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Dr. Barry Blechman

Good morning. You know we have a good speaker when they confine my role to just calling everyone to order, and not let me do the more important introductions.  I’m Barry Blechman, President of DFI International. Welcome to our Aerospace Power Seminar.  As you know this seminar series is sponsored by the Air Force Defense Review Office, the AFQR.  We hope through these sessions to underscore the role of aerospace power in national security strategy, and encourage debate over competing visions of military power in the context of the ongoing defense review.  You can check for future meetings on our website, www.dfi-intl.com, and its my pleasure today to introduce Jim Gibbons who will introduce our speaker, Secretary Roche.  Jim is a three-term Congressman from the second district in Nevada, a former combat pilot, highly decorated member of the Armed Services Committee.

Congressman Jim Gibbons

Good morning everybody, indeed it’s an honor and privilege to be able to introduce our guest speaker this morning.  May I say that for a long time I always thought that the closest thing that mankind could get to immortality is to be nominated to the Secretary of the Air Force.  And to survive, not just your nomination process, but to survive your critics.  Today we’re going to have the great honor of hearing from the twentieth Secretary of the Air Force, Dr. Roche, and to present his views on the Air Force, of course. Prior to his appointment Dr. Roche was the President of the Electronics, Sensors, and Systems Sector with Northrop Grumman Corporation.  And may I say just to demonstrate his bipartisanship in a Republican administration he was the Democratic staff director for the Senate Armed Services Committee prior to joining Northrop, so he brings that to his credentials as well.  

In addition to his numerous academic successes, which include his Bachelor of Science degree in language from the Illinois Institute of Technology and a Ph.D. in business administration from Harvard, he has twenty-three years of military experience with him in the United States Navy where he commanded the U.S.S. Buchanan missile destroyer.  He has been awarded numerous military awards and ribbons including the Legion of Merit.  And so, in an effort to avoid having this introduction turn into the immortality for the Secretary, let me take this opportunity now to welcome to the podium Dr. Roche.

Secretary Roche

Thank you very much Mr. Congressman, I appreciate it.  Well I’ve got half the immortality taken care of: I’ve gotten through the nomination process.  Surviving the critics may be something else, but to quote a famous Air Force general who was once criticized very badly, he said, “When you’ve been shot at for real in war, being shot at by amateurs is not a problem.”  And so, it’ll just happen.  

Good morning.  I come from Annapolis with terrible traffic en route but got here in time, and I’m delighted to be here.  I’m also delighted to be the Secretary of the Air Force. It’s really quite an honor that the President and Secretary of Defense have such confidence in me.  I hope I can live up to it.  I’m certainly not a potted plant, and that’s come out I think even already.  What I want to do this morning is not talk about the QDR process because it is in process, but I’d be glad to come back at some point after it’s finished and presented to Congress and give an Air Force prospective on it.  

What I’d rather do is to have you join my brain, General Ryan’s brain, General Werhle, General Mosely, certainly General Deptula, a number of us who are trying to do what is a very, very sensible thing.  And the Secretary is doing the same thing.  If you have a successful business, you would probably about every two or three years sit back and ask two very basic questions.  One, would you buy your own business.  It’d be amazing how many business people would say I’d sell this sucker as fast as I could, but would you buy it?  If you bought it would you be in the same product lines and would you organize it the way it currently is?

It’s a wonderful way to intellectually approach what you’re doing and say, let’s take a look at ourselves, and see is this the way we ought to be for the next period as compared to the prior period?  The Secretary is doing that, and he’s engendered all kinds of criticism because he’s asking first principle questions.  The first principle questions sometimes rattle people.  He’s pointed out that change is difficult for anyone, but it’s also just the basic question, and sometimes it’s hard to sit back and ask basic questions.  

We’re doing the same thing of ourselves in the Air Force.  It’s not to say that we reject any part of it.  It is to say we’re in a new millennium, a new era, things have changed, our legacy force in the Cold War is starting to become quite long in the tooth.  What should we be, how should we do things?  

Basically we look to the future and we see ourselves still in the same basic business. We’re in the business of global reconnaissance and strike.  That’s what we do, we don’t sail ships, we don’t do other things.  Global reconnaissance and strike and below that we have, as Barry nicely referred to, lesser-included cases: humanitarian assistance, etc.  

But what does that mean for this new period?  This whole world of space is itself a separate and wonderful subject that I won’t talk about this morning, but will do at some later point, because the Air Force’s role as executive agent will be evolving, and at some point it would be fun to come back and say here’s how we think we ought to be doing this and here’s how we’re organizing between black space and white space.  Getting an undersecretary of the Air Force would be helpful in this matter.  Otherwise it’s sort of like another thing on the list.  

But with regard to what I’ll call the “air breathing” part of the Air Force we, in systems terms, are really thinking of three massive, complex systems to deal with.  One is how does our Air Force fit with the other services, because we’re not going to do anything alone.  You don’t win a conflict with air power alone.  You can make an enormous impact on the conflict, but you don’t do it alone.  So we’re always going to be doing something in context with one or more of the other services.  There’s a joint system, and what are the interface documents for those of you who design things?  How do you relate to that larger system?

Then there’s the basic system of what assets and resources we bring.  What do we want for the future in terms of weapons systems, support systems, intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance systems?  And then there’s another complex system, which is what we have in terms of assets, in terms of human resources, to really use those assets, fitting them into the complex of a joint operation.  

And here we have a complex that consists of active duty, the Air National Guard, which is really the second largest component, and then the reserve component.  We have an obligation to look at each one of these complexes to say, “Are we fitting correctly?  Does it make sense for the future?  What are the comparative advantages of this versus that?  So that, for instance, in the human resources part there are certain comparative advantages an active component brings.  You can deploy it and stay there.  There are certain great advantages the Guard brings: you have experience, you have people who have been there before, you have corporate wisdom, you have maturity.  How best to get people’s comparative advantage to work together in that complex in order to be able to have air power that makes a big difference—that’s what we’re all trying to do.  

Asking a question does not mean one is hostile.  Asking a question about a weapons system does not mean one is opposed to it.  It means we really want to be able to understand so that we can stand up in front of the Congress who represent the American people, in front of the President or the Secretary of Defense and say: here’s our thinking.  

Now of those three let me concentrate this morning on the second—how we see the complex of systems—because really so much of our future is going to be based on what we already have, with about ten to fifteen percent that will change over time and hopefully will fit people’s context of, “What does it mean to say transformational?”

Transformation can mean many, many things.  My own sense is adapting to the era in which you’re entering as compared to adapted to the era in which something was built.  And that’s been driving a lot of our thinking.  As we look at this larger picture of systems, now platforms, weapons, the combination, we see some that we see a clear future for.  And then we see at least two major intellectual problems.  These intellectual problems, I’ll share them with you, and all of your thoughts are good.  You don’t have to be like Dave, an air power expert to be able to deal with some of these because you’ll see the analogies and the other things.  

So let me just start to go through them.  If I miss a category one of my colleagues will toss out the category.  We’re trying to do away with the B word, “bombers,” because it doesn’t make sense, or we’ve got to go back to a more World War II thinking of bombers and fighter bombers.  If you look at Normandy, and you understand Hap Arnold’s discussions of why bombers were not going to be particularly helpful once the forces were ashore, close aboard to the forces.  Or if you recognize that Fort McNair is named after Leslie McNair who was killed by an Army Air Corps bomb—friendly fire.  The whole notion of fighter bombers, of shorter range more closely associated with forces on the ground or with other forces as compared to deep strategic forces, starts to come back and starts to make you think that the future probably will get more like that.  

Let me be specific.  In our long-range strike aircraft we see a situation where within a few years we can, using just one half of the standing force, one half of the ready force, deliver between 1800 and 2000, either 500 pound or 1000 pound highly precise weapons at fixed targets per sortie.  So if you do port-starboard, I shouldn’t say that, you do odd-even, you can imagine you can just continuously be rolling 1800 to 2000 highly precise weapons, assuming Joe allows us to program for them, per day against any set of targets.  Fixed targets.  

How do we get there?  We take something like the B-52, which is a good truck and fitting arms control agreements so far, without any changes to those, and with changes you just get more.  And you have twelve CALCMs (Conventional Air-Launched Cruise Missiles).  We want to build and design an extended range version of that.  Why?  So that the plane can turn around faster.  Not that we stand off much—standing off 600 miles is pretty good—but it’s not that.  Stand off even further and you can let the weapons go.  Then you can go home and get more.  If we’re allowed to do what we’d like to do with the B-1s we’ll have 60 planes, each capable of internally carrying twenty-four JASMs that can be launched at stand off ranges of 160 plus miles with the speed to be able to come back, get more, and necessarily go back.  

Just the JDAM modifications to the twenty-one B-2s we have will allow us to use ten, and on any given sortie we could drop 800, again, highly precise 500 pound weapons.  So we want to take these platforms, and stop thinking of them as platforms and start thinking of them as part of a system.  It’s the platform, it’s the weapon, and it hooks back to something else, but it’s against a fixed set of targets.  If we move to the era of small diameter weapons, highly precise small diameter weapons, we get to the point where on something like the B-2 we could have 360 of them.  Now you start to think how do you target 360 things on one sortie?  So we have that as a minor intellectual problem, but we can see a future for long-range attack.  

Where the problem is becoming intellectually more interesting is things that move, and being able to identify them, and being able to be deep in an enemy’s territory, and being able to work with potentially a special forces soldier on the ground or any other source that can provide us with a target, hopefully the beginning of a track, which we can then take to smaller aircraft, highly stealthy, who can be in the area.  It turns out we talk of the F-22 as an air superiority fighter, and it’s terrific.  It’ll in fact do two things.  It’ll make sure that no one can be up there to bother us or any of the other forces, and secondly, as more people understand the technology breakthroughs in the F-22 the more it’ll be difficult for a country to justify trying to build manned, large bombers or manned fighter aircraft because we’re resetting the benchmark.  

At this point our forces are such that that benchmark has been in place for a very long time.  I remind you the last time we introduced an air superiority fighter and ground attack aircraft was the F-16.  It’s a long, long time. Those of you who are old enough remember it was the YF-16 versus the YF-17, and the YF-17 became the F-18 for the Navy.  The original FA-18 As and Bs.  But in the role we conceive, and here the small diameter weapon becomes very important, but even without it the F-22 can carry two JDAMs, can be over an enemy’s territory.  If we get to one of the major intellectual problems that we’re grappling with, which is how do we properly orchestrate the systems we have in the Air Force, and then how do we orchestrate those into a joint context, one can envision this soldier on the ground and this F-22 working together in a very rapid manner.  An aircraft that can supercruise to the location to put a weapon in the basket, and the weapon go down, pick up the mover, and take it out.  

We have a period of time where we’re going to have to be introducing things like the F-22, we’ll have legacy forces, but by the way, if we clean up the skies and clean up air defenses, then our existing F-15Es are wonderful.  They carry a lot and we can use those, or F-16s as they stay around, and as they exist, because we can use the F-22 to take out very, very specific air defense systems that could be particularly bothersome to us.  We also have the situation that we want to be able to obsolesce any of the air defense systems, and we would like to stay out of the garbage defenses area.  

So one of the minor—although it’s not so minor—intellectual difficulties is how do we, and how do we and the ground forces, work together below 11,000 feet?  How do we avoid exposing things like the F-117 in Kosovo?  How do we recognize that you don’t get a tip-off with IR missiles, you don’t get a tip-off with ZSU-23-4s except when they’re working.  And so if there’s a way we could avoid that and still serve our colleagues on the ground, then that’s something worth doing.  And we think there are ways to do that, especially with being able to bring small precise weapons to be available to those forces on the ground.  So in the case of long-range strategic attack, or long-range strike aircraft, we feel we understand how to go, and however the QDR comes out, we know that reach will be important.  We know that entering areas that are heavily defended, where access is denied will be important.  And so we can go ahead and begin to plan.  The QDR will only really adjust how large that force might be.  

In the tactical area, or the medium strike and air superiority, it’s very clear to us that the F-22 brings more than we even thought it did, especially as we think of the system of the plane, weapons, in the context of an information system that allows it to be very useful for our other forces.  In time the Joint Strike Fighter, if it can be competitive in price, is a very sensible replacement for F-16s.  But I have made it very clear that I cannot believe we still require twelve years of engineering and manufacturing development for the JSF.  Don Rumsfeld rightfully was stunned when we pointed out to him that the F-22 is this year twenty years old.  In 1981 the program really starts.  Now that meant someone was thinking a lot about it before then, but it starts in 1981 and here we are in 2001 and we haven’t gone to production yet.  There’s something sick there, gang.  We can’t take that long; we’ve got to get things into the field faster.  Now maybe they don’t have to have every single bell, every single whistle, every single thing anyone would ever like to have on them.  Maybe they can be 90% of all of that, but get there in half the time.

So one of the things I think we’re going to try to look at in the JSF is what are our options for a six-year EMD program?  Especially when they’re flying; models are flying.  But I remember the YF-22, YF-23 were flying in 1990.  It’s 2001, and we haven’t gone to limited production yet.  We’re not serving anybody well by having this system go.  Who’s at fault?  We’re all at fault.  We in the service for expecting too much in the first aircraft that goes to IOC.  We in the Congress for trying to take what we say, and say okay, now you’ve got to meet everything.  So all we’ve done is we’ve set up the Congress to ask us questions about our own position as compared to saying we want to use spiral development, we want to have Block A get out there, with so much we’ll work on Block B, Block C in time, and then we’ll go back.

But in the tactical, or short- and medium-range, strike and air superiority our heads are together; we know what to do.  Lift: C-17 is working well.  I tease my good friend, and he is my good friend, Dov Zakheim, that when we first met he was writing articles for CBO or writing points for CBO against this crazy idea of the C-17.  I mean who in heaven’s name would ever need it?  Well the thing got stalled for so bloody long that the need matched the plane and it’s doing very well.  It’s a good lifter.  We have new C-130s coming.  Our difficulty here is how do we divest old ones?  We just can’t keep sticking new things in, because we’re not going to be able to keep coming to the Congress asking for more and more and more.  We’ve got to be able to find ways of sensibly approaching ourselves and saying this is no longer really serving us, it’s hurting us, get rid of it.  But we’ve got to do that through that complex, that human complex.  If we touch something that’s owned by the active force, it doesn’t mean that we don’t like the active force.  If we touch something that’s owned by the Guard, it does not mean we don’t like the Guard.  We’ve got to work that through; we’ve got to work that through together.  So that the best of both—and the reserves—come to bear.  

But in that area we have our heads together as well.  Lift is kind of understood.  Tanking is fine; it’s just how long can KC-135s stick around.  Turns out the little guys just keep going and going, although as they go through the depot we’re finding new ways for airplanes to fail, to quote Mike Ryan.  And it’s taking too long for these things to go through depot.  But somewhere, sometime, and this is hot news, we’re going to have to abandon the 707.  Someday it’s going to happen.  Now it may be in your grandchildren’s day—I’m not sure. But tankers go forward.

However, the thinking we have now is, and here I really appreciate the intellectual capabilities of Mike Ryan dramatically, and I have just thoroughly enjoyed how he makes my mind spin with just good ideas.  We go back and forth.  We share the position that we will never build a plane that does one thing ever again.  So if we go to new tankers we want to think through what kind of apertures can we put on them?  Can they be part of a communications relay system?  Can we remote certain things?  Can we divide Rivet Joint obligations across sets of tankers?  They’re going to be there anyhow.  As long as they’re going to be there, what more can it do for us?  And that we’ll have to think through, but that’s a very manageable sort of thing.

Hopefully, not having missed a major category, the one that is intellectually very, very rich, of the two most intellectually rich things, is the area of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance.  Now one of the points that is coming up that we’re making through the QDR process is that while the tempo of operations of the whole Air Force is very manageable right now, certain systems which have this ungodly name of low-density, high-demand (whoever did that ought to somehow be required to read books on syntax over and over and over).  What they are are things like AWACS, Joint STARS, combat search-and-rescue.  We plan for two MTWs, but we use them in four places at any one time.  And so we’re really stressing out the crews.  We’re also moving to systems that have very, very high intellectual content.  Joint STARS, future AWACS, very high intellectual content.  

And I ask the question, with some of our brightest people in the Guard, why isn’t the Guard part of this?  Why can’t we have associate squadrons?  What’s wrong with plastering a Guard logo on one side of the tail and an active logo on the other side of the tail?  Why can’t we do that?  Because it’s the people on board and the people involved who are far more important than the platform.  We can provide the platform, we can provide the systems, but it’s the judgment and the use of these both in terms of understanding battle space, situational awareness, and battle management.  

But the subject of ISR gets really rich.  How much do you do from space?  How much do you do from a system we’re now very, very comfortable with?  We no longer have the problem of the pilot versus the unmanned vehicle.  We have come to a resolution on that.  Our pilots understand that there are roles for drones that they would just assume have the drone do.  The guys who do Southern Watch would be just as happy to stay air-conditioned, watch the Predator go look around, find something, go do the deed, come home, and let the Predator go see how well you did it.  And the complementary nature of unattended vehicles with manned systems is something we’ve become more and more comfortable with.

Now as we think of the ISR area the first thing we say is: wow, we have long-range of these let’s slap lots of sensors on them and we’ll just remote everything.  Well, then we hit bandwidth problems.  So we’re going to have to think of how do we design things so that we don’t have quite the bandwidth stress that we would have if we tried to do it now?  But they’re clearly part of it and if you think of something like Global Hawk as a very low-orbiting satellite, then you start to say what do I want in low-orbit, what do I want in high-orbit, what do I want in geosynchronous orbit, what sorts of systems do I need to have people on board?  Why?  I mean when the EP-3, at high speeds, smashed into that slow-moving Chinese fighter, I turned to my wife and I said, honey, do you know that plane was designed when I was in high school.  And as young midshipmen in Texas I was flying Braniff Lectras, which were really quite the pizzazz at the time.  And then they showed up in the Navy as the P-3 with a very rigid wing compared to the P-2 which was very nice at low altitude.  The P-3 didn’t do this.  It did that so they had to change tactics, build better gear and go higher.  And the EP-3 is that vintage design.  Now the electronics are very modern, but why do we have to have twenty-four people on board?  

Rivet Joint we have the same problem.  But maybe we do in some cases.  This is really an interesting issue.  And how many of these should be separate—Rivet Joints, Joint STARS, AWACS—or should we have a single aircraft?  Should that aircraft be the information management center with apertures elsewhere, maybe some on tankers, or should we try and stuff all those apertures on one thing and have an EMI problem that’ll drive us all bonkers.  This is an area where we are all agnostic, but what I enjoy about my Air Force Colleagues is that we actually look at this and say we don’t know, but let’s work at it and work at it because we know no matter what the QDR comes out with, the notion of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance is going to be key.  

Now you take that complex and say well how do we work this together so that the folks who may be on these systems in fact can supply information to others?  How can we do to the whole force, starting with air power and then linking through that third system to the joint system?  What do we do with the F-22?  The beauty of looking at F-22 tactics in air-to-air is that when an aircraft turns away it doesn’t have to worry about the fact that the wonderful radar on board no longer sees the target because he has all the information from the other F-22s.  Therefore, the situational awareness is such that should he turn around to reengage somebody else, he knows what’s behind him, he knows, he understands.  

How do we do that more broadly? So how do we properly tap the best of each of these systems for the air power component of a larger problem?  Those are our two most difficult system type of issues that we’re going to be trying to grapple with over time.  Plus the one I talked to you about earlier, which is how do we have this human resource dimension where we tap the best, where we recognize that something’s wrong that we’re losing pilots and highly skilled enlisted colleagues around their thirteenth, fourteenth year.  We have to address that. We also have base infrastructure to think through, and how to get comparative advantage, how to tap the brains of people in the Guard.  And how to work with what we need to deploy, and what we need for rapid response?  But in general I think we’re very well off if at least in the air-breathing world we’ve only got these two very difficult intellectual problems.  Space, we’ve got a couple of others.  

But we have a sense of the future.  We have a sense that this is an adaptive network.  So however the QDR comes out, whatever the President and Secretary ask of us it’s a matter of adjusting the size of any one of these.  But the intellectual problem of ISR will certainly still be there.  And then you get little offshoots.  Again to quote this wise man Mike Ryan, “We’ve been in this business of unattended vehicles for some time.  Every cruise missile is an unmanned vehicle, it just doesn’t come back, hopefully.”  You all know that there’s a good reason why there was never an intercontinental cruise missile, I think everyone knows that right.  A ballistic missile, the laws of physics protect you, it can’t come back.  Unfortunately sometimes cruise missiles wander away.  There are people in the Ohio Valley who wondered what about that shot from a submarine of a Tomahawk against St. Nicholas and why did it start a fire in Ohio Valley.  Hello?  Or Sky Bull has some very interesting shots years ago, one very precise near the Ascension Islands the other one in the middle of Brazil.  The old days can be very interesting, or those of you who are really old might remember Dash helicopters where no manned helicopter in the Navy would get airborne if one of those damn drones was in the air because you couldn’t trust them.  And when they wanted to show President Kennedy how wonderful these things were, it got in the air and the carrier tower got between the controlling ship and the drone, and the drone got no signal, and said I’m free, I’m on my own and started right for the carrier.  And it gratefully passed the stern and was picked up again and the President never knew and the whole Navy breathed a sigh of relief.

We’ve come to a different world, so what about UCAVs?  Where does it make sense to have an unattended vehicle that returns?  Under what circumstances?  Maybe if we can’t get at that garbage defense problem any other way, this’ll be the way to do it.

A rich thing for thinking, we’ve got to work through our plans to fit realistic budgets.  We’re not expecting a whole lot of money from the Congress.  We are expecting that the Congress, you and your colleagues, will tell us grow up, look at yourselves, get rid of what you don’t need, buy what you do, and deliver on what you said.  Thank you very much.

Dr. Barry Blechman

Thank you very much Mr. Secretary. The Secretary is willing to take some questions, I think we have about twenty minutes.

Question

Secretary Roche, is it true that you’re interested in removing the Guard from strike?

Secretary Roche

No, not at all.  I am not interested in getting the National Guard out of strike.  I am not.  In the case of B-1s, if you took a look, if someone would listen to me, we took more planes out of the active units than we did the Guard.  Took them out of two active units, two guard units.  There is a question that I want to work with the Guard on, and that’s where’s the Guard’s comparative advantage.  And when I think of strike, Tom, I don’t just think of the thing that drops the weapon.  I very much think of Joint STARS as part of a strike complex.  I very much think of AWACS as part of a strike complex.  I very much think of air operating centers as part of a strike complex.  And I’ll bet you anyone under the age of twenty would agree with me without debate because they understand networking and they understand that that’s just the release mechanism.  The rest of it is intellectually far more interesting.  I want to find ways to have the Guard participate in the intellectual part of it.  

But they have great advantages, I mean the experience of some of these folks is terrific.  The group who does some work in engines at McConnell in Kansas, they’re first rate.  And they bring a lot of experience, but they also have jobs.  These are folks who have jobs besides their Air Force work.  And so they can’t do certain things as easily as the active force; they can do other things far better.  So there’s got to be a way to work this through, and we’ve got to work it with them.  They are a sufficient size to us.  Budget data I’ve looked at suggests that the flying hours of the Guard is two-and-a-half times that of the Air Force reserve.  One-third of our current fighter-bombers are in the Guard.  This is not a little adjunct group; it’s a main part of the Air Force.  Therefore as we look at the whole total force, at ourselves, the folks in the Guard have to be part of that, and there will be adjustments.  But the adjustments hopefully will be to have a good, solid air power component of the nation’s armed forces that cannot just be effective in what I’ll call the last century’s notion of the “Big War,” where everybody goes to war, which is how the Army’s Air Corps guard and reserve guard really came about.  But increasingly we have to be finding ways of asking, if conflict looks like it’s coming, what can we do?  What levers do we have, to dissuade an opponent, to have them say well maybe we don’t want to fight today?

Quite often that’s prepositioning, showing that we’re very ready, potentially telling them which of their tanks need gas, which ones are down in maintenance.  Overwhelming them with the fact that we have so much information about them that they don’t really want to pick a fight with us.  That’s more difficult when you ask someone to go deploy for four months.  Things like lift, tanking, being part of the crews on these intellectual ISR systems I would think would be things the Guard would enjoy, and some role in strike.  

Question

Sir, you basically admitted that you’re still organizationally disorganized on space organizations and you said you’re going to come back later—

Secretary Roche

No, I didn’t say we were disorganized I just said we have work to do because we have a new mission as the executive agent for space, and that we are trying to take what I’ll call white space, Air Force-controlled space, and space work in the National Reconnaissance Office and try to get best practices for both.  So it means that we don’t just push the same button and we know exactly what the organization chart looks like.  We have to implement a lot of the great ideas from the Space Commission.  We have to see which ones really work, as well as just working on paper, and that in itself is going to be interesting.  You have the same problem as part of the ISR: what do you put up in space and what don’t you?  Do you eventually plan to put AWACS in space?  

Question

Sir, what’s the time frame that you want there?

Secretary Roche

We’re starting to implement, and work through the implementing paperwork in the Pentagon now in terms of Air Force reorganization, in terms of looking to see where we can become more effective by combining.  So for instance we’re thinking of why is there a separate launch organization in the Air Force and the NRO?  Why don’t we just have one launch organization?  It’s simple but it’s a start.  All I’m saying is that I don’t think today I could add a lot of light.  But we will because we have to implement these, we have to see what works and we have to make sure we can service our customers, because we’re not just there for the Air Force, we’re also there to serve Army needs and Navy needs, and we’ve got to learn how to do that like good service providers.  Just as we do in lift: I think we’re considered a very good service provider in lift.  We’ve got to become a good service provider in space as well.

Question

At the beginning of your talk you spoke about how difficult change is, and, again, you said you’re not expecting a lot of money from Congress, you’re expecting them to say buy what you need, get rid of what you don’t, but as you’ve seen from the B-1 decision, it’s hard to get rid of the things you supposedly don’t need.  How are you going to deal with trying to effect that change in Congress?

Secretary Roche

First of all, in the future we won’t do something as dumb as the way we unveiled the B-1 thing.  That’s a horse on us; that was done in a terrible way and we apologize, we regret it, and I think it was a new team.  Things happen so fast that things came out on us before we had a chance to prepare the way.  We’ll work with the members; we’ll work with the staffs.  

We cannot, for instance, in the Air Force tell you where we’re going to base and repair a new system.  Yet when I grew up, with a ship, not long after the keel was laid you knew its homeport and its home yard.  If you were assigned to the ship you had your choice of moving your family to one or the other.  You knew, and that lasted for a very long time.  We have to get to that point of thinking through, well where is the new stuff going to go?  It’s hard if you’re a member of the Congress, and we come in and say we don’t want X at Y, without being able to say: here’s the reasons, here’s all the background to it.  

B-1 was a special case because it’s $2 billion behind; the system really was a Cold War system; it was very good at high speed penetration and dropping nuclear weapons.  That’s not the mission today, and it’s not been modernized, and it’s behind in upgrades, and it’s behind in modernization to the point where it would take 2 billion bucks plus continuing O & M funds, where if you come down to 60 and change its mission you really get a heck of a good system without having to come back for a lot more money.  You get far better firepower doing it this way without additional cost, and if we can find other things like that, my good friend Senator Dorgan knows that there are 18 B-52s sitting at Minot that I’ve had my evil eye on, and he’s willing to trade, I think, but we’ll have to work with Congress, and with our own active people.  It’s hard for anybody to give up anything.

Question

With regards to airlift, what’s your vision for the 126 C-5s that are currently in the inventory?

Secretary Roche

I think our plan, and here I’ll let Joe correct me if I’m wrong, our plan is to take a couple of Bs and go through a modernization, see if that really is very good, and if so go through the rest of the Bs, and then take a look at the As.  Is that right?  We’ve got a lot invested in them, especially the Bs, they’re much newer, but they’re aging to the point where, again, planes are breaking in ways we didn’t understand before.  It’s taking us like, for KC-135s, 450 days to put a KC-135 through the depots.  That’s not the depot’s fault.  

Question

Mr. Secretary, do you think contracted aerial refueling is a concept you will explore?

Secretary Roche

I don’t know.  I really have not thought about that particular thing.  It might be.  It’s not clear.  

Question

Your friends in the Navy and Marines are.

Secretary Roche

Good.  We’ll take a best practice if we can find one.  By the way, you know the Navy for thirty some thing years has had its oilers manned by civilians.  Even in the Vietnam War when you came alongside for fuel there were some of the strangest looking dudes in the world over there, but they were highly paid and they were there all of the time.  There was no such thing about having to be sent back to A school and B school to repair something.  They would just be there in their shorts, long hair, great big mustaches, but they were wonderful, absolutely wonderful.  Got that fuel, just like that.  

So there is history there.  There may be some combination.  I know in the case of depots, the three depots we have, if you talk to the people involved—and I’m going to Tinker tomorrow—we’re looking to see if we can have increasing partnerships between particular companies and the depot.  So a particular company that might have a radar, for instance, which we do at Warner-Robbins, the depot and that company can talk about how can the company support the depot on that system for the life of the system.  And to get more partnerships like that which will both give the depot the proper control of what’s going on and at the same time give them a chance to modernize by partnering with companies who are willing to provide test equipment, etc., etc.  So we think that’s a really good strategy, if we can make that work.

Question

If the strategic focus of the United States is really going to switch to the Pacific, what does that mean for the Air Force and its organization and force structure and its stockpile?

Secretary Roche

That’d be one of the things that, as we come out of the QDR, that we look at, although in terms of a lot of our force structure we are blessed by having bases in Japan.  We’re at Okinawa, Kadena, which has become very, very important; we certainly have access to Guam and have used Guam in the past; we’re in Hawaii; we have PACAF; we have forces to the west.  We tend to position the kinds of forces like the B-2, and what we’re trying to do even with the B-1s, is put them in a straight line in the middle of the country so they can go this way or that way.  

I don’t think we’ll have to make radical change.  I think it’s more a matter of focus for people who are not in the services; I think the services have focused quite nicely on the Pacific and have understood it for some time.  And certainly the relationship of the Air Force and the Army in Korea has been very, very strong for a very long time.  

Question

Can you talk about the role of the service secretary, the way it’s changing, efforts to strengthen the service secretary’s position, and how that might affect your relationship with the Chief?

Secretary Roche

Well, the President gave up three very plum jobs to the Secretary’s desire to have characters like Gordon England, Tom White, and myself come in.  And we all came in and we all made it clear that if we came in it was not to be potted plants.  We’re of an age where we could stay in our companies and do very well—in the case of Tom and myself—or we had early retirement plans.  But if in fact he wanted to have a management team who could work more closely together and to try to help effect what change needed to be effected, then we were willing to do it.  

That’s working out, increasingly.  It’s got two parts to it.  This afternoon we have a formal meeting of the senior executive committee.  We’ll spend some time together; there are no substitutes, there’s no staff.  We’ll grapple with issues amongst ourselves; we’ll spend from lunch to six o’clock, and we’ll do that at least monthly.  We meet every Monday morning with the Deputy Secretary privately.  We meet among ourselves privately.  We’ve already created the Business Initiative Council, which is to be a continuous process improvement, not a one-time big hoopla, but little by little by little over time.  General Werhle is the Air Force uniform rep to it, and it’s based on the idea that we can come forward with potentially more efficient ways of doing things, or killing off processes, save some money and the service can reapply that money where we would like it to go.  

Now that provides incentive.  In a nonprofit organization, as you well know, the incentive to save money is not necessarily there.  In a lot of nonprofits you know, not just the Air Force, the bigger you are the better you are.  For those of us who have been in business and been on the boards of nonprofit organizations you wonder why do they have to keep growing?  There’s one in particular I kept asking: why do we have to have more staff? How much is enough?  Well there are always good things to do, and I noticed the good things to do would have a bigger staff.  So there isn’t the incentive, and you come from companies, and we have the exact opposite mentality in a company, which is let’s see if we can become more productive and have fewer people but have them do more.  

So that’s a continuous process improvement, but the incentive being you can reapply the funds.  That’s something we’re going to manage that we understand.  We are, three, committed to activity-based cost analysis.  Which means you have to have an auditable set of books.  Well guess what, we don’t have an auditable set of books.  So supporting the controller in having accounting systems that in fact do allow for activity-based costing, that’ll be an impact.  Just supporting the controller on things that are normally considered, well, to the side, like enterprise management, electronic business, supply chain management.  We come to it like what do you mean it’s not there?  Or trying to track who’s in charge.  Why is that person doing this decision?  I and my colleagues are quite vocal.  

The relationship with the Chief, I don’t know if it changes, I just don’t know.  I do know that in the case of General Ryan, he and I refer to each other as Fric and Frac.  He could easily chair any meeting that I have, probably better than I could, and I could be an acceptable substitute in some of his meetings, because we do think alike, we talk a lot, and we think of ourselves as Chief Executive Officer, Chief Operating Officer.  We’re having a hard time wondering, why the hell have we got this Secretariat and why does he have that Air Staff?  Well, in the law there are certain categories of things that you have to have reporting to the secretary of a service, but we effectively have a virtual one-staff, and we’re going to look a little bit harder, and General Jumper and I were at Langely last night; we want to go a little bit further and say this relationship that’s developed, de facto because I’m the only confirmed person in the Air Force, at least sworn in.  We now have a financial manager, but through XP and General Werhle’s organization.  We work very well together.  Well, I don’t want an FM to interfere with that.  

So how we work even better together is one of our challenges.  But my sense is, there’s probably a good and a bad from the point of view of a Chief, frankly.  If you show up with a lot of knowledge it means the meetings are faster.  On the other hand the questions may be less what you would prefer.  So far I have been supported fabulously.  I have found my Air Force colleagues to be absolutely first rate, and I’m not afraid to say that’s (inaudible) get out of here, and they laugh and they know.  I think together recognizing that the Chief of service is part of the Joint Chiefs—and this is my own view—if we were to go into hostility right about now my instincts would be to turn to General Ryan and say, OK, at this stage you have the lead.  How can I support you?  What obligations do you have that I can take over for you?  What can I best do to make sure that you’re free and the system’s running so that you can devote yourself to the Joint Chiefs?

 But that’s an IPT kind of thinking that comes from companies.  At a particular point you don’t mind the relationship changing for a particular thing.  So my sense is it could be very healthy, and it makes the relationship between the Secretary and the Chief very important, and we do a lot just the two of us where we have Socratic dialogue, and then I tend to yield in public.  We’ve just had this great debate over 8G versus 9G wings for seven, eight weeks, and I’ve yielded.  He’s right, I won’t fight him on this anymore.  But we can do that.  

Question

Question on your opening comment about buying back your own business.  Within the next year we’ll see major down selects on Joint Strike Fighter, DD-21, Future Combat System, so on and so forth.  There’ll be winners and losers, and it’ll go beyond private suppliers, vendors, and all that other stuff.  Certainly production splits can sustain the factory phase, but how do you sustain the technical and engineering phase for weapons systems that will be developed in the next century?

Secretary Roche

Blechman paid you.  I could do this for an hour.  I’ve written on it.  I have real heartburn with the way the industry collapsed.  I’d prefer to almost come back and work on that.  The point that you raise is exactly the critical point.  Everything we have now—the technology we have—is based on a very vibrant defense-industrial base.  When you’re down to a monopoly servicing a monopsony or duopoloy, and worse an asymmetric duopoly servicing a monopsony, how do you ensure there’s innovation ten years out?  

And I have four goals as Secretary, that’s number four.  One is to work with my colleagues to have a strategy that we can explain to everybody for this era, and that we are comfortable with.  Two is people: if we’re going to have to fit in how to think about the people.  Three: $80 billion a year.  We’ve got to be able to save some money.  And then four, how in heaven’s name can we set in motion what’s needed so that there is innovation ten years from now.  I’d rather come back because that’s a hot one, and it’s very, very important, and basically ignored by people who don’t understand how few major firms are left.  OK, a quicky.

Question

Mr. Secretary, (inaudible) what’s your position on multi-year procurements, and how easy will that be able to do for the Air Force?

Secretary Roche

I’m not sure how the F-18 and the F multi-year are doing.  We are looking at a multi-year for the C-17.  It’s clear that it’s a more efficient way of doing things.  The problem in Federal budgeting and programming is that it’s a big clump of money that gets obligated right off the bat, which you have to fit into other things.  Clearly, it is something the Congress looks at very carefully because, in many respects, the law requires authorization and appropriation annually, but there’s kind of this commitment out there.  

Leasing is another thing.  It’s OK in little things, you get big ones then you’re really starting to hamper the process of authorization and appropriation.  In multi-year we think that the case can be made on the C-17s, we just have to find how do we program this because it appears to be the right thing to do.  Thank you, Barry.

Dr. Barry Blechman

Thank you all for coming, and stay in touch.  We’ll see you if not in August then right after the recess.  
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