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14 June 1951

�e �rst Chairman of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, 
Mr. Charles H. Buford (center) is sworn in by Mr. Ralph N. Stohl, 
Director of Administration, O�ce of the Secretary of Defense (left), 

during a special ceremony in the o�ce of the Secretary of Defense 
George C. Marshall (right) at the Pentagon



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: 2014 Annual Report of the Reserve Forces Policy Board

The Reserve Forces Policy Board met on September 10, 2014 to 
determine which reserve component matters the Board considered 
appropriate for inclusion in a separate report to the President and 
Congress that fulfills the requirement of Section 113(c)(2) of Title 10, 
United States Code. The attached Annual Report covering Fiscal Year 
2014 is respectfully submitted for that purpose.

This Annual Report summarizes three separate Board reports, covering 
seventeen recommendations made to you over the course of Fiscal Year 
2014. Thus, we have complied with our statutory mandate to serve as 
an independent source of advice to you and the Department.

In fulfilling our mission in Fiscal Year 2014, the RFPB operated in an 
open and collaborative fashion with officials throughout the Department 
of Defense and elsewhere, assuring that diverse perspectives were 
considered in the process of formulating and approving the Board’s 
recommendations to you.

ARNOLD L. PUNARO  
Chairman

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RESERVE FORCES POLICY BOARD

5113 Leesburg Pike, Suite 601 
 FALLS CHURCH, VA 22041
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“... the Secretary shall transmit to the President and Congress a 
separate report from the Reserve Forces Policy Board on any reserve 
component matter that the Reserve Forces Policy Board considers 
appropriate to include in the report.”

10 USC § 113(c) (2)

For additional information:

http://rfpb.defense.gov

Preparation of this report/study cost the Department of Defense a total of approximately $16,000 in 
FY 2014. Generated on 07/20/2014—RefID: D-6B90CA6

Board discussion 4 June, 2014 with �e Under Secretary of Defense 
(Personnel & Readiness), �e Honorable Jessica L. Wright, and 
Chairman Arnold Punaro. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

�e Reserve Forces Policy Board (RFPB) provides the Secretary of Defense with advice 
and recommendations designed to strengthen the Reserve Components. During �scal year 
2014, the Board held four (4) quarterly meetings and delivered to the Secretary of Defense 
three (3) reports containing seventeen (17) recommendations.  A summary of each of these 
reports is included in the body of this Annual Report.

Starting in November, 2013, the Board delivered three (3) reports.  �e �rst report, entitled 
“Opposition to Sectin 511 of H.R. 1960 (Fiscal Year 2014 National Defense Authorization 
Act). �e RFPB found that recommendations concerning provisions in the House and 
Senate versions of the Fiscal Year 2014 National Defense Authorization Act would hinder 
Department of Defense access to the Reserve Components. �e Board found that these 
provisions, while well-meaning, will exert a chilling e�ect on DoD decisionmaking to 
employ the National Guard and Reserve, and thus, e�ectively hinder future access to the 
Reserve Components. �e second report entitled “Reserve Component Use, Balance, Cost 
and Savings: A Response to Questions from the Secretary of Defense.” On September 
5, 2012, then Secretary Leon Panetta met with the RFPB and tasked the Board with 
providing its advice and recommendations regarding four questions: the best ways to use 
the Reserve Components in support of the Defense Strategic Guidance; the right balance 
or mix of Active and Reserve Component forces; the cost to maintain a Strong Reserve; 
and how the Department can achieve cost savings in relation to the Reserve Components. 
�e RFPB met on September 5, 2013 and December 12, 2013 and voted to make twelve 
(12) recommendations. In August of 2014 the third report was delivered entitled “�e 
Department of Defense Cyber Approach: Use of the National Guard and Reserve in the 
Cyber Mission Force” with four(4) recommendations. 

�e Board’s �rst report dealt with provisions in the House and Senate versions of the 
Fiscal Year 2014 National Defense Authorization Act which hinder Department of 
Defense access to the Reserve Components. �at report made one recommendation for 
the secretary to consider:

�e Board recommended that the Secretary of Defense publicly and privately emphasize 
the Department’s opposition to new legislative limitations requiring the Department of 
Defense to provide advanced notice of Reserve Component “o�-ramping” because it 
hinders future access to the Reserve Components.

�e following twelve (12) recommendations were provided to the Secretary in the 
Board’s second report titled Reserve Component Use, Balance, Cost and Savings. 

1. Plan and Use the Reserve Component Operationally.
2. Develop and Enforce a Revised DoD Total Force Policy. 
3. Study the E�ectiveness of the Reserve Component.
4. Preserve Reserve Component to Mitigate Risk from Active Component Cuts. 
5. Expand Reserve Component in Key Skill Areas. 
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6. Improve Active Component/Reserve Component Integration. 
7. E�ectively Use Available Manpower. 
8. Invest in Reserve Component Readiness. 
9. Conduct a Broad Reserve Component Programmatic Review. 
10. Review Reserve Component General and Flag O�cer Usage. 
11. Review Reserve Component Infrastructure. 
12. Study Cross-Component Equipment Sharing.

�e Board’s third report was entitled Department of Defense Cyber Approach:  
Use of the National Guard and Reserve in the Cyber Mission Force. 
�e following four (4)recommendations were provided to the Secretary: 

1. Include Reserve Components in Cyber Mission Force requirements in order to leverage Reserve 
Component reduced cost, civilian/AC acquired skill/experience, continuity and longevity.

2. As part of a Total Force solution, re-evaluate the composition, size and force mix of the planned 
Cyber Mission Force by FY 2017, and re�ne as needed based on changing threats, team 
e�ectiveness, capability, required capacity and cost.

3. �e Department of Defense should study, and then assign executive responsibility to a single 
Service for the full range of joint cyber training.

4. Recruit highly skilled members via a professional accessions and retention program to �ll both 
AC and Reserve Component requirements within the Cyber Mission Force.
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INTRODUCTION

�e Reserve Forces Policy Board (RFPB) established by statute, is a federal advisory 
committee within the O�ce of the Secretary of Defense. Its purpose is to “serve as an 
independent adviser to the Secretary of Defense to provide advice and recommendations 
to the Secretary on strategies, policies, and practices designed to improve and enhance the 
capabilities, e�ciency, and e�ectiveness of the reserve components.”  By law, the Secretary of 
Defense transmits to the President and Congress a separate annual report from the RFPB that 
includes reserve component matters the Board considers appropriate.

During �scal year 2014, the RFPB successfully ful�lled its statutory role by delivering to the 
Secretary of Defense three (3) reports containing a total of eighteen (17) recommendations. 

As required under Title 10 U.S. Code, Section 113(c)(2), this Annual Report contains 
those reserve component matters the Reserve Forces Policy Board considers appropriate 
to include in the report for transmission from the Secretary of Defense to the President 
and Congress. �e report includes a compilation of the three (3) reports and seventeen 
(17) recommendations provided to the Secretary of Defense over the past year. �e text of 
statutes governing Board operations is included as an appendix to this report.

MG Stephen M. Twitty, Deputy Chief of Sta�, G-3/5/7, U.S. Army Forces Command 
addresses the Board 4 June 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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ORGANIZATIONAL OVERVIEW

�e 20-member Reserve Forces Policy Board is led by a civilian chair and includes a non-
voting Military Executive and Senior Enlisted Advisor, a member (serving or retired) 
of each of the seven reserve components of the armed forces, and ten U.S. citizens with 
signi�cant knowledge and experience in national security and reserve component matters. 
Board members represent a wide range of military, industry, business, professional, and 
civic experience, which combined provide the Secretary of Defense with a unique and 
independent body of senior o�cials to provide advice and recommendations on Reserve 
Component strategies, policies, and practices.

�e Board is supported by a full-time sta� consisting of a Colonel or Navy Captain from 
each of the six DoD reserve components, plus a part-time detailed member of the Coast 
Guard Reserve. �ese o�cers also serve as liaisons between their respective components 
and the Board. �e law requires them “to perform their sta� and liaison duties under 
the supervision of the military executive o�cer of the board in an independent manner 
re�ecting the independent nature of the board.”

�e RFPB is one of the oldest advisory committees in the Department of Defense. In 
September 1949, in response to inadequate recruitment and strength in the reserve 
program of the armed services, Secretary of Defense Louis A. Johnson established a Civilian 
Components Policy Board. On June 13, 1951, Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall re-
designated the Civilian Components Policy Board as the Reserve Forces Policy Board. In 
July 1952, Congress passed the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. �is act established the 

Board member Hon. Grier Martin discusses a policy issue on 5 March 2014. 
(Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)



Chairman Punaro and MG John Davis, DASD for Cyber Policy, providing an update 
to the board on 4 June 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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Reserve Forces Policy Board as “the principal policy advisor to the Secretary of Defense 
on matters relating to the Reserve Components.”  Passage of the Reserve O�cer Personnel 
Act of 1954 and the Reserve Bill of Rights and Revitalization Act of 1967 underscored the 
Board’s role and expanded its authority, responsibility, and membership. In 1995, a member 
of the sta� of the Joint Chiefs of Sta� was added to the Board’s membership. 

In 2008, the Commission on the National Guard and Reserves recommended that the 
RFPB’s governing statute (10 USC 10301) be amended, because the Board was not 
structured to obtain and provide independent advice directly to the Secretary of Defense 
on a wide range of National Guard and Reserve matters due to the nature of its membership 
and its subordination to other o�ces within DoD. Other than the Chairman, the Board’s 
membership included only DoD o�cials who made recommendations through the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve A�airs. �e current statute establishes the Board 
as an “independent adviser to the Secretary of Defense.”

In the National Defense Authorization Act of 2011, a�er receiving input from the 
Department of Defense and a wide range of outside experts, Congress signi�cantly changed 
the operating framework and membership of the RFPB to its present structure. �e revised 
law became e�ective July 1, 2011. On September 12, 2011, Arnold L. Punaro succeeded 
William S. Greenberg as Chairman of the RFPB. 

Fiscal year 2014 was the third full year of Board operations under the revised statute and 
produced three (3) reports totaling seventeen (17) recommendations. �e 17 recommendations 
were deliberated, debated, and approved during four meetings over the course of the year. 
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SUMMARY OF MEETINGS

Quarterly Meeting
December 12, 2013

�e 1st quarter meeting was held on December 12, 2013. Presentations were made by: former 
Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Gary Roughead, USN (Retired); former Air Force Chief 
of Sta�, General Ronald Fogleman (Retired); former Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, 
Michèle Flournoy; Director General, UK Army Reform, Major General Kevin Abraham 
and Deputy Commander, Land Forces, Major General RTI Munro - Remarks by VTC; and 
the board’s Subcommittee Chairs.

Admiral Roughead opened by stating that it is an important time for the Department of 
Defense and National Security, but noted that he did not subscribe to the hyperbole that 
it’s the most dangerous time for our nation. He stated that it’s the internal drivers that we 
need to get our arms around, adding that budget levels that we’re seeing today are the 
budget levels we are going to be living with in the future. He also noted the importance 
of knowing where the American people stand on security, citing survey data showing 
that a majority believe we need to focus on the home front. He suggested that we are at 
another Gates Commission moment with respect to our all-volunteer force. He added 
that the current compensation/bene�ts package is unsustainable under current budget 
levels, if we still expect to have enough resources to provide the necessary equipment and 
training for the men and women we expect to go into harm’s way. ADM Roughead stated 
that the Uniformed Civilian Force force has gotten too large. He noted that ground force 
numbers (when combining Active, Reserve and Guard Components) exceed a million 
people and added that the current number needs to be adjusted. He recognized our Reserve 
Components for their contributions during the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and noted 
the value of having Reserve members �awlessly integrate into active duty organizations 
like Navy Headquarters. He added that in this tough budgetary period, it’s time for the 
Guard and Reserve (noting current experience levels) to �ll in to bring down costs and 
shape the force of the future. Admiral Roughead gave his thoughts on the right mix of AC 
and Reserve Component forces, given recent cost comparisons. �e Admiral cited work 
he and a colleague conducted February 2013 which showed billions in savings through 
a more elegant use of AC and Reserve Component forces. He suggested that many of the 
missions that will bene�t the country in the future need not be AC, but could be �lled 
best by RC personnel with savings in the tens of billions of dollars. He added that we need 
to consider the issue in its totality - to include compensation along with force structure 
and to consider establishing an independent commission that provides recommendations 
on the appropriate roles and missions for Guard and Reserve forces to �ll in the future. 
He suggested that it is time to take another look at the requirements put forward in the 
Goldwater-Nichols Act. He submitted that the growth in Joint Headquarters sta�s is not 
necessarily driven by the work that needs to be done, but rather the Joint quali�cation 
requirement in Goldwater-Nichols, which leads to chasing careers instead of focusing on 
the mission. With regard to pay, he suggested the approach to compensation by using more 
incentives, specialty pay and assignment pay. With regard to health care, ADM Roughead 
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stated that reform is urgently needed and that it is unfair that a retired Admiral pays the 
same for healthcare as an E-7 in retirement. �e Chairman asked for his thoughts on what 
can be done from outside DoD in regards to the budget. ADM Roughead said that with the 
recent budget deal and more de�ned spending levels, he believes that now is the time to act. 
ADM Roughead believes that Congress is starting to ask the tough questions about future 
DoD capabilities. He also stated that current funding levels will require di�erent training 
and readiness models than those currently utilized. He suggested that in the O&M world, 
equipment costs should be looked at in two di�erent categories - cost to own and cost to 
operate. In addition, he believes that as DoD looks at a lean future, they consider cross 
budget line decisions for smarter business outcomes. When asked by Chairman Punaro 
about his thoughts on contractor costs, Admiral Roughead commented on his inability to 
capture contractor costs during his tenure as CNO. �e Admiral believes that there needs 
to be a separate pay account for contractors, adding that we do not have the same covenant 
with contractors that we have with military and government employees. 

General Fogleman opened by describing his topic as: a “missed opportunity” in terms of 
a 21st century total force construct. In addition, he stated that the needs of the nation fall 
into two categories: domestic and international. Domestically, the country needs a healthy 
economy, balanced budget, improved infrastructure, homeland defense, and an ability to 
respond to national emergencies. In the international arena, the country needs free and 
open access to the Global Commons (sea, space and cyber) and to protect our interests and 
citizens abroad. It is with these priorities in mind that we build our 21st century military. 
Next, he commented on the all-volunteer force and stated that we cannot support the force 
as it is currently structured. He added that post-WWII and the Cold War were aberrations 
in our history in terms of force structure, and stated the need to look at a reallocation of 
resources. He further noted that the bottom-up review in 1993 simply sliced the budget 3 
ways and le� us with a large standing military force that ended up as the wrong force when 
we were �nally challenged. He expressed that a strong Reserve Component is necessary for 
the new force structure. He stated that as the national defense strategy has shi�ed to “pivot” 
to the Asia-Paci�c region, future forces will need to be structured to provide universal 
applicability around the world with a relatively rapid response time. Gen Fogleman warned 
against cutting forces proportionally and suggested the need to look at a large reduction in 
our land forces. He noted that we have not recapitalized or modernized our equipment, and 
that if we don’t change our current practices, it will erode the asymmetric advantage that 
we have today. He stated that the Air and Naval Forces don’t get a bye with respect to cuts. 
Referencing a brie�ng he recently attended which stated that 30% of the defense budget is 
being spent on stealth, General Fogleman urged DoD to take a look at how much money 
is spent on modernization, particularly when multiple nations have developed anti-stealth 
technology. He commented that DoD and the Services need a decision support tool that 
looks at the capacity and capability of various force structures, and added that standard 
costing data is needed as well. Gen Fogleman stressed the importance of continued 
operational use of the Guard and Reserve, and the need to follow through with developing 
a well-cra�ed de�nition of “Operational Reserve.” GEN Fogleman stated that one needs 
to personally understand what it takes to be a Guardsman and Reservist, and that Service 
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Chiefs need to believe in the necessary changes, know the facts about accessibility of the 
Guard and Reserve, and be prepared to stand up to commanders in the Active Component.

�e Honorable Michèle Flournoy opened with a discussion of the current strategic 
environment, noting fundamental shi�s in the balance of power in international security 
dynamics in Asia; a diminished threat in Al Qaeda, but a morphing of that organization 
where it is now taking root in a number of countries from Yemen, Mali and Syria; and 
the continued pursuit of nuclear weapons by many terrorist organizations and countries, 
including Iran. She also discussed the increasingly congested and contested Global 
Commons. She suggested that while we are in a period of relative calm, we need to avoid 
becoming isolationist, and while she understands the war-weariness of the country and 
desire to focus on internal issues exclusively, there will be things that threaten our interests 
and require our attention internationally. She noted that the recent political stalemate has 
raised questions abroad about the U.S.’s staying power; ability to follow through on our 
commitment to allies; and ability to follow through on deterrence. She added that we have to 
remake the case to the American people that we cannot lose our international posture; need 
to maintain the leadership role we play; and end the political stalemate that has crippled us 
as a nation. Noting the downward pressures on defense spending, she posed the following 
question: How do we maintain the best military in the world (ready and equipped for the 
future) and keep faith with the all-volunteer force? She noted the historical tendencies during 
drawdowns to gut readiness and modernization as opposed to rethinking our operating 
model. She advised against repeating those mistakes again, and urged leadership to maintain 
a force that is truly agile and ready; maintain the ability to respond to a broad range of 
contingencies; and reassure our friends and allies that we will be there for them. With respect 
to what this means for the Guard and Reserve, Ms. Flournoy posed 3 questions:  (1) What are 
the roles and missions we need the Guard and Reserve to perform, and what are the areas of 
comparative advantage?  (2) What should be the operating model for the Guard and Reserve  
(3) How much should the Guard and Reserve be asked to contribute to the defense reform 
agenda and how do we manage the politics?  

Ms. Flournoy discussed her ideas on the roles and missions where the Guard and Reserve 
have a comparative advantage: (1) Recognize the role played by the Guard and Reserve in 
keeping the military connected with the local community versus the Active Component;  
(2) Provide a strategic reserve of manpower and capability;  (3) Provide support to domestic 
authorities, ranging from homeland defense scenarios, natural disasters, and other 
emergencies; and (4) Use the Guard Partnership program and the comparative advantage 
that Guard and Reserve members have in other areas by drawing on their civilian skills, as 
well as their military skills, in the shaping and engagement piece of foreign policy. She further 
suggested some other areas where the Guard and Reserve can contribute disproportionately 
either due to their civilian skill sets or geographic distribution: (1) Cyber Security - Noting 
that we are never going to recruit enough IT talent into the active component, Ms. Flournoy 
suggested creative ways to leverage the IT community for public service, including units 
designed to recruit from Silicon valley. (2) Counter CBRN – �is mission is already covered 
and is a priority for many Reserve Component units that leverage �rst responder skills 
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and the tight connection to state and local communities. (3) Expanding investment in true 
experimentation, innovation and concept development, as well as looking at changes in 
sta�ng and structure to create meaningful and rewarding positions for those experienced 
members coming out of the active force over the next several years. 

Ms. Flournoy then asked if we should keep the Operational Reserve model that we’ve 
inherited from the last decade and noted the historical aberration of �ghting two ground 
wars simultaneously. She o�ered alternatives to consider; expressed disappointment that the 
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) has not addressed this question. �e �rst suggestion 
she o�ered was a mixed model with some forces that are critical to enabling active forces 
and other forces that are more strategic (example given was keeping a signi�cant portion of 
the heavy ground forces in the Guard), noting that the model would be based on COCOM 
Ops plans; partnering needs of the Active Component; and mission needs with longer lead 
time. Recommending against the old tiered readiness model, she suggested that the Board 
look at the Continuum of Service model in more detail, to include developing a suite of 
variable service contracts and models. Finally, she addressed the question of how much 
should the Guard and Reserve be asked to contribute to the defense reform agenda. Stating 
that we are at a point where our personnel costs are unsustainable, she noted that there 
are some who would try to exempt the Guard and Reserve from e�orts to squeeze more 
money out of Defense. She feels that such an approach is incorrect and not politically viable. 
She added that we must �nd the right balance on compensation, bene�ts, readiness and 
modernization to keep faith with those that have served and those who are serving or will 
serve, and that no part of the Department should get a pass when looking at cost savings. 

Board discussion 5 March, 2014 with Dr. Scott A. Comes, Acting Director of CAPE and 
Chairman Punaro. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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She commented that overhead reductions should begin with the civilian force, noting that 
the force has grown by 15% over the past decade. Ms. Flournoy felt that DoD needs to 
look at headquarters and infrastructure that is no longer mission related or central to our 
strategy. In addition, compensation and bene�ts must be examined. She acknowledged that 
there are very challenging analytic tasks required to understand what the ideal model needs 
to look like in the future, what is truly cost e�ective, and what is going to put us in good 
standing to maintain the best military in the world. Ms. Flournoy closed by emphasizing 
the need to manage the politics of defense funding reductions. She stressed that the role 
of the Service Chiefs is key, but that leadership has to come from the Secretary of Defense 
and even the President by engaging key congressional leaders, governors, adjutants general, 
and others as partners and stakeholders for the health and security of our nation. She 
stressed the need for cooperation and mutual trust in order to develop the best strategy and 
approach to obtain an a�ordable and viable force for the future.  

Major General KD Abraham, Director General, Army Reform and Major General RTI 
Munro, Deputy Commander, UK Land Forces briefed several slides on the UK Army’s 
“Army 2020” plan via VTC, and provided insight on the history and speci�c details of why 
and how the British Army is dramatically increasing the size of its Reserve force to counter-
balance budget driven reductions in its full-time Regular force. �e stated goal of Britain’s 
“Army 2020” initiative is to provide a force capable in three major spheres: contingent 
capability for defense and deterrence; overseas engagement and capacity building as a 
means of con�ict prevention; and both homeland resilience and engagement with British 
civilian society at large. In essence, the Reserves are being transitioned from a strategic 
supplement and source of individual replacements to an operational force. �e Army 
Reserve will make a collective contribution, provide structural resilience to the UK military 
via a regime of graduated readiness, and serve as a pool of specialists and experts in �elds 
like cybersecurity. �e expectation is that the Reserve forces will provide a portion of the 
total force at every stage of overseas deployments from start to �nish. �e early stages will 
see more individual Reservists deployed and the latter stages will see more Reserve units 
deployed. In the near term, the UK will grow its Reserve from 20,000 to 30,000 soldiers with 
emphasis placed on recruiting and engagement with employers.

�e Deputy Chief of Land Forces for the British Army, Major General Munro, is a senior 
Reserve o�cer in the Army. He sees additional recruitment and investment in Reserve 
capability and availability on the horizon. Major General Munro stated, “No one can a�ord 
to have a Reserve force used only in extremis.” �us, that is why the British Army has set 
a goal of having 10% of all future Army deployments sta�ed by Reserve forces. �e Active 
and Reserve Component leaders are all espousing a “share the load” mentality with regard 
to AC/Reserve Component integration. 

�e RFPB subcommittees provided updates and recommendations. �e Board members 
deliberated and approved several recommendations made from the Strategic Questions Task 
Group. �e Board then moved to “Closed” session. Mr. Sergio Pecori, the subcommittee 
chairman Cyber Policy Task Group provided a brief on USCYBERCOM’s Cyber mission 
force  construct, along  with Air Force, Navy, Army Reserve and National Guard Cyber 
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programs. A summary of �ndings and observations from the e�ort was presented along 
with a discussion on the relevance of Cyber Guard 13 participants and exercise results.

Quarterly Meeting
March 5, 2014

�e 2nd quarter meeting was held on March 5, 2014. Presentations were made by: �e 
Honorable Deborah Lee James, Secretary of the Air Force; �e Honorable Whitten Peters, 
National Commission on the Structure of the Air Force; Dr. Scott Comes, Acting Director, 
CAPE; Mr. John Hastings, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve A�airs 
(Resources); Major General RTI Munro, British Army, Deputy Commander Land Forces; 
and the board’s Subcommittee Chairs.

Dr. Scott Comes, Acting Director, OSD Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation (CAPE) 
commented on the impact of current and future �scal challenges. �e Fiscal Year 2015 budget 
was characterized as a budget that plans for a leaner, but more technologically advanced 
force that focuses on capability over capacity. He stated that future budgets will continue to 
seek e�ciencies. Dr. Comes also discussed the implications of future budgets that require 
compliance with sequestration levels.

Mr. John T. Hastings, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve A�airs (Resources) 

Ms. Michelle Lowesolis, Director, Plans and Integration, Deputy Chef of Sta�, Manpower, 
Personnel and Services, HQ US Air Force provides informational brief to the board on 
AFIPPS (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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commented on the President’s Fiscal Year 2015 Budget submission and its impact on the 
Reserve Components, including end strength and funding data. His discussion began by 
talking the strategic view, noting the FY-15 Budget funding levels were slightly higher than 
those outlined in the Budget Control Act because of the recent Bipartisan Budget Agreement. 
�e FY-15 budget is $496B, similar to FY-14 levels and a reduction of $75B below the FY-14 
President’s  Budget. He further stated that the Budget plan projects $115B more in spending 
than sequestration levels for FY-15 through FY-19. He noted that all components, except the 
Navy active duty, would reduce end strength between FY-14 and FY-15. Next, he outlined 
Reserve Component funding in the FY-15 Budget. He explained that the ARNG continues to 
reduce their overall end strength, including 4,000 fewer full-time support positions. He also 
briefed that ARNG military personnel funding decreased by $135M from the previous year. 
In addition, cuts to O&M funding have driven the ARNG to train their members at only the 
individual, crew and squad levels. �ere are no funds available for Guard units to train at 
Combat Training Centers. He also briefed the following: Army Reserve funding for Ground 
OPSTEMPO, Base Operations and Support (BOS), and facility Sustainment, Restoration, and 
Modernization (SRM) decreased; Navy Reserve reductions occurred  in Navy Expeditionary 
Combat Command structure and manpower; Marine Corps Reserve funding decreased in 
Active Duty for Training (ADT) mandays, while sustaining school training; and the ANG 
and Air Force Reserve C-130H, KC-135 and F-16 �eets are recapitalizing or modernizing 
concurrent with the divesture of the A-10 �eet. In conclusion, he suggested that there will be 
a continuous downward pressure on all service budgets, and that increased manpower costs 
will continue to drive end strength reductions.

�e  Honarble  Deborah Lee  James,  Secretary of the Air Force, comments dealt with the 
Total Air Force and her view of the future. She concentrated on three priorities: 1) Taking 
care of people; 2) Balancing today’s  readiness with tomorrow’s  readiness requirements; and 
3) Ensuring the Air Force is using its limited budget wisely- making every dollar count. She 
also described how the Total Force Continuum (TFC) group is working to identify restrictive 
policies and processes that are counterproductive to the Total Force, and providing her 
viable solutions to consider to improve Total Force continuum of service. She also addressed 
the National Commission on the Structure of the Air Force’s (NCSAF) recommendations 
and how the Air Force will proceed in the future. Finally, Secretary James described how 
although the Air Force of the future will be smaller, it will remain highly capable in our 
current and future budget constrained environment.

Lieutenant General Joseph L. Lengyel, Vice Chief, National Guard Bureau, o�ered new 
thoughts on the mission of the National Guard and described future force structure, 
modernization, and compensation. He discussed the National Guard’s missions and future 
reductions in troop strength and force structure. Gen Lengyel explained that under the 
current Army future plan, Army National Guard (ARNG) end strength and force structure 
would decline, but emphasized that under sequestration budget levels ARNG reductions 
could be even larger. In response to questions about National Guard helicopter capability in 
the future, he noted that the National Guard Bureau’s leadership is working with Army leaders 
to determine the future aviation force structure. Details concerning implementation of the 
announced proposal to transfer AH-64 Apache/UH-60 Blackhawk between components and 
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elimination of the OH-58 Kiowa �eet were not solidi�ed yet. In addition, Lt Gen Lengyel 
outlined his concerns with compensation reform stating that slowing the growth of military 
compensation costs requires Congress to support and implement the DoD’s compensation 
recommendations. He completed his remarks by stating that the Chief of the National Guard 
Bureau is committed to maintaining a ready and capable National Guard.

Mr. Sergio Pecori, Cyber Policy Task Group Leader, presented a current summary of the 
Findings and Observations from the Cyber Policy Task Group and described Group visits 
with experts and �nal report development. 

�e RFPB concluded business in “Closed” Session then commenced to business in 
“Open” Session with a presentation given by Major General Ranald Munro (UK), Deputy 
Commander Land Forces (Reserves), British Army. Maj Gen Munro opened by stating 
that the British Army is transforming both the Reserve and Regular Components and 
moving to an integrated Army - Army 2020 and beyond. He described his background 
as a civilian General Counsel and pointed out that when he deployed to Iraq in 2005, he 
was deployed in his civilian skill as a lawyer, leading a team of operational law attorneys. 
Maj Gen Munro provided information on his government’s 2011 independent commission 
report entitled “Future Reserves 2020” and the reports key �ndings. Maj Gen Munro 
discussed the recommendations and delivery of the Future Reserves 2020 report, which 
included such topics as �nancial investment; growing to a trained force of 30,000 by 2018; 
betterment packages; recruiting and partnership programs; and oversight. �e end state 

Board members SGM Michael Biere and RADM Russell Penniman discuss policy 
issues 5 March 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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is to transform the Territorial Army and build capability to provide a credible, usable and 
relevant Army Reservist as an integrated and enduring element of the whole force. Maj 
Gen Munro talked about the expectation that Army Reservists will deliver force elements 
with predictability and assurance. He also envisioned reservists having access to modem 
equipment and the planning requirement for Reserve Component members to be prepared 
to mobilize 1 year in every 5 to encompass a full spectrum of military tasks. He said that 
the British Army leadership has made an explicit commitment to the future operational 
employment of Reserves by mandating that at least 10 percent of all future deployments will 
consist of Reserve forces. Maj Gen Munro closed by describing the steps required to achieve 
full Reserve integration, which includes attracting the talent, then manning, equipping, 
training, and sustaining the force. He also expressed some concern about the need to 
overcome Regular Army prejudice toward the reservist to ensure success, and reiterated 
that this integrated change to the British Army must succeed because the driver now is lack 
of money and there is no alternative (no plan B).

Honorable F. Whitten Peters, Commissioner, National Commission on the Structure of 
the Air Force, began his presentation by addressing the Commission’s charter and the 
force structure issues they were directed to consider including: AC/Reserve Component 
balance; areas where Reserve Component draws on civilian strengths, including cyber 
warfare; capacity required for Homeland Defense; and maintaining a rotation that meets a 
deployment/dwell goal of 1:2 for the AC and 1:5 for the Reserve Component. In addition, 
he addressed the commission’s implied tasks of accounting for the operational nature of 

Board member VADM (Ret) John Cotton provides subcommittee update to the 
Board 5 March 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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Air Force Reserve Components determining present and future mission requirements and 
the resources likely to be available to them. He also pointed out that if we are going to 
have an operational reserve in the future, current law needs to change (especially in the 
Title 32 arena) to fully support and enhance an integrated force. He pointed out that the 
DoD interpretation of FACA laws was an impediment to the commission’s deliberation 
process. He noted that 180 day rotations for the Reserve Component is not ideal, and 
pointed out that there must be �exibility for Reserve Component personnel rotations 
with consideration for issues with civilian employers, education requirements, and airline 
currency. He related that 45 to 90 day Reserve Component rotations for Northern and 
Southern watch during his tenure as SECAF were initially viewed by Air Force leadership 
with some skepticism, but ultimately the practice proved very successfull, and highlighted 
that there was no di�erence between AC and Reserve Component units supporting 
those missions. Mr. Peters provided the Board with a key �nding of the study which is: 
the Air Force has funded a very capable and ready Reserve Component that trains and 
tests to the same standard as their Active Component counterparts, which means that 
any unit (AC or Reserve Component) is capable of deploying at any time. He stated that 
the Reserve Components have demonstrated their capacity and capability for increased 
contributions, but questions remain as to whether a 1:5 dwell ratio is supportable in the 
long term. One of the conclusions of the study was the Air Force is now positioned to 
leverage the Reserve Component’s high level of readiness into cost savings that can o�set 
some of the cuts to readiness, modernization and manpower. �e report recommended 
moving manpower into the Reserve Components rather than a ‘peanut butter spread’ into 
all three components, and cited signi�cant cost savings by moving force structure into 
the Reserve Components or integrated wings. However, Mr. Peters mentioned that the 

Major General RTI Munro, British Army, addresses the Board 5 March 2014. 
(Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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Reserve Components cost a lot less when in training status, but cost about the same when 
supporting operational missions. Chairman Punaro challenged this claim referencing the 
RFPB’s costing report that identi�es other considerations like base operating support costs 
for AC, and that the Department needs to start looking more closely at the fully  burdened 
and life-cycle costs of the components. Mr. Peters agreed and said that their summary of 
recommendations included recognition of the need to plan and budget for costs using a 
fully-burdened approach. In addition, Mr. Peters stated that the commission pressed CAPE 
to take a position on the RFPB’s cost model and noted that there are multiple (cost) models, 
all with di�erent assumptions. He explained that CAPE concluded that a traditional non-
pilot Air Force reservist costs one sixth that of an Active Duty member when in a training 
status and that CAPE also agreed that the cost of a Reserve Component combat squadron is 
about two thirds the cost of an AC squadron. �e commission’s report also recommended 
reducing overall infrastructure by looking at another BRAC round to capture additional 
savings. According to Mr. Peters, the main take away from the report is there are highly 
trained Reserve Component forces (cheaper than the AC) and the Air Force needs to �nd 
ways to use Reserve Component forces more to preserve/reconstitute for surge, to support 
peacetime missions, and develop �exible options to serve, which includes more ways for 
personnel to move between the components.

VADM (Retired) John Cotton -Subcommittee Chair, Ensuring a Ready, Capable, Available, 
and Sustainable Operational Reserve, briefed on observations made during a review of 
Defense Manpower Data Center’s Status of Forces Survey of the Reserve Components.  He 
opened with general observations about the data which showed that: More than half of 
Reserve Component Members have been activated one or more times since 9/11, with most 
activations greater than 30 days resulting in deployments to a combat zone; most Reserve 
Component members are satis�ed with the Military Way of Life and their families and 
employers support their participation in the military; given the opportunity, most Reserve 
Component members choose to stay in; and Reserve Component Service Members, many 
of whom have served through multiple deployments, continue to support recurring use of 
the Reserve Components and are willing to serve in support of a wide variety of missions at 
home and abroad.  VADM Cotton o�ered the following speci�c data points to support his 
observations:  75% of serving Reserve Component Service Members are satis�ed with the 
Military way of Life; the vast Majority of Families, Coworkers, Spouses and Supervisors have 
favorable views of RC Service (62-82%); and 75% of serving Reserve Component Service 
Members choose to stay in.  He closed with the following points: for more than a decade, 
Reservists and National Guardsmen have shown themselves to be ready, accessible, and 
available to support the needs of our Nation while at war;  some have suggested Reservists 
and National Guardsmen, their families, and employers are weary of repeated activations 
and deployments; and the data suggests quite to the contrary - �at Reservists and National 
Guardsmen intend to continue their service; their families and employers support their 
participation; and they are willing to serve in support of a wide variety of missions at home 
and abroad.

Maj Gen Michael Edwards, Subcommittee Chair, Enhancing the DoD’s Role in the 
Homeland, stated that work continues on the Presidential Nominating Conventions 
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funding issue. He also discussed several key points from the subcommittee’s February 
14th update meeting. Several action items were identi�ed  to include: scheduling  a future 
subcommittee update meeting where the NGB J3 (Operations) and NORTHCOM 
would provide information related to DoD’s guidance regarding the use of Title 32, 
502(f) authorities  and NORTHCOM’s plans to utilize 12304(b) in future exercises 
during Fiscal Year 2015; and researching FEMA’s rationale for not reimbursing the DoD 
for use of National Guard personnel in a Title 32 502(f) status.

MG Marcia Anderson, Subcommittee Chair, Supporting and Sustaining Reserve 
Component Personnel, provided an update on the Yellow Ribbon Reintegration Program 
(YRRP). She gave a brief synopsis of the program along with member and family attendance  
data since program inception. She also discussed  the program’s plan for future support 
of an Operational Reserve. She brought up the fact that the services currently  fund the 
Yellow Ribbon Program with OCO dollars and discussed  the need for the services to 
have a plan to fund YRRP in the services  base budget to ensure continued  support for an 
Operational Reserve. MG Anderson also provided an update on the Reserve Component 
Survivor Bene�t disparity. �e Under Secretary of Defense responded  to the RFPB’s 
recommendation to eliminate  the disparity  by stating that the Air Force has submitted  
a FY 2016 Uni�ed Legislative and Budget (ULB) request, which would achieve  parity 
between Reserve and Active Duty Survivor  Bene�t plans.

Quarterly Meeting
June 4, 2014

�e 3rd quarter meeting was held on June 4, 2014. �e �rst portion of the meeting was held 
in “Open” session with presentations made by: �e Subcommittee Chairs; Ms. Lowesolis 
the Director of Plans and Integration for the Deputy Chief of Sta�, Manpower, Personnel 
and Services, U.S. Air Force; SGM Michael Biere, Enlisted Advisor to the Chairman, RFPB; 
and Colonel Robert Preiss, RFPB Chief of Sta�; Mr. Dave Gillespie, from the Air Force 
Reserve A9 sta�. �e remainder of the presentations were conducted in “Closed” session 
which were given by: Major General  John A Davis, Acting  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary of 
Defense for Cyber Policy; Mr. Sergio A. Pecori, Cyber Task Group, RFPB; �e Honorable 
Jessica L. Wright, Acting  Under Secretary of Defense  for Personnel and Readiness; Major 
General Stephen M. Twitty,  Deputy Chief of Sta�, G-3/5/7, U.S. Army Forces Command.

Major General Anderson  updated the Board on the progress of its review of Transition 
Assistance services provided to Reserve Component personnel and the requirements 
associated with the VOW to Hire Heroes Act of 2011 (VOW Act). MG Anderson noted 
that the VOW Act is fairly new in terms of implementation  and that adjustments are being 
made by OSD and the Services as more experience is gained working the program. �e 
subcommittee will continue to monitor program progress. 

Ms. Lowesolis, the Director of Plans and Integration for the Deputy Chief of Sta�, Manpower, 
Personnel and Services, U.S. Air Force,  presented the timeline for implementation; a brief 
de�nition of the capability; the key reasons the Air Force needs the Air Force Integrated 
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Personnel and Pay System (AFIPPS); and the expected high level outcomes. AFIPPS, once 
�elded, is intended to support the personnel needs of over 500K Total Force Airmen from 
accession to separation, including their compensation. She outlined AFIPPS  evolution since the 
termination of the Defense Integrated Military Human Resource System (DIMHRS) in 2009. 

She expressed her opinion that AFIPPS is the foundation for Total Force Integration. Reserve 
Component member changes in duty status, increases in pay problems as a result of increased 
RC use, requirements to reconcile personnel system actions to pay system transactions, and 
other problems have resulted in a recent decision to accelerate delivery of the system.

Vice Admiral (Retired) Cotton, Subcommittee Chair, Ensuring a Ready, Capable, Available, 
and Sustainable Operational Reserve, provided an update. At the request of the Chairman, 
VADM Cotton presented a follow-up brie�ng on selected metrics from the Defense 
Manpower Data Center’s Status of Forces Survey of the Reserve Components. VADM 
Cotton highlighted the following general observations: 1) Most Reserve Component 
members are satis�ed with the Military Way of Life, and their families and employers 
support their participation in the military; 2) Given the opportunity, most Reserve 
Component members choose to stay in; and 3) Reserve Component Service Members, 
many of whom have served through multiple deployments, continue to support recurring 
use of the Reserve Components and are willing to serve in support of a wide variety of 
missions at home and abroad. VADM Cotton concluded that a�er an extensive review of 
available DMDC data, the Subcommittee con�rmed its previous observations regarding 
RC attitudes: 1) Reservists and National Guardsmen intend to continue their service; 2) 
Families and employers support RC member participation; and 3) RC members are willing 
to serve in support of a wide variety of missions both at home and abroad. VADM Cotton 
concluded his presentation by stating that attitudes are dynamic and continued monitoring 
of DMDC’s data is important to inform future policy decisions regarding RC policies and 
employment. Chairman Punaro stated that he did not believe there was any data to back up 
assertions by many individuals within and outside of DoD that the Guard and Reserve were 
worn out, but that if these assertions surfaced, they should be challenged.

SGM Michael Biere, Senior Enlisted Advisor to the Chairman, provided an informative 
brie�ng on his observations from the �eld. �e Chairman tasked the RFPB Senior Enlisted 
Advisor to provide the Board with a presentation on current discussions and surveys 
with Reserve Component enlisted members from units in the �eld, and to compare these 
observations to those in the recent DMDC Status of Forces Survey of Reserve Component 
Personnel. SGM Biere surveyed 150 Reserve Component enlisted service members 
from many di�erent units, services, and geographical areas across the nation. He found 
that his results support the observations made by VADM Cotton with regard to Reserve 
Component Service Member attitudes. While generally positive, SGM Biere identi�ed the 
following issues confronting Reserve Component Service Members that have the potential 
to negatively impact satisfaction levels: perceived lowering of service standards; perceived 
requirement to use personal time for duty related matters (including non-readiness related 
required training); and adding an excessive amount of ancillary training requirements. 
Finally, SGM Biere reported that Tricare was an important bene�t mentioned numerous 



22 Reserve Forces Policy Board Annual Report

times by Service Members and their families as having a signi�cant impact on their level of 
satisfaction with the military.

Colonel Robert Preiss, RFPB Chief of Sta�, provided an update on the RFPB Active/Reserve 
Component Cost Comparison Methodology, followed by a presentation on the Air Force 
Reserve’s  Individual Cost Assessment Model (ICAM). �e Chairman asked the RFPB sta� 
to update and recalculate the fully-burdened Active/Reserve Component costs using the FY 
2015 DoD Green Book data to update the previous FY 13 comparison presented in last year’s 
(Jan 2013) cost report to the Secretary of Defense. Colonel Preiss presented the update and 
indicated that from the FY 2013 to FY 2015 DoD Base Budget request, per capita Reserve 
Component costs dropped from 30.4% to 29.6% of an Active Component member’s fully-
burdened cost. He added that costs for both Active and Reserve Component personnel were 
down, but the cost of Reserve Component personnel was reduced more, making the Reserve 
Component an even better bargain for the American taxpayer. More speci�cally, the cost of 
Reserve Component personnel declined 8% from $100,380 in FY13 to $92,815 based on FY 
2015 DoD Budget Data, while the cost of Active Component personnel declined 5% from 
$330,343 in FY 2013 to $313,272 in FY15. �e Chairman o�ered that some of the expected 
savings submitted in the FY 2015 DoD Budget request (the Military Personnel Base Pay 
proposal and Commissary and Tricare savings) have been rejected by Congress and could 
change the outcome of our analysis. Defense Authorization Act requires a Commission to 
Review the Force Structure of the Army and the Commission will be required to use “Fully-
Burdened” and “Life-Cycle” Costs to assess the total cost of Army personnel.

Mr. Dave Gillespie, from the Air Force Reserve A9 sta�, presented an information brie�ng 
on the Air Force Reserve’s Individual Cost Assessment Model (ICAM), which is a life-cycle 
costing model used as a decision-support  tool. �e model uses the fully-burdened  cost 
elements described by the RFPB’s costing work to determine the cost of an airman from the 
time they swear in as a new accession until the day they die. �is model is being used and 
is fully endorsed by Air Force leadership. Mr. Gillespie noted that ICAM shows huge cost 
advantages for Reserve Components over the life-cycle, as well as in annual comparisons 
where Reserve Component costs are roughly 30% of their Active Component counterpart 
costs. He explained that the model has been garnering some attention at the OSD level. �e Air 
Force Reserve A9 sta� was asked recently to provide a brie�ng to both the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Reserve A�airs and Director, Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation.

Major General  Stewart  provided  the subcommittee update on Enhancing the DoD’s  Role 
in the Homeland on the Presidential Nominating Conventions funding issue. He updated  
members on recent engagements with the National  Guard  Bureau  sta�, O�ce  of the Assistant  
Secretary of Defense for Reserve A�airs, and with representatives from the Department 
of Justice. �e Subcommittee presented two recommendations for consideration. �e 
Subcommittee also recommended further  research  to determine whether the establishment 
of predictable National Special Security Event National  Guard funding  was needed. �e 
RFPB concluded business  in “Open” Session and commenced business  in Closed Session.

Presentations were given by Major General  John A. Davis Acting  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of Defense for Cyber Policy;  Mr. Sergio  A. Pecori,  Cyber  Task Group; and �e Honorable 



Annual Report Reserve Forces Policy Board 23

Jessica L. Wright, Acting  Under Secretary of Defense  for Personnel and Readiness, and MG 
Stephen M. Twitty, Deputy Chief of Sta�, G–3/5/7, U.S. Army Forces Command.

Annual Meeting
September 10, 2014

�e annual meeting was held on September 10, 2014. �e meeting was held in “Open” 
session with presentations made by: Major General (Retired) Kenneth Bouldin,  President, 
Reserve Forces Policy Board Fellows Society; Admiral Michael S. Rogers, USN, Commander, 
U.S. Cyber Command; General Frank J. Grass, U.S.A, Chief, National Guard Bureau; a 
panel of the Reserve Component Chiefs; a “�ink Tank” panel; Subcommittee update and 
recommendations. Major General (Retired) Graham, Vets4Warriors program. �e Citizen 
Patriot Unit and Individual award were also presented to recipients. 

Major General (Retired) Kenneth Bouldin, President, Reserve Forces Policy Board Fellows 
Society, noted that his term was ending and o�ered his belief that the Fellows Society 
has fallen short in being a relevant resource for the Board and could be better utilized. 
MG (Retired) Bouldin invited departing Board members to join the Fellows Society. �e 
Chairman thanked MG (Retired) Bouldin for his service and underscored his comments, 
noting that many of the issues we are dealing with today were dealt with in the past.

Admiral Michael S. Rogers, USN, Commander, U.S. Cyber Command, opened by thanking 
the Board for their service and the opportunity to address the important topic of RC 
integration into the Cyber Mission Force. He emphasized that he is the joint operational 
commander, while the services man, train and equip. He highlighted the four touchstones 
he provided to the services to guide their force development e�orts: (1) Consider a full 
spectrum capability that does not start by assuming the force must be active component. 
(2) One training standard for all. (3) One set of team compositions that applies across 
components to enable plug and play. (4) One command and control structure for 
employment of the force. He then highlighted his three mission sets (protect the nation’s 
critical infrastructure; provide Combatant Commanders a full spectrum of capabilities; and 
defend the Department of Defense network infrastructure) and stated that each service 
arrived at a slightly di�erent solution in developing their forces. ADM Rogers agreed with 
the conclusions in the RFPB’s Cyber Report, but stated that the organizations and structure 
should be tested and stabilized, rather than continually reorganizing. Mr. Sergio Pecori, a 
member of the Board, commented that some of the Board’s recommendations followed 
his comments and asked about standardized training requirements. Admiral Rogers 
responded that he recognized that some service members are already doing the mission 
so Cyber Command has established a board to assess equivalency and provide the services 
�exibility in qualifying their cyber warriors. He expressed concern regarding reductions in 
Reserve Component funding and closed by emphasizing he will not accept an “us versus 
them” mentality and that we all must work together, as one enterprise and one team.

General Frank J. Grass, U.S.A, Chief, National Guard Bureau, thanked Chairman Punaro and 
the Board for providing him an opportunity to participate in the Board’s annual meeting. He 
expressed his belief that we are on a �scal glide path to destroy our military and become a 
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second rate military power as we need billions of dollars for investment in key capabilities 
beyond 2023. GEN Grass spoke of today’s National Guard and highlighted that it transitioned 
from a strategic reserve to an operational force because resources were made available. He 
also provided examples demonstrating that the National Guard is accessible, capable, ready, 
and a�ordable. GEN Grass identi�ed �scal realities under the Budget Control Act as our 
most signi�cant challenge and provided examples of budget impacts. He also identi�ed 
numerous opportunities to include cyber forces, multi-component units, partnerships, and 
integrated homeland planning in which the National Guard would participate.

�e Reserve Component (RC) Chiefs Panel provided the individual RC Chiefs’ points of 
view on top challenges and opportunities for the Reserve Components and the implications 
of diminishing resources on RC force structure, readiness, and Active-Reserve Component 
relations. VADM Braun, Chief, Navy Reserve, stated that the Navy Reserve is making a 
global impact and highlighted an initiative to get sailors back to sea and mentioned that 
they have proposed an expansion to their Reserve Component skills database to achieve 
greater awareness of civilian acquired skills. LTG Talley, Chief, Army Reserve, suggested 
that since we cannot a�ord to maintain the size of the regular Active Component force,  
that the operational reserve is here to stay. He noted the intent to move away from available 
year utilization to utilization throughout a unit’s readiness life-cycle. He suggested that 
the Reserve Components could be more innovative in their approaches to training and 
operational use, o�ering the thought that his units might, in the near future, partner 
with private companies to conduct training overseas that could provide training value to 
reservists, bene�t local nationals, and support U.S. diplomatic and development objectives. 
Lt Gen Mills, Commander, Marine Forces Reserve, stated that the USMCR mirrors the active 
force and hopes to harvest a lot of the talent leaving active duty. He highlighted the fact that 
reserve Marines are integrated into operations and exercises around the world. LtGen Mills 
also voiced  his concerns about readiness, contract maintenance, and modernization. BG 
Fountain, Special Assistant to the Director, Army National Guard, provided his thoughts on 
mobilization policies like those in the “Utilization of the Force Memo” and the fact that they 
are being used to establish the AC/RC force mix and potentially skew information used 
in senior leader decisions. He quoted a passage from General Grass to the Chief of Sta� 
of the Army and Air Force stating “Two-year notice, nine-months boots on the ground, 
30-day individual notice, not more than 50 percent of a state’s force structure deployed 
at once and other policies were helpful over the last decade, but they should not govern 
force planning assumptions for future contingencies” and o�ered that the Board should 
consider the topic. Lt Gen Jackson, Chief, Air Force Reserve, recommended the Board look 
at the British re-organization and migration of personnel and resources into their reserves 
and the new U.S. Air Force strategy. He also gave examples of how the Air Force Reserve 
provides operational capabilities and strategic depth on a daily basis. Brig Gen Witham, 
Deputy Director, Air National Guard, noted that modernization account diversions hit the 
Air Guard harder as their aircra� are generally older. For example, older tactical li� aircra� 
need navigation upgrades or they will be unable to operate in international airspace in the 
very near future. Similarly, the Air National Guard will equip its �rst F-35 unit in about 
four years, but the second unit will not receive aircra� for another �ve to six years. RADM 
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Heinz, Director, USCG Reserve and Military Personnel, noted that, as it is for all of his 
colleagues, funding is his most signi�cant challenge. Additionally, they have enough money 
to pay for drill duty, but very little funding for anything else. �at is, in turn, challenging 
their ability to generate readiness.

�e �ink Tank Panel consisted of LTG (Retired) David W. Barno, U.S.A., Senior Fellow and 
Co-Director of the Responsible Defense Program at the Center for a New American Security 
(CNAS); Mr. Todd Harrison, Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for 
Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA); and Ms. Mackenzie Eaglen, Resident Fellow 
at the American Enterprise Institute Marilyn Ware Center for Security Studies. LTG Barno 
commented on readiness, force structure, and relationships, largely focusing on the Army. 
He noted that the strong Active and Reserve Component relationships built over 13 years of 
war have eroded over the last year and a half. He highlighted force structure changes like the 
Army’s Aviation Restructuring Initiative as an issue that strained relationships, but stated that 
there were others. He also noted that readiness is a product of how much money and time 
is provided for training, equipment, etc. Mr. Harrison continued the readiness theme and 
believes the way we measure readiness is wrong as the current system measures inputs instead 
of performance. Ms. Eaglen also discussed relationships and stated that Air Force component 
tensions started around 2005, even before BRAC. She also touched on compensation and 
expressed her belief that we have prioritized retirees over current forces. �e Chairman 
commented that budgets have doubled but the size of the force has been halved.

Maj Gen H. Michael Edwards, Subcommittee Chair, provided an update from the 
Subcommittee on Enhancing DoD’s Role in the Homeland. Maj Gen Edwards 

�e Commander US Cyber Command, ADM Michael S. Rodgers addresses the 
Board 10 September 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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updated the Board on the history and status of policies and funding for Presidential 
Nominating Conventions and other National Special Security Events. He previewed 
dra� recommendations and noted that earlier integration of National Guard and other 
Department of Defense stakeholder requirements would aid the process. He noted 
the Subcommittee plans to examine a new topic to determine if strategies, policies, and 
practices related to the RC and civil support are consistent.

MG Marcia Anderson, Subcommittee Chair, provided an update from the Subcommittee 
on Creating a Continuum of Service. Her update included subcommittee recommendations 
associated with the Reserve Component Survivor Bene�t Plan and the revision and 
reduction of the total number of duty statuses. MG Anderson also discussed a new issue 
regarding medical hold duty status for RC members. Under current law, medical hold does 
not qualify for the accrual of Post-9/11 GI Bill bene�ts. �e services and OSD are pressing 
to include a legislative change to address the issue in the 2016 NDAA. �e subcommittee 
recommened the �e Secretary of Defense should approve a pending Uni�ed Legislation 
and Budgeting proposal which would add Title 10 12301(h) (i.e. medical hold) as a period 
of “active duty” under Title 38, Section 3301 (1)(B) for the purpose of accruing Post-9/11 
GI Bill bene�ts.

MG (Retired) Graham briefed the Board and attendees on the Vets4Warriors program 
that provides immediate, one-on-one peer counseling and follow-up support for Active 
Duty, National Guard and Reserve service members and their families through a network 
of Veterans who understand the challenges of military life. �e program uses a Peer-to-Peer 
format unlike many others and employs 38 Veterans providing con�dential counseling and 
other services on a 24/7 basis.

VADM (Retired) John Cotton, Subcommittee Chair, provided an update from the 
Subcommittee on Ensuring a Ready, Capable, Available and Sustainable Operational 
Reserve. VADM (Retired) Cotton provided a brief update on Reserve Component medical 
readiness and a follow-up to the March 2014 “RC Attitudes” presentation. RC medical 
readiness has improved since the subcommittee �rst started tracking the statistics in 2010-
2011 but ground components continue to lag behind other components. A recent change 
to the frequency of certain labs like HIV is the driver of a recent down turn. In a follow-up 
to his March 2014 presentation on RC Attitudes, VADM (Retired) Cotton reported that 
follow-up analysis of employers reinforced our earlier assertions about employer support 
for reserve component participation. He noted that the vast majority of employers (86%) 
are satis�ed with the Reserve Component employees in their businesses.

�e board discussed the Annual Report layout and supcommitte structure. �e board 
concluded business in “Open Session and the meeting was adjourned.
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RFPB REPORTS OF ADVICE & 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY  
OF DEFENSE

During Fiscal Year 2014, the RFPB delivered to the Secretary a total of three (3) reports 
containing seventeen (17) separate recommendations.  is section of the annual report 
includes summaries of those recommendations. 

“Opposition to Section 511 ofH.R 1960 (Fiscal Year 2014 National 
Defense Authorization Act)”

Report 
delivered to the Secretary of Defense on November 1, 2013

�e RFPB met on �ursday, September 5, 2013 and voted to make one recommendation  to 
you concerning provisions in the House and Senate versions of the Fiscal Year 2014 National 
Defense Authorization Act which hinder Department of Defense access to the Reserve 
Components. �e Board found that the United States Congress has dra�ed  provisions in 
recent legislation  to address the “o�-ramping” of Reserve Component  units from assigned 
missions. Section 511 of H.R 1960 requires the Department of Defense to provide 120 
days advanced notice of Reserve Component mobilization and demobilization. A similarly 
worded Senate provision (Section 508 of S.R. 1197) requires the Secretary of Defense to 
personally  approve, in writing, cancellation of Reserve Component deployments within 
180 days when those Reserve Component units will be replaced by Active Component  
units intended to perform the same mission. �e Board �nds that these provisions, while 
well-meaning, will exert a chilling e�ect on DoD decision-making to employ  the National 
Guard and Reserve, and thus, e�ectively hinder future access to the Reserve Components.

�e Board recommends  that the Secretary of Defense publicly and privately emphasize the 
Department’s opposition to new legislative limitations requiring the Department of Defense 
to provide advanced notice of Reserve Component “o�-ramping” because it hinders future 
access to the Reserve Components.
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“Reserve Component Use, Balance, Cost and Savings a response to 
Questions from the Secretary of Defense”

Report 
delivered to the Secretary of Defense on February 11, 2014

On September 5, 2012, then Secretary Leon Panetta met with the RFPB and tasked the 
Board with providing its advice and recommendations regarding four questions: (1) the 
best ways to use the Reserve Components in support of the Defense Strategic Guidance; (2)
the right balance or mix of Active and Reserve Component forces; (3) the cost to maintain a 
Strong Reserve; (4) how the Department can achieve cost savings in relation to the Reserve 
Components. �e RFPB met on September 5, 2013 and December 12, 2013 and voted to 
make twelve recommendations to you concerning these questions.

�e Board recommends the following. Each recommendation is expanded upon in the 
attached report:

Recommendation 1 Plan and Use the RC Operationally.

Recommendation 2 Develop and Enforce a Revised DoD Total Force Policy. 

Recommendation 3 Study the E�ectiveness of the RC.

Recommendation 4 Preserve RC to Mitigate Risk from AC Cuts. 

Recommendation 5 Expand RC in Key Skill Areas. 

Recommendation 6 Improve AC/RC Integration. 

Recommendation 7 E�ectively Use Available Manpower. 

Recommendation 8 Invest in Reserve Component Readiness. 

Recommendation 9 Conduct a Broad RC Programmatic Review. 

Recommendation 10 Review Reserve Component General and Flag O�cer Usage. 

Recommendation 11 Review Reserve Component Infrastructure. 

Recommendation 12 Study Cross-Component Equipment Sharing. 
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“Department of Defense Cyber Approach: Use of the National Guard 
and Reserve in the Cyber Mission Force”

Report 
delivered to the Secretary of Defense on August 19, 2014

On June 5, 2013, in response to the growing national dependence on computer network 
technologies and increasing threats to our national security emanating from the cyber 
domain, the Reserve Forces Policy Board established a Task Group to examine the 
Department’s current path in developing its organizations, policies, doctrine and practices 
for conducting defensive and o�ensive cyber operations. �e Task Group was further 
directed to comment on force mix between active, reserve, and civilian personnel and 
Reserve Component organizations needed to meet the DoD strategy. �e RFPB met on 
June 4, 2014 and voted to make four recommendations.

Recommendation 1 Include Reserve Components in Cyber Mission Force requirements in 
order to leverage RC reduced cost, civilian/AC acquired skill/experience, 
continuity and longevity.

Recommendation 2 As part of a Total Force solution, re-evaluate the   composition,  size and 
force mix of the planned Cyber Mission Force by FY 2017, and re�ne as 
needed based on changing threats, team e�ectiveness, capability, required 
capacity and cost.

Recommendation 3 �e Department of Defense should study, and then assign executive 
responsibility to a single service for the full range of joint cyber training.

Recommendation 4 Recruit highly skilled members via a professional accessions and retention 
program to �ll both AC and RC requirements within the Cyber Mission Force.

�e Honorable Deborah Lee James, Secretary of the Air Force sharing her 
perspective with the Board 5 March 2014. 
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IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATIONS MADE    
�e RFPB is not required by statute or policy to track or assess the degree to which its 
recommendations and advice are agreed to or actually implemented by the Department 
of Defense. However, in an era of increasing �scal constraint, the Board feels that good 
governance drives all governmental organizations to be accountable and e�ective in the use 
of limited resources devoted to its work.  

As of September 31, 2014 (the end of the �scal year), all three RFPB reports remained out for 
comment by various DoD components within the Department’s automated sta�ng system. 
None of the reports have received a �nal, de�nitive acceptance or rejection; however, the 
Board believes that policy recommendations generated under its revised statutory structure 
are receiving an appropriate degree of review and consideration within the department.

In order to gauge its e�ectiveness continually, the RFPB intends to have its sta� actively 
monitor the responses to and implementation of RFPB recommendations by the Department.

LTG Je�rey Talley addresses the Board from the Reserve Components Chiefs panel 
10 September 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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APPENDIX 1 – MEMBERS OF THE RFPB
Arnold L. Punaro, Major General (Retired) U.S. Marine Corps Reserve – Chairman

Reserve Component members

Major General William D. Wo�ord - Army National Guard Member
Major General Marcia M. Anderson - Army Reserve Member
Rear Admiral Russell S. Penniman - Navy Reserve Member
Major General Darrel L. Moore - Marine Corps Reserve Member
Major General H. Michael Edwards - Air National Guard Member
James E. Sherrard III, Lieutenant General (Retired) - Air Force Reserve Member
Rear Admiral John S. Welch – Coast Guard Reserve Member

Citizens having signi�cant knowledge of and experience in policy matters relevant to 
National Security and Reserve Component matters

John G. Cotton, Vice Admiral (Retired), U.S. Navy
John W. Handy, General (Retired), U.S. Air Force
Hon. Grier Martin, North Carolina House of Representatives
Paulette M. Mason, Delaware Employer Support of the Guard and Reserve
Dr. John Nagl, Fellow, Center for New American Security
Sergio A. Pecori, President & CEO, Hanson Professional Services, Inc.
Honorable Gene Taylor, Former Member, U.S. House of Representatives
Maria Vorel, Federal Emergency Management Agency
Leo V. Williams, III, Major General (Retired), U.S. Marine Corps Reserve

Non-voting members

Major General James N. Stewart, USAFR - Military Executive O�cer
Sergeant Major Michael E. Biere, USAR -  Senior Enlisted Military Adviser to the Chair
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APPENDIX 3 – GOVERNING STATUTES

Title 10, United States Code, Section 175. Reserve Forces Policy Board 

�ere is in the O�ce of the Secretary of Defense a Reserve Forces Policy Board. �e 
functions, membership, and organization of that board are set forth in section 10301 of 
this title. 

Title 10, United States Code, Section 10301. Reserve Forces Policy Board

(a) In General.— As provided in section 175 of this title, there is in the O�ce of the 
Secretary of Defense a board known as the “Reserve Forces Policy Board” (in this 
section referred to as the “Board”). 

(b) Functions.— �e Board shall serve as an independent adviser to the Secretary of 
Defense to provide advice and recommendations to the Secretary on strategies, 
policies, and practices designed to improve and enhance the capabilities, e�ciency, 
and e�ectiveness of the reserve components.

(c) Membership.— �e Board consists of 20 members, appointed or designated as follows: 
(1)  A civilian appointed by the Secretary of Defense from among persons determined by the 

Secretary to have the knowledge of, and experience in, policy matters relevant to national 
security and reserve component matters necessary to carry out the duties of chair of the 
Board, who shall serve as chair of the Board.

(2) Two active or retired reserve o�cers or enlisted members designated by the Secretary of 
Defense upon the recommendation of the Secretary of the Army—
(A)  one of whom shall be a member of the Army National Guard of the United States or a former 

member of the Army National Guard of the United States in the Retired Reserve; and 
(B)  one of whom shall be a member or retired member of the Army Reserve.

(3) Two active or retired reserve o�cers or enlisted members designated by the Secretary of 
Defense upon the recommendation of the Secretary of the Navy—
(A)  one of whom shall be an active or retired o�cer of the Navy Reserve; and
(B)  one of whom shall be an active or retired o�cer of the Marine Corps Reserve. 

(4)  Two active or retired reserve o�cers or enlisted members designated by the Secretary of 
Defense upon the recommendation of the Secretary of the Air Force—
(A)  one of whom shall be a member of the Air National Guard of the United States  

or a former member of the Air National Guard of the United States in the Retired 
Reserve; and

(B)  one of whom shall be a member or retired member of the Air Force Reserve. 
(5)  One active or retired reserve o�cer or enlisted member of the Coast Guard designated by the 

Secretary of Homeland Security. 
(6)  Ten persons appointed or designated by the Secretary of Defense, each of whom shall be 

a United States citizen having signi�cant knowledge of and experience in policy matters 
relevant to national security and reserve component matters and shall be one of the following: 
(A)  An individual not employed in any Federal or State department or agency.
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(B)  An individual employed by a Federal or State department or agency. 
(C)  An o�cer of a regular component of the armed forces on active duty, or an o�cer of a 

reserve component of the armed forces in an active status, who—
(i)  is serving or has served in a senior position on the Joint Sta�, the headquarters sta� 

of a combatant command, or the headquarters sta� of an armed force; and
(ii)  has experience in joint professional military education, joint quali�cation, and joint 

operations matters. 
(7)  A reserve o�cer of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps who is a general or �ag 

o�cer recommended by the chair and designated by the Secretary of Defense, who shall 
serve without vote— 
(A)  as military adviser to the chair;
(B)  as military executive o�cer of the Board; and 
(C)  as supervisor of the operations and sta� of the Board. 

(8)  A senior enlisted member of a reserve component recommended by the chair and designated 
by the Secretary of Defense, who shall serve without vote as enlisted military adviser to the chair.

(d) Matters To Be Acted on.— �e Board may act on those matters referred to it by the 
chair and on any matter raised by a member of the Board or the Secretary of Defense. 

(e)  Sta�.— �e Board shall be supported by a sta� consisting of one full-time o�cer from 
each of the reserve components listed in paragraphs (1) through (6) of section 10101 of 
this title who holds the grade of colonel (or in the case of the Navy, the grade of captain) 
or who has been selected for promotion to that grade. �ese o�cers shall also serve as 

�e Honorable F. Whitten Peters, Commissioner, National Commission on the 
Structure of the Air Force, addresses the commission’s charter with the Board  
5 March 2014. (Photo: US Army Photo, Mr. Jerome Howard)
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liaisons between their respective components and the Board. �ey shall perform their 
sta� and liaison duties under the supervision of the military executive o�cer of the 
Board in an independent manner re�ecting the independent nature of the Board. 

(f)  Relationship to Service Reserve Policy Committees and Boards.— �is section does 
not a�ect the committees and boards prescribed within the military departments by 
sections 10302 through 10305 of this title, and a member of such a committee or board 
may, if otherwise eligible, be a member of the Board. 

Title 10, United States Code, Section 113. Secretary of Defense [EXCERPT] 

(a) �ere is a Secretary of Defense, who is the head of the Department of Defense, appointed 
from civilian life by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
A person may not be appointed as Secretary of Defense within seven years a�er relief 
from active duty as a commissioned o�cer of a regular component of an armed force. 

(b) �e Secretary is the principal assistant to the President in all matters relating to the 
Department of Defense. Subject to the direction of the President and to this title and 
section 2 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 USC. 401), he has authority, direction, 
and control over the Department of Defense.

(c) …(1), the Secretary shall transmit to the President and Congress a separate report from 
the Reserve Forces Policy Board on any reserve component matter that the Reserve 
Forces Policy Board considers appropriate to include in the report. 
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APPENDIX 4

RFPB Reports
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At the September 5, 2012 meeting of the Reserve Forces Policy Board (RFPB), Former 
Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta met with members of the Board and asked them (in 
accordance with Title 10, Section 10301) to provide him with advice and recommendations on 
several Reserve Component topics. Specifically, he was interested in determining: the best ways 
to use the Reserve Components in support of the Defense Strategic Guidance; the right balance 
or mix of Active and Reserve Component forces; the cost to maintain a Strong Reserve; and how 
the Department can achieve cost savings in relation to the Reserve Components.  The purpose of 
this report is to provide the Secretary of Defense with thoughtful analysis, observations and 
recommendations in response to each of these questions, and constitutes the Board’s complete 
and final report.  The responses are intended (in accordance with the Board’s Charter) to improve 
and enhance the capabilities, efficiency, and effectiveness of the Reserve Components.  

Best Ways to Use the Reserve Components

It is the Board’s view that the best way to use the Reserve Components is to, in fact, use 
them, and avoid the inclination to place them “on the shelf” while waiting for the next major 
conflict.  The Reserve Components have a demonstrated record of sustained accessibility, 
readiness, and reliability.  They should be used simultaneously in both strategic and operational 
roles.  In the strategic role, Reserve Components should maintain capability and capacity to help 
reduce the national military risk associated with prosecuting major theater wars, long-term 
stability operations, or other combinations of significant or protracted force requirements.  In the
operational role, the Reserve Components should continue to provide forces to help meet both 
steady state peacetime engagement and contingency requirements of the Combatant 
Commanders; both at home and abroad.  The Reserve Components should be employed 
operationally as an integral component of our National Defense Strategy, although at a level 
below their use over the past decade.  Further, the Reserve Components should be used to 
support each of the ten primary missions of the Armed Forces of the United States described in 
the Defense Strategic Guidance, and in other capacities required by the President and Governors.   

Right Balance of Active and Reserve Forces

In an era of limited fiscal resources, it is the Board’s strong belief that the Reserve 
Components be used to preserve the Nation’s capability and overall capacity to deter and defeat 
aggression, while simultaneously strengthening the Department’s capacity to Defend the 
Homeland and Provide Support to Civil Authorities.  It is the opinion of the Board that, to date, 
the Department has not seriously considered the question of how much force structure it truly 
needs, and what mix it can afford.  The Department should be deliberate in their approach to 
force reductions and avoid simplistic “fair-share” cuts across all components for the sake of 
“being equitable.”  With reduced fiscal resources available to provide the necessary forces to 
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implement the nation’s defense strategy, it is essential to strike the right balance between risk 
and cost when determining Active and Reserve Component force structure.  However, numerous 
costing studies suggest that the Department can maintain more of our defense capability and
capacity for less cost in the Reserve Components.  Therefore, the Department should consider 
preserving Reserve Component end strength and force structure to mitigate the risk associated 
with increased Active Component force structure reductions, to hedge against fiscal and 
geostrategic uncertainty, and to do so in an even more cost–effective way.  The Board is not 
advocating reduced active duty end strength but should the Department make that decision then 
the Board believes that preserving capabilities in the National Guard and Reserve is both sound 
strategy and cost-effective.

Cost of a Strong Reserve 

The Department has built (through a decade of investment and war) a stronger, more 
capable, better equipped, battle tested Guard and Reserve force than we have had at any time in 
our recent history.  Therefore, the Department should not squander the benefits derived from 
those investments and hard won experience gained in combat.  For about $50 billion a year, the 
Nation maintains a strong, operationally engaged National Guard and Reserve force that 
comprises about 39% of the Department’s military end strength for approximately 9% of the 
Department’s Budget. The Nation must maintain a Reserve Component that is accessible, 
available, and flexible to provide operational forces, when needed, to satisfy the full range of 
potential missions called for by our civilian and military leadership. In order to achieve this
goal, The Department should institute policies and practices necessary for the continued efficient 
and effective use of the Reserve Components.  Besides continuing the operational use of the 
Reserve Components, the Department should: improve AC/RC integration; use available 
manpower more effectively; invest in Reserve Component readiness; and improve Reserve 
Component cost advantages. 

Potential Efficiencies

The Board believes that the Reserve Components are already a cost-effective solution, 
providing the nation with trained manpower that delivers skilled, seasoned capacity and 
capability at a reduced cost.  However, there are opportunities for additional savings. Therefore, 
the Board consulted with DoD officials and outside experts, and then conducted its own 
examination of the budget submissions of the Reserve Components to identify potential 
efficiencies.  As a result, the Board concentrated its efforts on the following areas: Headquarters 
structure; Operations and Maintenance budget overhead costs; Full-Time Support; General/Flag 
Officer numbers; Infrastructure; and Equipment.  Although not significant, there are some 
savings to be found in these areas.
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TASK

At the September 5, 2012 meeting of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, Former Secretary 
of Defense Leon Panetta met with members of the RFPB and charged them, in accordance with
Title 10 Section 10301, to provide him with advice and recommendations in response to four 
specific questions.  In that session, Secretary Panetta asked: 

1. What are the best ways to use the Reserve Components in support of the Defense 
Strategic Guidance?

2. What is the right balance of Active and Reserve Component forces? 

3. What does it cost to maintain a Strong Reserve? 

4. How can the department achieve cost savings?  

 The Reserve Components include both National Guard and Reserve forces.  Specifically, 
these encompass the Army National Guard of the United States, the Army Reserve, the Navy 
Reserve, the Marine Corps Reserve, the Air National Guard of the United States, the Air Force 
Reserve and the Coast Guard Reserve.  

 
Figure 1:  Former Secretary Panetta addressing the Reserve Forces Policy Board (September 5, 2012).
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On May 6, 2013, RFPB Chairman Arnold Punaro submitted an interim report to 
Secretary Hagel on “Strategic Choices and the Reserve Components.”  It provided initial 
observations on the first two questions.  In short, it recommended: the continued operational use 
of the Reserve Components; preservation of Reserve Component capabilities; active 
consideration of the Reserve Components to mitigate increased risk reductions in Active 
Component force structure; and the inclusion of the Reserve Components in strategic reviews.
This report expands on the observations provided in the interim report, provides the Board’s 
advice and recommendations for each of the questions posed by Former Secretary Panetta, and 
constitutes the Board’s complete and final report. 

APPROACH  

This report’s primary purpose is to provide the Secretary of Defense with thoughtful 
analysis, observations and recommendation in response to questions posed to the Board by 
Former Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta.  These responses are intended, in accordance with 
our Charter, to improve and enhance the capabilities, efficiency, and effectiveness of the Reserve 
Components. 

A temporary Task Group of five Board members was established on October 31, 2012 
with the mission of studying the questions posed by the Secretary of Defense, gathering 
information, conducting research, analyzing relevant facts, and developing for Board 
consideration a report or reports of advice and recommendations for the Secretary of Defense.  
The Task Group conducted 20 meetings, met with 26 officials from the Department and 
representatives of 13 outside organizations, and presented observations and recommendations for 
deliberation by the full Board in three public sessions. 

Recognizing that there are many different voices within the defense community 
advocating for a number of varied solutions that address the size and shape of the force along 
with efficiencies that can be found within the Department, the Board sought inputs from a 
diverse array of experts and interested parties to inform its analysis.  The Board’s goal was to 
remain objective and avoid any appearance of parochialism or advocacy in favor of the Reserve 
Components over the Active Component.  Since the Secretary’s questions specifically addressed
the Reserve Components, this report will focus its primary attention on the Reserve Components.  
However, the report will also make a number of recommendations that apply to both Active and
Reserve Components in areas that require continued or improved integration between them.   
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

One of the most important ways to utilize Reserve Component members is to keep them 
“operationally trained”.  In other words, give them a viable mission; provide them with the 
proper training and equipment to accomplish that mission; and avoid the inclination to place 
them “on the shelf” while waiting for the next major conflict. Reserve Component members
have a demonstrated record of sustained accessibility, readiness, and reliability.  They should be 
employed operationally as an integral part of our National Defense Strategy. Going forward, the 
Reserve Components should be used to support all ten DoD “Primary Missions” that were 
identified in the Defense Strategic Guidance, as well as other missions required by the President 
and Governors.  This section outlines the general organization and purpose of the Reserve 
Components; describes their traditional use in the past; and provides more specific advice and 
recommendations for their future use. 

The Board conducted its review mindful of the key tenets of the current Defense Strategic 
Guidance released on January 5, 2012 titled, “Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 
21st Century Defense.”  The guidance identifies our policy priorities: transitioning from today’s 
wars to prepare for future challenges, and rebalancing to the Asia-Pacific region while remaining 
vigilant in the Middle East.  It also requires that the Department maintain commitments to 
NATO and strengthen alliances and partnerships across all regions.  In addition, the guidance 
stipulates that the Department maintain a ready and capable force able to perform the 
Department’s ten primary missions (Figure 2), even as it reduces overall capacity, and retains the 
ability to surge and regenerate forces for unanticipated challenges.  Finally, it requires the 
Department to keep the promises it made to the troops, families, and veterans. 

SECDEF Question: What are the best ways to use the Reserve Components in 
support of the Defense Strategic Guidance?

Primary Missions of the US Armed Forces
Counter Terrorism and Irregular Warfare

Deter and Defeat Aggression
Maintain a Safe, Secure and Effective Nuclear Deterrent

Defend the Homeland and Provide Support to Civil Authorities 
Project Power despite Anti-Access / Area Denial Challenges

Provide a Stabilizing Presence
Counter Weapons of Mass Destruction

Conduct Stability and Counterinsurgency Operations 
Operate Effectively in Cyberspace and Space

Conduct Humanitarian, Disaster Relief, & Other Operations.

Figure 2: Primary Missions of the Armed Forces (2012 Defense Strategic Guidance)
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As identified in Title 10, United States Code Section 10101, there are seven Reserve 
Components within the Armed Forces of the United States – the Army and Air National Guard, 
as well as the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard Reserve. For Fiscal Year
2014, the National Defense Authorization Act provided a total end strength number of 833,700
Reserve Component service members, which is approximately 40% of the total DoD military 
force structure. With that manpower pool, the Reserve Components provide the Department of 
Defense with a broad array of combat and support forces for use at home and abroad. 

The purpose of the Reserve Components is “to provide trained units and qualified 
persons available for active duty in the armed forces, in time of war or national emergency, and 
at such other times as the national security may require, to fill the needs of the armed forces 
whenever more units and persons are needed than are in the regular components.”1 The National 
Guard is both a Reserve Component and state militia.  The statutory role of the National Guard is 
further articulated in Title 32 which states, “Whenever Congress determines that more units and 
organizations are needed for the national security than are in the regular components of the 
ground and air forces, the Army National Guard of the United States and the Air National Guard 
of the United States, or such parts of them as are needed, together with such units of other 
Reserve Components as are necessary for a balanced force, shall be ordered to active Federal 
duty and retained as long as so needed.”2  The National Guard, in its militia role, exists to 
“execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrections and repel invasions.”3

Prior to Operation Desert Shield/Storm, the Reserve Components were primarily used as 
a Strategic Reserve force – maintained for use in major contingencies, while remaining largely 
unused in peacetime.  The Board reviewed the pattern of use of the Reserve Components, both 
before and after the First Gulf War. In the five years prior to 1991, the Reserve Components 
provided an average of about 3,000 man-years of support to operational missions.  After 
OPERATION Desert Shield/Storm, the Reserve Components were used more regularly as a part 
of the “Operational” force.  In fact, Reserve Component use grew to a point that, during the six 
years prior to 9/11, Reserve Component forces provided an average of approximately 35,000 
man-years of support to operational missions – a greater than tenfold increase in operational use 
over the level prior to Desert Shield/Storm.   

During Operations Iraqi Freedom/New Dawn and Enduring Freedom, the Reserve 
Components became a fully integrated partner, providing a significant number of forces for 
operational use.  During the nine years of war from 2002 until 2010, National Guard and Reserve 
forces averaged about 146,000 man-years of support for operations at home and abroad.  Since 

                                                           
1 Title 10, United States Code Section 10102 
2 Title 32, United States Code Section 102 
3 U.S. Constitution (Article 1, Section 8) and Title 10 United States Code Sections 311 and 12406 
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9/11, approximately 890,0004 Guardsmen and Reservists have been mobilized to serve on active 
duty.  That service has, at times, demanded grave sacrifice. From September 11, 2011 through 
the end of Fiscal Year 2012, nearly 900 National Guard and Reserve service members were
killed in action.  Currently, there are 42,3725 Reserve Component members activated in support 
of operations around the world.  They clearly and repeatedly have demonstrated their value to the 
Nation and Department during the conduct of both campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan.
Therefore, it is logical to assume that the operational use of Reserve Component forces should be 
considered when planning for the use of American forces in the future. 

Frequently, the question regarding the proper role Reserve Component members should 
play in the nation’s defense is posed as an either-or choice between competing ideas – strategic 
reserve versus operational reserve.  It is not an either-or proposition. They can, have, and should 
continue to perform both roles simultaneously.  The Reserve Components should be organized, 
manned, trained, and equipped to provide both strategic and operational capability and capacity 
to the nation when required. 

In their strategic role, Reserve Components should maintain capability and capacity to 
help reduce the national military risk associated with prosecuting major theater wars, long-term 
stability operations, or other combinations of significant or protracted force requirements.  A 
strategic reserve, while not officially defined, is that portion of the force kept at lower levels of 
readiness and availability than those forces ready for operational use.  All or portions of the 

                                                           
4 National Guard (In Federal Status) and Reserve Activated as of February  4, 2014 Available from 
http://www.defense.gov/documents/Mobilization-Weekly-Report-02-04-2014.pdf 
5 National Guard (In Federal Status) and Reserve Activated as of February  4, 2014 Available from 
http://www.defense.gov/documents/Mobilization-Weekly-Report-02-04-2014.pdf 
 

Figure 3: Use of the National Guard and Reserve since 1986
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strategic reserve can be made ready in times of crisis should the nation require their skills.
Keeping a strategic reserve capability and capacity serves to reduce the national military risk 
associated with unforeseen needs and is significantly cheaper to maintain.  Both Active and 
Reserve Components have forces at lower readiness levels that could be considered a part of the 
strategic reserve.  While there is a long standing stigma associated with keeping a portion of the 
force in reserve in some services, there is value in maintaining a strategic reserve.

In their operational role, Reserve Components should continue to provide forces to help 
meet the steady state peacetime engagement and contingency requirements of the Combatant 
Commanders – both at home and abroad.  Continued operational use of the Reserve Components 
offers at least three clear benefits.  First, it helps maintain the experience, skills, and readiness 
gained through twelve years of war for the hundreds of thousands of National Guard and Reserve 
personnel who have been mobilized. Second, it frees up Active Component forces to ensure their 
availability to respond immediately to no-notice contingency warfighting requirements. Third, it
reduces Active Component deployment tempo and aids in the preservation of the All-Volunteer 
Force.   

The Reserve Components have demonstrated since Operation Desert Storm that they can 
do much more than simply maintain forces in strategic reserve.  That is why many of the services 
plan to, or have expressed their intent to continue using their Reserve Components to meet 
operational demands, albeit on a smaller scale than their use today.  Under Title 10, Section 
12304B, the Department may involuntarily mobilize Reserve Component units to augment active 
forces for a preplanned mission in support of a combatant command, but only if “the manpower 
and associated costs of such active duty are specifically included and identified in the defense 
budget materials for the fiscal year or years in which such units are anticipated to be ordered to 
active duty.”6  The Department should ensure that adequate attention is given to reviewing and 
validating opportunities for the operational use of Reserve Components, and that the necessary 
resources are included in the Department’s annual budget submission to pay for their use. 

First and foremost, Reserve Component members should be used to support all of the 
missions described in the Defense Strategic Guidance.  At home, the Reserve Components 
should provide Defense Support to Civil Authorities because their members live in communities 
across the nation, and to members of the public, they are the face of the Department of Defense.
When these communities require assistance due to natural or manmade disasters, state and 
community leaders, emergency managers, and first responders turn to their Reserve Component 
neighbors for help.  For the same reasons, Defense of the Homeland is another mission area 

                                                           
6 Title 10, United States Code Section 12304B.  This section also imposes the following additional limitation – “the 
budget information on such costs includes a description of the mission for which such units are anticipated to be 
ordered to active duty and the anticipated length of time of the order of such units to active duty on an involuntary 
basis.” 
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perfectly suited for Reserve Component forces.  Reserve Component units have been used to 
control and defend American airspace both prior to and since 9/11.   

Abroad, the Reserve Components should be employed to meet predictable operational 
requirements including: enduring missions, forward presence requirements, and missions aimed 
at reinforcing alliances and building partner capacity.  The Reserve Components have provided 
sustained support to operations in the Sinai Peninsula and in Kosovo, and should be used in the 
future to support similar predictable and enduring requirements that call for U.S. presence 
abroad.  The Reserve Components have also helped to sustain alliances and build partner 
capacity.  The National Guard State Partnership Program has been a particularly effective 
program in this regard.   

In addition, the Defense Strategic Guidance requires the Department to maintain a surge 
capacity.  The National Guard and Reserve provide much of that capability should the Nation 
require it for the conduct of a protracted war or long-term stability operations, and can provide 
the Department with time to generate additional active forces to prosecute these conflicts if 
needed. The Reserve Components should also be used as a source of individual manpower to 
augment major service, joint, and combined headquarters units – manpower that provides crucial 
skills enhanced by their civilian employment.  Finally, the Reserve Components should be used 
to meet new and emerging capability requirements, particularly when those requirements are 
technology-based, or when civilian acquired skills would facilitate rapid establishment of such 
capabilities. The cyber domain is an area where the Reserve Components are particularly well-
suited to support increasing demand. 

The Reserve Components played an essential role during the campaigns in Iraq and 
Afghanistan while effectively supporting efforts to build partner capacity, filling enduring 
operational mission requirements, and providing homeland defense and support to civil 
authorities here at home.  They can be counted on to perform their assigned missions effectively 
and professionally.  The Board strongly urges the inclusion of specific guidance directing 
continued use of the Reserve Components in appropriate departmental planning documents and 
offers the following recommendations to answer the Secretary’s question on the best ways to use 
the Reserve Components.   

Recommendation #1 - Plan and Use the RC Operationally: DoD should continue to use the 
Reserve Components operationally and should include requirements for such use in service force 
generation models, and DOD planning, programming, and budget documents.  

a) The Department should plan, program and budget for the continued operational use of 
the Reserve Components. 
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b) Guidance on Reserve Component use should be included in: a new Total Force Policy;
the Quadrennial Defense Review Report; Defense Planning Guidance; and Guidance for 
Employment of the Force.   

c) Services should continue to include the Reserve Components in their force generation 
models.   

d) The Department should adapt the Global Force Management process to annually 
identify and validate those operational requirements suitable for Reserve Component use to 
facilitate service planning, programming, and budgeting for the activation and employment of 
Reserve Component forces under Title 10, Section 12304b authority. 

During the conduct of our review, the Board found that senior defense leaders lack a total 
force perspective, and thus, focus on the Active Component as the default solution to overall 
force management challenges. Many senior defense leaders are unaware of the differences 
between the National Guard and the Reserves; the strengths of each Reserve Component; the 
capabilities resident in each of the Reserve Components; the cost to maintain and use the 
Reserve Components; or the limitations on their use.  As a result, the Department fails to fully 
consider the Reserve Components in key strategic reviews.  The 2010 Quadrennial Defense 
Review did not address the roles and missions of the Reserve Components as required by Title 
10, Section 118.  The Secretary of Defense’s Strategic Choices and Management Review 
(SCMR) completed in July 2013 did not address the size, shape, and use of the Guard and 
Reserve in support of DoD Strategy.  Finally, it appears that the 2014 Quadrennial Defense 
Review has missed the opportunity to deal with these questions in a meaningful way as well. At 
some point, the discussion must take place. 

Recommendation #2 - Develop and Enforce a Revised DoD Total Force Policy:  DoD should 
develop and enforce a revised Total Force Policy to encourage a Total Force culture and improve 
Active and Reserve Component integration.  While the services have Total Force policies in 
place, the Department of Defense does not.  This lack of Total Force perspective affects 
decision-making regarding the use of the Reserve Components, AC-RC Mix, and resourcing.  
The Department of Defense should develop and enforce a revised Total Force Policy that 
enumerates key principles necessary to encourage a Total Force culture.  Throughout the 
Department, consideration should be given to the following principles by senior civilian and 
military leaders: 

• Take responsibility for and ownership of the Total Force. 
• Ensure military readiness.
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• Develop a clear and mutual understanding of the roles and missions of each component 
(Active, Guard, and Reserve) in each service and in joint/combined operations, during 
peacetime and war. 

• Provide the necessary resources to accomplish assigned missions. 

The Reserve Components have demonstrated their availability and reliability in providing 
forces for operational use through a decade of sustained combat operations.  Commanders and 
senior Department of Defense officials have lauded the contributions and performance of the 
Reserve Components.  Some have even stated that the Reserve Components are as effective as 
their active counterparts.  However, the Department does not have thorough, deliberate analysis 
on the demonstrated operational effectiveness of Reserve Component units upon their arrival in a 
theater of operations.   

Recommendation #3 - Study the Effectiveness of the RC:  DoD should charter an independent 
and impartial study to assess the operational effectiveness of the Reserve Components.  The 
Department should conduct an assessment of Reserve Component operational performance to 
better understand how well, or how poorly, operational missions were performed in Iraq and 
Afghanistan after 9/11, and to determine necessary changes to strategies, policies, and practices 
to maintain or improve their performance.

 In an era of fiscal constraint, the Reserve Components should be 
used to preserve the Nation’s capability and overall capacity to deter and 
defeat aggression, while simultaneously strengthening the Department’s
capacity to Defend the Homeland and Provide Support to Civil Authorities.  
The steadily increasing costs of active duty military manpower will
continue to exert downward pressure on Active Component Force structure, 
particularly in the ground forces.  The Reserve Components offer an 
affordable option, retaining capability and capacity that can be used when 
needed.  The Board strongly recommends the preservation of Reserve 
Component capabilities and that the Department should actively consider 
the Reserve Components to mitigate the increased risk associated with 
further Active Component end strength reductions, either intentional or 
unavoidable, as a result of declining resources.  

The Department of Defense, Joint Staff, and the Services have had 
little success in predicting future force structure to meet the operational 

SECDEF Question: What is the right balance of Active and Reserve Component 
forces? 
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needs of Combatant Commanders with any degree of certainty in the past. However, there are a 
few assumptions that can be made about the demand signal for the future: 1) Military forces in 
Afghanistan are expected to decline; 2) The mission of deterring potential adversaries and 
defeating terrorists will likely continue; and 3) Force requirements in the homeland and in the 
cyber domain will almost certainly increase.  These demands, along with judgments about roles 
and missions, should form the basis for decisions about Service end strengths, and inform 
decisions about the relative mix of AC and RC forces within each Service.   

The AC-RC Mix for each Service differs greatly, as does their operational reliance on the 
Reserve Components.  The Army is by far the largest service and the Service with the greatest 
proportion of Reserve Component end strength.  The Army relied heavily on Reserve 
Component enablers (necessary combat support and service support units), and to a lesser extent 
on combat capabilities, to conduct operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The Air Force depends 
more heavily on its Reserve Components for both structural and operational support.  Navy and 
Marine Corps Reserve Component structure is proportionally much smaller and has, in fact, 
shrunk over the past decade.  While there has been disagreement over proper force mix decisions 
in the past that have led to Congressional Commissions (Commission on the Structure of the Air 
Force), the Board hopes this practice is the exception rather than the rule when making force 
structure decisions in the future. 

Figure 4: Authorized End Strength of the Reserve Components
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The Board did not assess or make specific recommendations on AC-RC force mix at the 
tactical level.  It is up to the Department and the Services to determine roles and missions, 
requirements, and what force structure is needed (to include AC-RC force mix) to meet current 
and future national defense needs.  It is the opinion of the Board that the Department has not yet 
tackled this task in a serious way; however, the Department has acknowledged the need.  In fact, 
the January 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance notes that “the Department will need to examine 
the mix of Active Component (AC) and Reserve Component (RC) elements best suited to the 
strategy.”  The Department is also required under Title 10, Section 118 to “define sufficient force 
structure… that would be required to execute successfully the full range of missions called for in 
that national defense strategy” during the conduct of its Quadrennial Defense Review.  As stated 
earlier, neither the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review nor the 2013 Strategic Choices and 
Management Review took on the challenge of addressing AC-RC Mix.  Whether the 2014 
Quadrennial Defense Review will consider the question in a meaningful way remains to be seen,
but preliminary indications are that it does not. 

The Department must grapple with the question of how much force structure it truly 
needs, and what mix it can afford.  Reducing force structure results in increased risk in the 
Department’s ability to implement Defense Strategy.  Therefore, the Department should take 
some time to deliberate on its approach to force reductions and avoid simplistic, “fair-share” cuts 
across all of the components for the sake of “being equitable.”  Limited fiscal resources drive 
leaders to look at new and innovative ways to provide the proper force structure necessary for the 
strategy, but at reduced cost.  Numerous costing studies suggest that the Department can 
maintain more capability and capacity in the strategic reserve, at a lower cost, by investing in the 
Reserve Components.  DoD should consider preserving Reserve Component end strength and 
force structure to mitigate the risk associated with increased Active Component force structure 
reductions, to hedge against fiscal and geostrategic uncertainty, and to do so in an even more 
cost–effective way.  The Board is not advocating reducing active duty end strength but should 
the Department make that decision then the Board believes that preserving capabilities in the 
National Guard and Reserve is both sound strategy and cost-effective.  The Board believes that
the resultant outcome of decisions on DoD force structure and mix should be a more capable 
force that is better integrated and smartly employed; an approach similar to that being employed 
by the United Kingdom.   

As a result of their 2010 Strategic Defense and Security Review, the British military 
initiated a significant reform of its Reserve Component force.  The reforms include increasing 
the size of their Reserve Components (doubling the size of their Army Reserve), increasing 
investment in Reserve Component readiness, and regularly using their Reserve Components to 
complement their active forces.7 While there are significant differences between the Reserve 

                                                           
7 Future Reserves 2020: Delivering the Nation’s Security Together, November 2012, available at: www.official-
documents.gov.uk/document/cm84/8475/8475.pdf 
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Components of our two nations – including the significantly greater size and much higher level 
of operational use of the Reserve Components in the United States – some consideration should 
be given to the approach taken by the United Kingdom. 

Recommendation #4 - Preserve RC to Mitigate Risk from AC Cuts: DoD should preserve 
Reserve Component end strength and force structure to mitigate risk associated with increased 
Active Component force structure reductions and to hedge against fiscal and geostrategic 
uncertainty.

Recommendation #5 - Expand RC in Key Skill Areas: DoD should examine those mission 
capabilities where the Reserve Components have a distinct advantage due to their civilian 
acquired skills and exposure to new technologies in the workplace (i.e. Cyber, ISR and 
UAV/RPA).  The 2011 “Comprehensive Review of the Future Role of the Reserve Components” 
prepared by the Office of the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs remains a valid document that serves as the 
basis for such an examination. 

The Secretary’s question suggests that the Department already has a strong National 
Guard and Reserve.  The Board agrees with this view!  The reason – our Nation, through a 
decade of investment and war, has built a more capable, better equipped, battle-tested Guard and 
Reserve force than we have had at any time in our recent history.  More than 889,000 Reserve 
Component personnel have been activated in support of DoD requirements since September 11, 
2001, both at home and abroad.8  More than $399 billion in Base Budget funding and $13 billion 
in Overseas Contingency Funding has been invested in Reserve Component readiness and 
operational use since 2002.9

The Department should not squander the benefits gained and hard won experience 
derived from those investments.  Therefore, the Nation must maintain a Reserve Component that 
is accessible, available, and flexible to provide operational forces (when needed) to satisfy the 
range of potential missions required by Governors and the Combatant Commanders.  For about 
$50 billion a year, the Nation maintains a strong National Guard and Reserve force that 
comprises approximately 40% of DoD military end strength.  The Department should institute
policies and practices necessary for the continued efficient and effective use of the Reserve 

                                                           
8 National Guard (In Federal Status) and Reserve Activated as of February  4, 2014 Available from 
http://www.defense.gov/documents/Mobilization-Weekly-Report-02-04-2014.pdf 
9 Pay and Allowances and Operations and Maintenance Costs 

SECDEF Question: What does it cost to maintain a Strong Reserve? 
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Components.  Besides the continued use of the Reserve Components operationally, the 
Department should: improve AC/RC integration; use available manpower more effectively; and 
invest in Reserve Component readiness.

The Board noted that while the force is fully integrated on the battlefield, fiscal pressures 
are undermining Total Force integration here in Washington.  The Commission on the Structure 
of the Air Force and the recent Army discussions on Reserve Component missions and force size 
are two recent examples that show that the Total Force is not fully integrated yet.  However, 
there are examples of “best practices” that reside within each of the Services.  Among those 
practices are: the Marine Corps’ Inspector-Instructor (I&I) program; the Air Force’s Associate 
Unit construct; Navy Reserve Component personnel integration; and the Army’s modular force 
construct and Combat Support and Service Support integration in operational environments.  
While the Services have each made individual efforts to integrate their Components, more can be 
done.  Better integration between the components will improve overall Total Force readiness and 
help to reduce institutional friction.  As previously discussed, it is the Board’s view that a lack of 
a DoD-level Total Force Policy contributes to this problem. 

Recommendation #6 - Improve AC/RC Integration: The Services should better integrate its 
forces organizationally, in training, and during operational employment. 

a) The Army should move toward stronger integration of its combat forces through a test 
integrating Reserve Component maneuver battalions into Active Component Brigade Combat 
Teams. While the Army has made laudable efforts to integrate its enabler formations in 
operational settings, it has done less to integrate its formations in peacetime.  The Board notes, 
with approval, that the Army has recently begun to reexamine the establishment of multi-
component units in its enabler formations in peacetime.  While the Board is encouraged by this 
step, it recommends the integration of Army Brigade Combat Teams as well.

b) The Department should reinvigorate the Title XI program, which commits Active 
Component manpower to enhance Reserve Component Combat Readiness. After Operation 
Desert Storm, the Congress mandated the establishment of a program to enhance the readiness of 
the Reserve Component Ground Forces.  As a result, the Army committed Active Component 
manpower to facilitate training and readiness.  After 2001, global operational commitments 
reduced the ability of the Army to allocate personnel to staff the Title XI requirements.  As 
operational augmentee commitments for mid-grade officers and Non-Commissioned Officers 
decline, the Army should reinvest in this program.  Such a re-investment would carry three 
important benefits.  First, it would accomplish its statutory goal to sustain our hard-won Reserve 
Component readiness.  Second, it would restore a valuable mechanism to breakdown cultural 
barriers and foster cooperation and integration between the components.  Third, it would retain a 
sizeable pool of mid-grade leaders on active duty, which is essential for rapidly reestablishing 
Active Component force structure should it become necessary. 
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c) Increase Reserve Component opportunities for attendance at Senior Enlisted Courses, 
Senior Service Colleges, and CAPSTONE.  The Services should also ensure continued access,
and where feasible, increased access to senior leader development courses, in addition to those 
opportunities provided through shared experiences on the battlefield or during operational 
training.

d) Consider implementing an AC-RC teaming or pairing program to encourage integrated 
operational training.  Beyond increasing the interaction between Active and Reserve Component 
members, the Army should consider implementing a program to pair/partner Active and Reserve 
Component units together to sustain or improve training readiness in the Reserve Components 
by: enabling partnered training activities; improving opportunities for leader and staff 
development; sharing operational experiences; and promoting personal and professional 
relationships between Active and Reserve Component members.  The Board supports the 
Army’s recently proposed Total Force Partnership Program and looks forward to its successful 
implementation not only among the Army’s Brigade Combat Teams, but within and among its 
enablers as well.

Recommendation #7 - Effectively Use Available Manpower:  As Active Component end 
strength and force structure declines, the Department of Defense should make better use of its 
available Total Force manpower.  

a) Reduce the number of Reserve Component Duty Statuses.  A number of Boards and 
Commissions, including the RFPB10, have recommended that the Department work with
Congress to reduce the number of Reserve Component Duty Statuses, but little has been done to 
implement these recommendations.  There are currently 32 Reserve Component Duty Statuses 
that are derived from a convoluted array of duty authorities, purposes, funding mechanisms, and 
restrictions. The Department should take immediate action to reduce the number of duty statuses 
from 32 to as few as 6, while retaining the ability to track and report on the duty purpose. 

b) Ease Personnel Transitions between components.  Yet again, there are a number of 
Boards, Commissions, and studies that have recommended increasing the flexibility of the 
manpower models and management systems of the Services to allow for a more seamless ability 
to transition between components – a real Continuum of Service.  Service members, whether in 
the Active or Reserve Components, have different personal and professional needs and priorities 
as they progress through their careers, and a more flexible manpower model that allowed for the 
seamless transition between components could benefit both the Department and the service 
member.

c) Encourage Active to Reserve Component transfers to retain talent and combat 
experience. The Department should make every effort to retain as much talent as possible as it 
draws down the Active force, particularly the ground forces whose directed end strength 
                                                           
10 Report of the Reserve Forces Policy Board on Reserve Component (RC) Duty Status Reform, 16 July 2013, available on the 
RFPB website at http://ra.defense.gov/rfpb/reports/  
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reductions are the largest.  The Department should encourage, and where appropriate, incentivize 
Reserve Component transitions to preserve the strength and readiness of the Total Force.   In past 
drawdowns, the Department failed to incentivize Reserve Component Service, and in fact, 
established disincentives for active members moving into the Reserve Components.11

d) Implement an integrated Pay and Personnel System.  It has been a goal of the 
Department to implement an integrated Pay and Personnel System for both the Active and 
Reserve Components for some time.  The Department’s recent effort, the Defense Integrated 
Military Human Resource System (DIMHRS), was a joint-service program that was discontinued 
in 2010.12 As a result, the effort was left to the individual Services.  The Board encourages the 
Services to aggressively move to complete implementation of their respective Integrated Pay and 
Personnel Systems in order to hasten our transition and allow for a true continuum of service. 

e) Improve the readiness of the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR).  Beyond its authorized 
end strength, the Department has a robust pool of over 200,000 personnel in the Individual 
Ready Reserve.13 The IRR constitutes a force of trained individuals with service obligations.  
Since members of the Individual Ready Reserve can be involuntarily mobilized during war or 
other national emergencies, the Services should review their minimum annual readiness 
requirements for these members to determine if they are sufficient to meet their requirements.
The policy that prohibits the issuance of Common Access Cards (CAC) to a large portion of the 
Individual Ready Reserve, in conjunction with the increased use of CAC protected websites, 
reduces the availability of on-line training opportunities and individual readiness information to 
IRR members; thus, undermining the relationship between the member and their parent Service.  
This policy is inconsistent with a flexible continuum of service manpower model.

f) Implement a Reserve Component Unit Variable Participation Program. Units in the 
Reserve Components require varying degrees of training and readiness; some need significantly 
more or less training than others.  As mentioned earlier in this report, service members have 
different personal and professional needs and priorities, and have varying degrees of availability 
for military service as they progress through their careers.  The 39 duty day model may be 
appropriate for some Reserve units, but should not be viewed as the absolute rule, since the
actual needs of the Services may require a more robust use of these units.  A more flexible unit 
manning model that recognizes the unique capabilities and availability of Reserve units would 
benefit the Department.

Recommendation #8 - Invest in Reserve Component Readiness:  In order to use the Reserve 
Components operationally and take advantage of the capabilities that migrate from the Active to 
Reserve Components, DoD must invest in Reserve Component readiness.  Using Reserve 
Component forces that are trained for specific mission sets can reduce both pre and post 
mobilization training time in the following areas: 

                                                           
11 Report of the Reserve Forces Policy Board on Avoiding Past Drawdown Mistakes to Enhance Future Total Force Capabilities, 
9 April 2012, available on the RFPB website at http://ra.defense.gov/rfpb/reports/ 
12 Defense Budget Announcement, February 01, 2010 available at http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1416 
13 Congressional Research Service Report: Reserve Component Personnel Issues: Questions and Answers, dated 12 July 2013 
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Allocated Reserve Component Forces: Those Reserve Component units allocated to 
Geographic Combatant Commanders in the Global Force Management Allocation Plan 
(GFMAP) for use during a specified period.  

Reserve Component Homeland Response Forces: Those Reserve Component units 
necessary to provide Defense Support to Civil Authorities (DSCA) (Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, and High Explosive (CBRNE)/Disaster Response) requirements of 
the Governors and Standing Homeland Defense Requirements of the Department (Ballistic 
Missile Defense/Air Sovereignty Alert). 

Reserve Component Contingency Forces: Those Reserve Component units requiring 
enhanced readiness for early mobilization and deployment in support of existing Geographic 
Combatant Command Operation Plans.

The Board believes that the Reserve Components are already a cost-effective solution in
meeting the Defense needs of the nation with trained manpower that provides skilled, seasoned 
capacity and capability. Relative to the rest of the Department of Defense, the Reserve 
Components provide an extremely high level of military capability for a comparatively small
portion of the DoD budget.  Retaining already-lean Reserve Component force structure and using 
it operationally is the most significant efficiency.  The Department maintains about 39% of its 
end strength in the Reserve Components for approximately 9% of the Department’s Budget.  As 
the RFPB has previously reported, the fully-burdened and life-cycle cost of a Reservist or 
Guardsman is less than a third of their Active Component counterpart.  Therefore, the Reserve 
Components are an effective solution for maintaining future force structure at a reduced cost.

Even though the Reserve Components have proven to be cost effective, there are 
opportunities for additional savings.  Within all organizations there are areas where savings can 
be found if you look hard enough.  Thus, the Board consulted with DoD officials and outside 
experts, and then conducted its own examination of the budget submissions of the Reserve 
Components to identify potential efficiencies. As a result, the Board found several areas where
DoD review could result in some Reserve Component cost-savings.   

SECDEF Question: How can the Department achieve cost savings (with a 
Reserve Component nexus)?
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Reserve Component Headquarters Structure/Staffing

The Board examined the headquarters 
structure of the Reserve Components and found 85 
Reserve Component, flag-level, non-deployable 
headquarters that administer to approximately 
840,000 Reserve Component personnel14.  The Board 
examined the headquarters structure of the Reserve 
Components and found 85 Reserve Component, flag-
level, non-deployable headquarters that administer to 
approximately 840,000 Reserve Component 
personnel15.  The ratio of administrative headquarters 
to personnel is about one headquarters per 10,000 
personnel.   

Ten of the 85 headquarters are derived from statutes directing the establishment of the 
Reserve Component Chiefs and Reserve Component Commands.  A majority (64%) of the 85 
headquarters are National Guard State Joint Force Headquarters (SJFHQ).  Established in 
accordance with DoD Directive 5105.83, these 54 National Guard State Joint Force Headquarters 
provide support for both National Guard Federal and State missions, when appropriate.  One of 
the Federal mission requirements of the SJFHQ is operational versus administrative.  In addition 
to maintaining trained and equipped National Guard forces and providing command and control 
for those forces, the SJFHQ, in accordance with policies and procedures established by the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of the Army and the Air Force, is prepared to provide one or 
more JTF command elements (or to serve as component elements of (larger) JTFs that might be 
established by proper authority) that are able to exercise command and control of military forces to 
execute assigned missions.16

There are approximately 36,000 billets in the Reserve Component administrative 
headquarters.  About 75% of the 36,000 billets belong to the National Guard. A review of the 
ratio of administrative headquarters to personnel suggests that the National Guard has the 
greatest administrative overhead (1 per 8,139 troops); followed by the Air Force Reserve (1 per 
11,813) and Army Reserve (1 per 12,059).  SJFHQ manpower is managed using joint manpower 
documents in accordance with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 1001.01.  
Each Service has a process to review and validate manpower requirements associated with 
Reserve Component headquarters. 

                                                           
14 The numbers do not include Reserve Component deployable operational headquarters or non-deployable administrative 
headquarters below Flag-level command. 
15 The numbers do not include Reserve Component deployable operational headquarters or non-deployable administrative 
headquarters below Flag-level command. 
16 DoD Directive 5105.83, January 5, 2011, Subject: National Guard Joint Force Headquarters – State (NG JFHQs-State). 

Component Headquarters
National Guard 57
Army Reserve 17
Navy Reserve 4
Marine Corps Reserve 1
Air Force Reserve 6
Totals 85

Non-Deployable Headquarters

TABLE E-1
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The Government Accountability Office recently completed a review of Army and Air 
Force Reserve Component Headquarters and their staffing levels in GAO Report 14-71, Actions 
Needed to Ensure National Guard and Reserve Headquarters Are Sized to be Efficient.  In the 
report, GAO found that staffing at Reserve Component Administrative Headquarters has grown 
over the last four years by 6%.  GAO also noted that while the Joint Staff and the Services have 
processes for reviewing and validating Reserve Component headquarters manning structure, they 
have not been consistently applied.  Thus, GAO concluded that DoD lacks proper assurance that 
Army and Air Force Reserve Component headquarters are staffed with the minimum personnel 
needed to efficiently perform required functions.  GAO’s review did not recommend eliminating 
or reducing the size of Reserve Component headquarters.  Instead, they stated that the Services 
should regularly review their Reserve Component headquarters manning requirements.   

Other GAO recommendations worthy of note include the following: 
1. The Secretary of Defense should direct the Chief of the National Guard Bureau to 

implement the Joint Chief of Staff’s Joint Manpower and Personnel Process, and have its 
personnel requirements periodically validated by a DOD organization external to the National 
Guard Bureau. 

2. The Secretary of Defense should include the National Guard Bureau among its list of 
Major DOD Headquarters Activities, and report personnel associated with the National Guard 
Bureau in the Defense Manpower Requirements Report.  In addition, The Secretary of Defense 
should direct the Chief of the National Guard Bureau to develop a process for the Army and Air 
National Guard to collaborate when determining personnel requirements for joint functions at 
their headquarters, and assess and validate all personnel requirements at the state Joint Force 
headquarters, to include the Army and Air staff elements.  

3. The Secretary of Defense should direct the Secretary of the Army to ensure that these 
headquarters are reassessed and have their personnel requirements validated within required time 
frames by including them in the U.S. Army Manpower Analysis Agency’s schedule for 
reassessment and validation.

4. The Secretary of Defense should direct the Secretary of the Air Force to modify the Air 
Force’s guidance to require that Reserve Component headquarters have their personnel 
requirements reassessed on a recurring basis, and establish and implement a schedule for 
reassessing their personnel requirements.

The Board recommends that the Department conduct a thorough review of Reserve 
Component programs to identify potential efficiencies, and that such a review should include a 
detailed examination of Reserve Component headquarters management structures to streamline 
management layers and eliminate unnecessary headquarters.
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Reserve Component Overhead Costs

Next, the Board examined Reserve Component overhead costs found within the 
Operations and Maintenance budgets of each of the components.  It found that the Department’s 
combined FY14 Base Budget Request for the Reserve Component totaled $48B.17 The budget 
included approximately $21.9B in personnel-related funding and $21.3B in Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) funding.   A majority of the O&M funds (96%) are associated with Budget 
Activity 1 (BA1) - Operating Forces that include Operations, Force Readiness and Training, 
Weapons Maintenance, and Facility Operations and Maintenance.  A small portion of the O&M 
funding is associated with Budget Activity 4 (BA4) - Administration and Service wide Support 
(approximately $754.4M).  BA4 funding includes costs for Recruiting and Advertising, 
Personnel and Financial Administration, Communications, Transportation, and other General 
Administrative program costs. Table E-2 depicts planned Reserve Component BA4 funding for 
Fiscal Year 2014 by subcategory.  

TABLE E-2 

  Overall Reserve Component funding for Budget Activity 4 has declined by 25% from
FY12 to the current FY14 budget.  BA4 funding is down in the Air and Army Reserve
Components (ARNG - 27%; USAR - 40%; USAFR - 15%; and ANG - 21%); flat for the USNR; 
and up for the USMCR (12%).18 The largest BA4 activity that is driving the current downward 
trend is Recruiting and Advertising, which constitutes more than 50% of FY14 BA4 funding.  
Recruiting and Advertising funding has declined by 25% since FY12.  This account provides 
funding for:  

– Reserve Component recruiting operations; recruiter-specific costs; recruiter 
related training; recruit military entrance processing; travel and transportation costs;
commercial facilities; vehicle and communications leasing; equipment procurement; and 
civilian pay associated with recruiting program operations and management.

                                                           
17 Reserve Component Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Submission documents are available from the following Service websites:

Army: http://asafm.army.mil/offices/BU/BudgetMat.aspx?OfficeCode=1200
Air Force: http://www.saffm.hq.af.mil/budget/
Navy and Marine Corps: http://www.finance.hq.navy.mil/fmb/14pres/books.htm 

18 The Marine increase is primarily associated with a programmatic increase for administrative support.  

Admin Comms
Per/Fin 
Admin

Recruiting & 
Advertising Other

Navy 1,197,800.00 22,944 2% 2,905              2,485              14,425           3,129                   
Marines 263,300.00        21,795 8% 11,743           9,158                 894                      
Army 3,095,000.00 93,412 3% 24,197           10,304           10,319           37,857               10,735                
ARNG 7,054,200.00 441,100 6% 78,284           46,995           6,390              297,150             12,363                
Air Force 3,164,600.00 110,472 3% 64,362           23,617           15,056               7,437                   
ANG 6,566,000.00 64,700 1% 32,117           32,585               
Total 21,340,900.00 754,423 4% 213,608 59,784 54,751 391,806 34,558

Component
BA4 SAGs ($K)BA4 % of 

O&M

BA4 Admin & 
Svcwide Spt 

($K)

Total O&M           
($K)
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– National, regional and local advertising presence through television, on-line, and 
printed publication media to maintain Reserve Component specific brand awareness; 
generate recruiting leads; and support recruiting operations. 

– Support of a Total Reserve Component accessions goal of 110,338 Soldiers, 
Airmen and Marines (Officer and Enlisted).19

– Support of 3,635 Full-time military, civilian and contractor personnel 
(2,960/59/616) associated with Reserve Component recruiting, advertising and related 
activities.

The Board noted that the Army National Guard spends significantly more of its resources 
on Recruiting and Advertising than the other Reserve Components (roughly $5,830 per recruit);
followed by the Air National Guard (roughly $2,880 per recruit); the Air Force Reserve (roughly 
$1,770 per recruit); and the Army Reserve (roughly $950 per recruit).  Of the 110,338 planned 
Fiscal Year 2014 Reserve Component accessions, the Army National Guard constitutes about 
half of the total requirement.

The Board recommends that the Department conduct a thorough review of Reserve 
Component overhead costs to identify potential efficiencies, and that the review should include a 
detailed examination of Recruiting and Advertising costs to ensure efficient performance of 
assigned functions.

Reserve Component Full-Time Support

The Board examined the Reserve Component Full-Time Support program.  Our review 
considered overall numbers and not grade distribution and use; however, future reviews should 
consider these questions.  Today, the common view of Reserve Component Full-Time Support is 
that it includes only Reserve Personnel on Active Duty in Support of the Reserves and Dual 
Status/Non-Dual Status Military Technicians. The actual Full-time Support program also 
includes Active Component personnel provided by the parent Service and non-technician 
Civilian employees. Average Full-Time Support distribution across the Reserve Components is 
about 20% of end strength.  Full-Time Support personnel assist in the organization, 
administration, recruitment, instruction, training, maintenance, and supply support of the Reserve 
Components, and are absolutely essential for Reserve Component unit readiness.   

Authorizations for Reserve Personnel on Active Duty in Support of the Reserves and 
Dual Status/Non-Dual Status Military Technicians are established annually in the National 
Defense Authorization Act.20  Reserve Personnel on Active Duty in Support of the Reserves 
include Active Guard and Reserve (AGR) personnel in the Army and Air Force Reserve and 

                                                           
19 USNR receives no direct funding for recruiting and advertising. 
20 The annual National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) authorizes Reserve Component Full Time Support. Section 412 
identifies Authorizations for Reserve Component personnel on Active Duty; Section 413 identifies Dual Status Technician 
Authorizations and Section 414 identifies Non-Dual Status Technician Authorizations. 
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Guard force, as well as Full-Time Support (FTS) personnel in the Navy and Marine Corps 
Reserve. Fiscal Year 2013 authorizations for Reserve Personnel on Active Duty in Support of 
the Reserves (AGR) and Dual Status/Non-Dual Status Military Technicians totaled  150,960.
Fiscal Year 2013 Full-Time Support authorizations to the Reserve Components, from all sources 
of manpower, totaled 165,681 Personnel (See Table E-3). 

TABLE E-3 

Authorizations for Reserve Personnel on Active Duty in Support of the Reserves and  
Dual Status/Non-Dual Status Military Technicians have grown by 24,373 since 2001.  Most of 
the growth in FTS (approximately 22,000 personnel) is associated with the Army. Over the 
same period, Air Force grew by about 6,000; Marine authorizations remained the same; and 
Navy Reserve authorizations declined by about 4,500.  Over the same time period, Reserve 
Component end strength authorizations declined by 3%.  The Army deliberately grew AGR and 
Technician authorizations to meet critical requirements and facilitate operational use of the 
Reserve Components.  Despite the significant growth of Army FTS authorizations, the Army 
Reserve has the lowest percentage of Full-Time Support when compared to end strength.  The 
Air National Guard, on the other hand, has the highest level. However, there are reasons for 
these differences

Each Reserve Component is unique in the way they are organizationally structured, and 
how they choose to use their Full-Time Support force.  Both Air Force Reserve Components are 
authorized a greater percentage of Full-Time Support resources to enable them to maintain a high 
state of readiness.  Both Guard Components and the Air Force Reserve rely heavily on Dual 
Status Technicians, while the Army and Navy Reserve rely more heavily on AGR personnel 
versus Technicians.  The Marine Corps Reserve, on the other hand, is heavily weighted toward 
Active Component Full-Time Inspector-Instructors to maintain operational experience in its 
Reserve formations.

Component
End 

Strength AGR
DS 

MILTECH
NDS 

MILTECH AC Civilian Total FTS
FTS% of 

ES
Army National Guard 358,200 32,060    28,380    1,600      184 1,116 63,340 18%
Army Reserve 205,000 16,277    8,445      595          72 1,394 26,783 13%
Navy Reserve 62,500 10,114    2,242 854 13,210 21%
Marine Corps Reserve 39,600 2,261      3,778 257 6,296 16%
Air National Guard 105,700 14,871    22,313    350          208 208 37,950 36%
Air Force Reserve 70,880 2,888      10,716    90            511 3,897 18,102 26%
Totals 841,880 78,471 69,854 2,635 6,995 7,726 165,681 20%

FY13 Authorizations

Note: AGR and Technician authorizations are from NDAA 2013.  AC and civilian numbers from the Congressional Research 
Service report (Reserve Component Personnel Issues: Questions and Answers, dated 12 July 2013) with data as of 30 
September 2012. 
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The Board recommends that the Department conduct a thorough review of Reserve 
Component Full-Time Support requirements, authorizations, and distributions to ensure these 
programs are manned to efficiently meet critical unit administrative, operational, and combat 
readiness requirements.

Recommendation #9 - Reserve Component Programmatic Review: The Secretary of 
Defense should direct the Director, Cost Assessment Program Evaluation (CAPE), in 
conjunction with the Under Secretary (Personnel and Readiness), the Under Secretary 
(Comptroller), and the Services to conduct a thorough review of Reserve Component 
programs to identify potential efficiencies.  That review should include a detailed 
examination of: 

a) Reserve Component headquarters management structures to streamline 
management layers and eliminate unnecessary headquarters.  

b) Reserve Component Overhead Costs to ensure efficient performance of 
assigned functions.

c) Reserve Component Full-Time Support requirements, authorizations, and 
distributions to ensure these programs are manned to efficiently meet critical unit 
administrative, operational, and combat readiness requirements. 

In the case of the Army and Air National Guard, these reviews should be conducted in 
conjunction with the Chief of the National Guard Bureau. 

Reserve Component General/Flag Officers

The Board explored the topic of senior leadership positions within the Reserve 
Components to determine the required number and use of General and Flag Officers.  As of 
October 1, 2013, there were 664 Genera/Flag Officers currently serving in the Reserve 
Components. There are, by contrast, 943 General/Flag Officers in the Active Component.  The 
distribution of Reserve and Active General/Flag Officers is roughly equivalent to the distribution 
of end strength between the components; roughly 40% Reserve and 60% Active. 

The Services are authorized 422 Reserve Component General/Flag Officers under Title 
10, Section 12004.  Exceptions allow additional authorizations for those officers counted against 
Active End strength (Title 10, Section 526); Joint requirements (Title 10, Chapter 38); or those 
serving as State Adjutants General, Assistant Adjutants General, or at the National Guard 
Bureau.  Title 32, Section 314 authorizes an Adjutant General for each State, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands.  There is no statutory 
limit on the number of Assistant State Adjutant Generals; however, they are limited by the 
National Guard Bureau. 
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The number of Reserve Component General/Flag officers has grown since 2006 when 
there were approximately 620 versus 664.  Over the same period, the number of Active 
Component General/Flag Officers grew from 906 to 943 (and was as high as 981 in 2010).  
Reserve Component General/Flag Officers serve in a variety of capacities. They serve in both 
operational and administrative roles in Reserve Component units, at service major command 
headquarters and their parent service staffs, or in a joint duty billet (See Table E-421).  The 
inclusion of Reserve Component General/Flag officers on Service Staffs and at Service Major 
Commands sustains cross-component integration.  While using Reserve Component 
Flag/General officers in Joint billets helps them build the significant Joint Experience required 
for selection as a Reserve Component Chief.

TABLE E-4 

The Board examined the ratio of General/Flag Officers to both end strength numbers and 
the number of Commissioned/Warrant Officers for each component (Table E-522).  It became 
apparent that the Air National Guard has the greatest proportion of General Officers when 
compared to either Total End Strength or its Officer Corps.  In fact, the Air National Guard has 
one General Officer per 686 members/90 Officers compared to one General Officer per 3,300
members/308 Officers in the Marine Corps Reserve.  Overall, 57% of all Reserve Component 
Flag/General Officers are located in the National Guard. 

A number of factors are important when evaluating the number of General/Flag Officers 
in each component.  First, the Air Force uses a large number of officers to operate their combat,

                                                           
21 General and Flag Officer basic data was provided by the Reserve Components.  The Categories, other than those that are self-
explanatory, are subjective groupings developed by the RFPB staff.  Roughly a third are assigned to positions on Service Major
Command Staffs, the Service Staffs or Secretariats, or in Joint positions.  Another third are Adjutant Generals, Assistant Adjutant
Generals, or are serving at the National Guard Bureau.   The final third includes General and Flag officers in positions that 
administratively manage Reserve Component units and personnel; lead Reserve Component operational units; or provide training 
assistance. 
22 For Flag Officers per Service Member and Flag Officers per Officer, larger numbers are better. 
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bomber, tanker, trainer, airlift, and space platforms, which requires a higher percentage of 
General Officers than found in the ground components.  By contrast, the ground components 
employ small formations of enlisted soldiers as their lowest warfighting formations – people are 
their platforms.  Second, the Army and Air National Guard perform a Dual Federal-State 
Mission, which require State Adjutants General and Assistant Adjutants General; not found in 
the other Reserve Components. 

TABLE E-5

A number of recent Department and Congressional efforts have sought to find 
efficiencies through the reduction of General/Flag Officers.  In 2010, Secretary Gates directed 
that an Efficiency Review be done to examine all General/Flag Officer billets.  As a result of this 
review, 140 positions were eliminated, reduced, or realigned.  That review did not specifically 
examine the number and use of Reserve Component Flag/General Officers, although it did direct 
the elimination of some Joint billets filled by Reserve Component Officers.  

The House Armed Services Committee Report 112-78, which accompanied the 2012 
National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), applauded Secretary Gates’ efforts to reduce the 
number of General/Flag officers on active duty.  However, the committee expressed 
disappointment that the Department made no substantial proposal in the budget request to reduce 
the statutory limits. The 2012 NDAA imposed modest new restrictions on exceptions for 
counting Active Duty General/Flag Officers against their respective service’s limits, but did not 
impose new limits on Reserve Component General/Flag Officers.

Subsequently, Senate Appropriations Committee Report 113-85, which accompanied the 
recently passed 2104 Defense Appropriations Act, added its support for DoD efforts to reduce 
the overall number of General/Flag Officers in the Department.  The report also expressed 
concern about General/Flag officer costs, and directed the Comptroller General to provide a 
report to the Congress identifying all direct and support costs associated with these officers.
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Worthy of note, the committee report did not explicitly include or exclude Reserve 
Component General/Flag Officers. However, the Board feels that the Department should 
conduct a broad review of the number and use of Reserve Component General/Flag Officers; it
should understand the associated costs; and include Reserve Component General/Flag Officers in 
relevant reports to Congress. 

Recommendation #10 - Reserve Component General/Flag Officer Usage: The 
Secretary of Defense should direct the Under Secretary (Personnel and Readiness), in 
conjunction with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the Services, to conduct a 
thorough review of the number and use of Reserve Component General/Flag officers to 
ensure efficient use within the Reserve Components; support their respective parent 
Service, and meet Joint General/Flag Officer requirements.  In the case of the Army and 
Air National Guard, these reviews should be conducted in conjunction with the Chief of 
the National Guard Bureau.

Reserve Component Infrastructure

Another area where the Board searched for efficiencies is in the Reserve Component’s 
physical infrastructure inventory.23 Every year the Department prepares a Base Structure Report 
(BSR) that lists all DoD sites. In the 2012 BSR, the Department reported that the Reserve 
Components operate a total of 4,377 sites, on 2.6 million acres, with a replacement value of 
$83B.  Generally, there are two types of Reserve Component sites – DoD and Army National 
Guard State-Managed sites. DoD Sites are DoD-owned or those sites that receive significant 
funding from the Department of Defense.  State-Managed sites are National Guard sites managed 
by the Army National Guard that are state-owned or receive state funding.  Of the 4,377 Reserve 
Component sites, 1,637 are DoD sites (with a replacement value of $53B), and 2,740 are Army 
National Guard State-Managed sites (with a replacement value of $29B).   

The 4,377 Reserve Components sites include: Camps, Forts, and Bases; Armories and 
Centers; Ranges and Training Areas; Airfields; Maintenance Facilities; and Recruiting Offices,
including leased facilities. Table E-624 lists the various categories developed by the RFPB Staff
and gives the total number of sites in each Reserve Component.   

The Fiscal Year 2014 budget includes $693M for Reserve Component Military 
Construction (MILCON) to plan for and design Reserve Component facilities; build Reserve 

                                                           
23 The Board used data, provided by the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics to 
prepare the 2012 Base Structure Report.  It was the most current and detailed information available at the time of the review.  
24 The Chart depicts the total number of sites, from the DoD 2012 Base Structure Report, associated with each of the subjective 
categories developed by the RFPB staff to describe the uses of Reserve Component facilities.  The numbers include both DoD-
Managed sites and Army National Guard State-Managed sites. 
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Component facilities; or significantly modify Reserve Component facilities. $2.7B is allocated 
for funding Base Operations and $1.5B for facility Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization. 

TABLE E-6 

In order to identify potential opportunities for efficiency, the Board looked for large 
densities of Armories and Centers in metropolitan areas across the nation to consolidate many of 
the 4,377 sites.  Research found that the Reserve Components operate 3,255 readiness centers 
and armories, and have a presence in or near 2,731 cities. Most communities have just one 
Reserve Component site (usually an Armory or Center), but there is a significant site presence25

in or near 14 U.S. cities.  Thus, DoD should look at areas with the greatest number of centers and 
armories for opportunities to consolidate facilities to achieve long-term savings. 

During the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), consolidation of Reserve 
Component units into Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRC) was employed in a limited but 
successful way. There were 125 AFRCs built to support the closure of 387 Army Reserve 
Component facilities (about 10% of the Army Reserve Component facility inventory), and 37 
Navy and Marine Reserve Centers; 32 of the 125 were Joint facilities (housing Reserve 
Components other than the Army).  The 2005 BRAC helped established Armed Forces Reserve 
Centers in 8 of the 14 cities with the greatest density of Centers and Armories. 

A recently-completed Joint Construction Efficiencies Analysis Study, sponsored by the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, found that it is cheaper to build 
and operate joint Reserve Component Armories and Centers.  The study found that joint Reserve 
Component construction projects saved an average of 27.9% off of the estimated unilateral 
construction costs.  Additionally, the study reported that it costs approximately 47% more to 

                                                           
25 Significant presence is subjective.  The Board considered 7 Armories and Centers significant. Cities with significant presence
include: Birmingham, Alabama; Montgomery, Alabama; Sacramento, California; Indianapolis, Indiana; Baltimore, Maryland; 
Jackson, Mississippi; Kansas City, Kansas; New York City, New York; Columbus, Ohio; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; Portland, 
Oregon; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Houston, Texas; and Madison, Wisconsin. 
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operate unilateral facilities than an equivalent joint facility.  However, it should be noted that 
while long-term savings can certainly be achieved through consolidation, there is always an up-
front cost to build these Joint Reserve Centers before savings can be achieved.  Even with up-
front costs, the data validates the assertion that potential savings could be garnered with further 
Reserve Component facility consolidation.   

Recommendation #11 - Reserve Component Infrastructure: The Secretary of 
Defense should direct the Under Secretary (Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology), in 
conjunction with the Under Secretary (Personnel and Readiness) and the Services, to 
conduct a thorough review of Reserve Component infrastructure and to aggressively seek 
opportunities to consolidate Reserve Component centers, armories, bases, training areas, 
and other administrative facilities.  In the case of the Army and Air National Guard, these 
reviews should be conducted in conjunction with the Chief of the National Guard Bureau. 

 In addition, the Secretary of Defense should direct the Under Secretary 
(Personnel and Readiness) to establish a Reserve Component Facility Consolidation 
Board to more efficiently develop, in conjunction with the Services, Reserve Component 
Facility Consolidation Plans for integration into the Department’s Program and Budget 
Submissions. 

Finally, within the Department’s BRAC Governance Structure, The Secretary of 
Defense should direct the Under Secretary (Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology) to 
establish a Reserve Component Facility Consolidation Cross Service Working Group to 
more efficiently analyze, develop, and coordinate Reserve Component facility 
consolidation proposals. 

Reserve Component Equipment

The final area examined for possible efficiencies is Reserve Component Equipment.  
Reserve Component equipment requirements total some $244B26.  Since 2009, Reserve 
Component equipment requirements have increased by about $28B.  In the most recent National 
Guard and Reserve Equipment Report (NGRER), the Reserve Components reported having 803 
major equipment items.  A portion of the equipment listed is Critical Dual Use equipment; 
organizational equipment necessary for the accomplishment of Reserve Component Federal and 
(in the case of the National Guard) State missions. The ground Reserve Components report the 
greatest number of major equipment items, followed by the Navy Reserve and Air Reserve 
Components with the fewest27.  Reserve Component major equipment items mirror those found 

                                                           
26 Fiscal Year 2014 National Guard and Reserve Equipment Report (NGRER) published in March 2013 
27 In the FY14 NGRER the Reserve Components reported the following numbers of Major Items of Equipment: ARNG-271, 
USAR-230, USCMR-212, USNR-42, ANG-30 and USAFR-18. 
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in the Active Component and include the following: fixed-wing and rotary aircraft; simulators 
and support equipment; ships and other watercraft; ground combat and support vehicles; radios, 
computers, and other communications support equipment; individual protective equipment; and 
rifles and night vision goggles. 

To fund these Reserve Component equipment requirements, Congress appropriates 
funding in three distinct ways: through the Services for Reserve Component equipment 
procurement (detailed in the annual P-1R budget exhibit); through supplemental funding 
(National Guard and Reserve Equipment Appropriation); and through direct Congressional adds.  
Between 2009 and 2014, the Services procurement for the Reserve Components totaled
approximately $33B28.  Most of that sum was procurement for the Army’s Reserve Components.  
In addition, appropriations for the same period through the National Guard and Reserve 
Equipment Appropriation (NGREA) totaled some $5.5B.  Direct Congressional adds from 2009 
through 2012 increased Reserve Component equipment funding by another $1.1B (see Table 
E-7). 

TABLE E-7 

Despite the considerable investment in Reserve Component Equipment, the Reserve 
Components remain about $51B or about 21% short of the total equipment requirements (not 
including authorized substitutes).29  For comparison, in Fiscal Year 2009, the Reserve 
Components were $42B or about 20% short of the total equipment requirements.30 From Fiscal 
Year 2009 to 2013, Air Force Reserve Component equipment requirements rose from about 
$59B to $88B and Army Reserve Component equipment requirements fluctuated between $132B
and $143B.  In 2009, Army Reserve Component shortages constituted about 95% of DoD’s total
Reserve Component equipment shortages; however, in 2013 they declined to 78%.  Meanwhile, 
the Air Force Reserve Component’s equipment shortages rose to 21% of the total for DoD.  In 
both cases, the rapidly escalating cost of new weapons systems; the cost to deploy modern 
capabilities to aging air and ground systems; and increased budget pressure will continue to 
challenge the Services as they try to meet the equipment needs of their Reserve Components. 

                                                           
28 Procurement Programs Reserve Components (P-1R) Reports are available for each Budget Year from the website of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). The FY2014 P-1R Report is available at http://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget2014.html  
29 FY14 NGRER, page 1-3. 
30 FY10 NGRER, page 1-6. 

($M) 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total
P-1R 8,649.2    5,999.5    6,303.0    4,814.2    2,948.5         4,077.3   32,791.7 
NGREA 1,247.5    950.0       850.0       1,000.0    1,500.0         5,547.5    
Direct 95.0          210.2       792.1       47.2          1,144.5    
Totals 9,991.7    7,159.7    7,945.1    5,861.4    4,448.5         4,077.3   39,483.7 
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Modernization of Reserve Component Equipment remains both a challenge and a 
concern. The age of aircraft in the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve has increased 
relative to aircraft age in the regular Air Force.  Despite high overall equipment levels in the 
Army Reserve (86%) and Army National Guard (91%), modern equipment levels are lagging 
behind their active counterparts at 66% and 84% respectively.  During recent operations in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, theater commanders often restricted the deployment of non-modernized 
equipment into combat theaters.  Thus, the lack of modernized equipment degrades the training 
readiness and interoperability of Reserve Component units with their active partners. 

Co-locating and sharing equipment is another efficient way to reduce equipment 
procurement costs by reducing equipment procurement quantities; lowering maintenance costs 
by consolidating maintenance activities; and potentially facilitating cross-component training 
with recently modernized equipment sets not fully deployed across the force.   In a limited way, 
DoD already uses equipment sharing to reduce costs.  Air Force Associate Units share equipment 
for training and operational use.  The Army Combat Training Centers use shared equipment 
pools to equip units visiting the centers for training. The Army’s Reserve Components often 
concentrate equipment for storage, maintenance, and training.  Therefore, DoD should explore 
creative opportunities to collocate and share AC and RC equipment for training and operational 
use.

Recommendation #12 - Cross-Component Equipment Sharing:  The Secretary of 
Defense should direct the Secretaries of the Military Departments to review options and 
explore creative opportunities to co-locate and share Active and Reserve Component 
equipment for training and operational use with a view toward improving Active  and 
Reserve Component integration and reducing overall equipment procurement 
requirements.  In the case of the Army and Air National Guard, these reviews should be 
conducted in conjunction with the Chief of the National Guard Bureau and the Secretary 
of Homeland Security.

CONCLUSION

The Reserve Forces Policy Board makes these recommendations to the Secretary of 
Defense under our statutory charter.  The RFPB stands ready to make its members and staff 
available for further consultation or discussion on these matters as the Department shall require.
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APPENDIX A 
SLIDES APPROVED BY RFPB ON 12 DECEMBER 2013 
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APPENDIX B 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation #1 - Plan and Use the RC Operationally: DoD should continue to use the 
Reserve Components operationally and should include requirements for such use in service force 
generation models, and DOD planning, programming, and budget documents. 

Recommendation #2 - Develop and Enforce a Revised DoD Total Force Policy:  DoD should 
develop and enforce a revised Total Force Policy to encourage a Total Force culture and improve 
Active and Reserve Component integration. 

Recommendation #3 - Study the Effectiveness of the RC:  DoD should charter an independent 
and impartial study to assess the operational effectiveness of the Reserve Components. 

Recommendation #4 - Preserve RC to Mitigate Risk from AC Cuts: DoD should preserve 
Reserve Component end strength and force structure to mitigate risk associated with increased 
Active Component force structure reductions and to hedge against fiscal and geostrategic 
uncertainty.
Recommendation #5 - Expand RC in Key Skill Areas: DoD should examine those mission 
capabilities where the Reserve Components have a distinct advantage due to their civilian 
acquired skills and exposure to new technologies in the workplace (i.e. Cyber, ISR and 
UAV/RPA).

Recommendation #6 - Improve AC/RC Integration: The Services should better integrate its 
forces organizationally, in training, and during operational employment. 

Recommendation #7 - Effectively Use Available Manpower: As Active Component end 
strength and force structure declines, the Department of Defense should make better use of its 
available Total Force manpower.  

Recommendation #8 - Invest in Reserve Component Readiness: In order to use the Reserve 
Components operationally and take advantage of the capabilities that migrate from the Active to 
Reserve Components, DoD must invest in Reserve Component readiness. 

Recommendation #9 - Reserve Component Programmatic Review: The Secretary of 
Defense should direct the Director, Cost Assessment Program Evaluation (CAPE), in 
conjunction with the Under Secretary (Personnel and Readiness), the Under Secretary 
(Comptroller), and the Services to conduct a thorough review of Reserve Component 
programs to identify potential efficiencies.  That review should include a detailed 
examination of: 
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a) Reserve Component headquarters management structures to streamline 
management layers and eliminate unnecessary headquarters.  

b) Reserve Component Overhead Costs to ensure efficient performance of 
assigned functions.

c) Reserve Component Full-Time Support requirements, authorizations, and 
distributions to ensure these programs are manned to efficiently meet critical unit 
administrative, operational, and combat readiness requirements. 

Recommendation #10 - Reserve Component General and Flag Officer Usage:  The Secretary 
of Defense should direct the Under Secretary (Personnel and Readiness), in conjunction with the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the Services, to conduct a thorough review of the number and 
use of Reserve Component General/Flag officers to ensure efficient use within the Reserve 
Components; support their respective parent Service, and meet Joint General/Flag Officer 
requirements.

Recommendation #11 - Reserve Component Infrastructure: The Secretary of Defense 
should direct the Under Secretary (Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology), in conjunction with 
the Under Secretary (Personnel and Readiness) and the Services, to conduct a thorough review of 
Reserve Component infrastructure and to aggressively seek opportunities to consolidate Reserve 
Component centers, armories, bases, training areas, and other administrative facilities.  In the 
case of the Army and Air National Guard, these reviews should be conducted in conjunction with 
the Chief of the National Guard Bureau. 

Recommendation #12 - Cross-Component Equipment Sharing: The Secretary of Defense 
should direct the Secretaries of the Military Departments to review options and explore creative 
opportunities to co-locate and share Active and Reserve Component equipment for training and 
operational use with a view toward improving Active  and Reserve Component integration and 
reducing overall equipment procurement requirements. 
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