. cruisers has been halved from 43 to 22 and the frigate fleet has fallen by more
than two-thirds from 99 to 30.% Further, the Navy has cut the number of attack submarines from 102 to 52

since 1985.2% The Navy is expected to continue to purchase just one attack submarine per year through 2011
but increase to two per year thereafter.?”

27. U.S. Navy, U.S. Navy Active Ship Force Levels at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm (December 6, 2009).
28. Ibid.

29. Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March 2008),”
p- 19.
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Bu

The average age of the Navy’ battle force ships has risen from about 14 years in 1980 to 18 years in 2009.%°

The average age of the Navy fleet is expected to peak at 19 years in 2019.3!

The Navy’s inventory of strike fighters is insufficient to meet mission requirements. Navy officials in 2008 pro-
jected an optimistic shortfall of 125 strike fighters by 2017, but subsequent reports project that the gap may
grow to 243 by 2018 (129 Navy and 114 Marine Corps fighters) >

The Navy’ fighter and attack aircraft force will fail to remain in the target half-life range of 10 to 15 years unless
Pentagon plans are fully resourced and implemented.>*

ilding a Navy for Force Projection

To meet its goal of being able to respond swiftly and decisively anywhere in the world with surprise and flexi-
bility, the Navy will need to invest across a wide range of capabilities to maintain a robust fleet—both in the
quantity of ships and in the quality of capabilities and technologies.

To prepare for an uncertain future and maintain access, security, and order above, on, and below the seas—
specifically in the blue waters of the Pacific and Indian Oceans—the U.S. should ensure its naval forces have
adequate numbers of aircraft carriers, cruisers, destroyers, amphibious ships, attack submarines, and converted
Trident submarines.

Developing enhanced naval strike platforms, including anti-ship cruise missiles and both diesel and nuclear
submarines, will require a renewed focus on anti-submarine warfare, area-wide anti-air warfare, and ballistic
missile defense.

Increased funding is critical to allow ships to be overhauled when possible, instead of deactivated, particularly
aircraft carriers, destroyers, and submarines. Modernization programs add years of life to existing Navy ships
instead of retiring or decommissioning them prematurely due to insufficient maintenance funds.

30.
31
32.

33.

34.

20

Ibid., p. 20.

Ibid., p. 19.

Ronald O’'Rourke, “Navy-Marine Corps Strike-Fighter Shortfall: Background and Options for Congress,” Congressional Research Service
Report for Congress, May 12, 2008, at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22875.pdf (December 9, 2009).

Christopher Bolkcom, “Navy-Marine Corps Strike-Fighter Shortfall: Background and Options for Congress,” Congressional Research
Service Report for Congress, April 10, 2009, at http://www.dodbuzz.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/05/crsf-18shortfa-apr09.pdf (December 9, 2009).
Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March 2008),”
p. 19.



The State of the Air Force

The United States Air Force has served as a joint enabler in current operations and provided the underpinning

of American national defense since the end of World War II.

In addition to delivering immense payloads, the Air Force is the fastest transporter and facilitator of military

power in the world. The ability of America’s airmen to move military hardware and people around the globe and
secure access to space and cyberspace is unmatched. Often overlooked, the Air Force also maintains a unique capac-
ity for joint warfighting. Airmen and women are contributing to ongoing counterinsurgency operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan today providing critical contributions to the success of the joint force.

Overlooked and Undervalued Joint Enabler

Since World War 11, the U.S. military has used air power as a decisive force multiplier to prevail in both peace-
time and combat. As a result, no U.S. soldier or Marine has come under attack from enemy air forces since the
Korean War.

The Air Forces ability to field well-prepared forces with reliable, high-quality equipment and superior capabilities
will be threatened in the coming years as the Air Force retires aging aircraft faster than it acquires replacements.

America’s Air Force has been operating at a wartime pace since Operation Desert Shield in 1991, flying an aver-
age 2.3 million flight hours per year with 2,500 fewer aircraft. In addition to Desert Storm and other missions
throughout the 1990s in Bosnia and Kosovo, Air Force pilots enforced no-fly zones for 17 years in the skies over
Iraq right up until 2003, when its obligations were again dramatically elevated.

Since 2003, the Air Force has taken on new responsibilities on the ground in both Afghanistan and Iraq, in many
cases serving in lieu of soldiers to relieve the strain on the U.S. Army.

While presenting few alternatives to fill the gap, the President’s 2010 defense budget request proposed eliminat-
ing the following major Air Force programs:

— F-22 fifth-generation fighter aircraft;

— Combat search and rescue helicopter;

—  C-17 cargo airlifter; and

— Next-generation bomber.

Fighter Gap Projected Only to Grow

With the exception of the fifth-generation F-22, most of the fighters in service today were purchased at
high rates during the late 1970s and 1980s. The Air Force’s fighter inventory is about half its size from the
mid-1980s.”

35. Congressional Budget Office, “Alternatives for Modernizing U.S. Fighter Forces,” Congressional Budget Office Study, May 2009, p. 8, at

http:/fwww.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/101xx/doc10113/05-13-FighterForces.pdf (December 9, 2009).
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The State of the U.S. Military

The Oldest Air Force in U.S. History

Aircraft Type Average Age
Fighter F-15 Eagle 2|

F-16 Fighting Falcon I5
Bomber B-1 Lancer 17

B-2 Spirit 10
Transport  C-5 Galaxy 26

C-130 Hercules 25
Tanker KC-135 Stratotanker 44

Source: US. Government Accountability Office, “Military Readiness:
DOD Needs to Identify and Address Gaps and Potential Risks in
Program Strategies and Funding Priorities for Selected Equipment,”
Report to Congressional Committees, October 2005, at
http:/lwww.gao.gov/new.items/d06 | 4 | .pdf (December 10, 2009).
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The average age of the Air Force’ fighter and attack aircraft will increase steadily to a peak of about 22 years in
2012. Purchases of Joint Strike Fighters are expected to be insufficient to bring the average age of the fleet within
the targeted range of 10 to 15 years in the period before 2025.3°

The average age of the Air Force’s critical strategic airlifters (e.g., C-5s, C-141s, C-17s and C-130s) is steadily
increasing and will reach almost 30 years by 2025. The ages are growing while the targeted half-life range is 17
to 22 years. 37

The Air Forcess fleet of tankers will reach an average age of about 48 years by 2013. This is more than 50 percent
higher than the acceptable age targeted under the Air Force’s guidelines.>®

The average age of bombers for the Air Force is steadily rising and will reach 40 years in 2019 before possible
deliveries of a new long-range strike aircraft cause it to decline.>® A next-generation bomber is not currently
being funded and will require investment to replace the current fleet.

Shortfalls and Declines

Most of the Air Force’s fighter, bomber, and tanker aircraft fleets are older than their pilots. The average B-52
bomber is 31 years old and designed to handle air defenses considered museum pieces today. Other average ages
of critical aircraft include:

— B-1 Lancer bomber: 20 years;
— C-5A Galaxy transport: 40 years old,
— KC-135 tanker: 44 years old.

Congress heard testimony in 2008 that the Air Force could have a requirement gap of over 800 fighters by
2024.%

36.

37.
38.
39.
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The State of the Air Force

U.S. Air Force Projects an Optimistic Fighter Gap of More Than
500 Aircraft

The “fighter gap” is the deficit between the Air Force’s fighter aircraft inventories and its operational requirements based on
emerging and potential threats to U.S. security.
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Sources: US. Air Force, Congressional Budget Office, 2009.
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«  The number of U.S. Air Force tankers has declined from almost 700 in 1987 to just over 500 in 2009. !

* The overall inventory of Air Force airlifters is expected to fall steadily as old C-130s are retired but not replaced.
Overall, the Air Force’s airlifter fleet will have fallen from about 900 aircraft in the late 1980s to just over 600 air-
craft by 2025.%

«  Between 1990 and 2002, the number of strategic bombers in the U.S. arsenal fell from 374 to 115.%

« In 1999, the Air National Guard had nine F-15 squadrons; in 2009, it had only five squadrons.** This con-
stitutes a 44 percent reduction in critical air sovereignty aircraft, which serve the vital mission of patrolling the
homeland skies from threats like those originating on 9/11.

* The U.S. has only one fighter and one bomber production line open today, compared with 12 in Russia and
China combined.*’

40. Hearings, Hearing to Receive Testimony on Navy and Air Force Aviation in Review of the Defense Authorization Request for Fiscal Year 2009 and
the Future Years Defense Program, Subcommittee on Air and Land, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, 111th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 16,
at http://www.senate.gov/~armed_services/Transcripts/2008/04%20April/Airland/08-36%20-%204-9-08.pdf (December 9, 2009).

41. Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current Defense Plans: Detailed Update for Fiscal Year 2008 (March 2008),”
p. 34.

42. Ibid., p. 33.

43. Natural Resources Defense Council, “Table of US Strategic Bomber Forces,” http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/nudb/datab7.aspc

44. The Military Balance 2009 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies: 2009), p. 39.

45. U.S. Air Force.
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The State of the U.S. Military

Making Modernization a Priority

24

In today’s rapidly evolving threat environment, America’s ability to secure its vital national security interests will
continue to rely upon a superior military. This includes the U.S. Air Force’s ability to sustain a world-class
fleet—in both quality and quantity—characterized by unrivaled firepower and unmatched global mobility.

Congress needs to examine carefully whether the planned numbers of new and modernized fighters in service
inventories will meet operational requirements. Scrutiny is required given the reported structural problems
caused by the stress of combat operations, the current and planned numbers of fifth-generation fighters, and the
scheduled phase-out of legacy fighters.

The air sovereignty mission remains a critical component of America’s homeland defense posture. Many seem pre-
pared to gamble in the medium term that the F-35 will eventually help the atrophying Air National Guard to sus-
tain the air sovereignty mission, but an interim “bridge” is required to reach this stage. Extending the service life
of the Guard’s current fleet is possible but expensive and would add just 1,500 hours. Instead, Congress should
purchase additional fourth-generation fighters, which are relatively inexpensive, to bridge the gap now.

Now is the time to begin research and development on the next-generation bomber program and a sixth-gener-
ation fighter program. In order to effectively meet national security needs—and more specifically to ensure that
this leg of the triad remains a credible nuclear deterrent—the Air Force requires a bomber fleet that is on par
with the realities of sophisticated modern-day air defenses.

Further, because the F-18E/F fighter production line is set to shut down in 2012, soon only one fighter man-
ufacturer will exist in the entire United States. This will eliminate competition for future fighters, depriving
the military and taxpayers of the innovative benefits and cost savings that cannot be achieved with sole-source
production.

Restoring the Air Force’s readiness and maintaining its superiority will require resetting old, worn-out equip-
ment and buying new platforms. Congress should prevent the retirement of legacy aircraft until there is a plan
in place to address the fighter gap.

Congress must provide adequate funding to maintain the long-term strength of the U.S. Air Force. Members
must reverse the proposals to delay modernization and remedy the looming Air Force tactical fighter gap by pur-
chasing additional fourth-generation aircraft or risk damaging the Air National Guard’s air sovereignty mission.



Conclusion

Instead of discussing what the military can do without—sacrifices often paid for with life and limb—the real
debate over hard choices should focus on how best to pay America’s military with more cash and defined-contribu-
tion benefits and ensure that new enlistees retain the same military superiority possessed by today’s forces. Assuming
that one type of conflict is most likely over the next 20 years and then overinvesting in equipment to match that
assumption is dangerous for a global power.

Planned modernization budgets are inadequate for the military to sustain the capabilities on which America
depends. Simply patching up older systems is no longer enough. Robust investment in next-generation equipment
is needed now so that the troops who sign up in 10 years can also reap the benefits of American military primacy.

25



L\
@ A
“Heritage “Foundation

LEADERSHIP FOR AMERICA

The Heritage Foundation is a research and educational institution—a think tank—whose mission
is to formulate and promote conservative public policies based on the principles of free enterprise,
limited government, individual freedom, traditional American values, and a strong national defense.

Our vision is to build an America where freedom, opportunity, prosperity, and civil society flour-
ish. As conservatives, we believe the values and ideas that motivated our Founding Fathers are worth
conserving. As policy entrepreneurs, we believe the most effective solutions are consistent with those
ideas and values.

LeaderShipﬁr America Ten Transformational Initiatives

This product is part of the Protect America Initiative, one of 10 Transformational Initiatives
making up The Heritage Foundation’s Leadership for America campaign. For more products and
information related to these Initiatives or to learn more about the Leadership for American campaign,
please visit heritage.org.

@

American Education Energy & Enterprise & Entitlements
Leadership Environment Free Markets
Family & First Principles Health Care Protect America Rule of Law
Religion

214 Massachusetts Avenue, NE = Washington, DC 20002 « (202) 546-4400 < heritage.org





