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General Punaro, thank you for this opportunity to address the commission today.  I take great pleasure in being here because this topic is so critical to sustaining the all-volunteer force, and because in 2004 Senator Chambliss and I included the legislation to create this commission in the FY05 Armed Services Committee bill.  

Since September 11th, 2001 the Reserve Components, especially the Army National Guard, have transformed out of necessity from a strategic reserve to an operational reserve, how they should be organized and equipped has become a central question for me and many of my colleagues.  What does that mean in terms of function, commitment and compensation?
I felt very strongly then, as I do now, that Congress needs an independent commission to conduct a comprehensive review.  I’m pleased to share my thoughts today as a Member of Congress and former governor, but what the Congress needs most are individuals with experience with the Guard and Reserves to present critical analysis and present actions Congress should consider, as well as tell us what you think the reserves should not be doing.
Last year, I recommended a person I believe can do that job to Senator Levin.  General Larry Eckles was an Assistant Division Commander who served full-time with the Army National Guard for many years.  As someone who understands the Army combat structure and support mix, I knew he would be a good man for the job.  It’s also good to know Nebraska and the Midwest are well represented on the commission.    
When we consider the National Guard and Reserve components, we naturally think of their important role in homeland security today.  

In fact, the Army Guard represents the first incarnation of America’s homeland defense – when communities banded together to protect themselves from the dangers of the New World. 
Those militias fought off the British and secured America’s independence. 

After that war, the Founding Fathers gave Congress the authority to fund and arm the militia but recognizing the role of the militia in protecting the new States, they left the appointment of officers as the responsibility of the States. This is how the unique dual role of the National Guard was born. 

With every military conflict, the role of the National Guard and reserve components in our nation’s defense changed.  From Lexington, Concord and Charlestown to Kabul, Fallujah, and Baghdad, the battlefields may change but the mission stays the same - to protect and defend America. 
I have spent a good deal of my time in the Senate working on Army and Air National Guard issues, so it is those components I will spend the bulk of time discussing.  An important question I hope this commission will address is how the Guard meet continues their historic mission and also continue to serve in its unique dual role? 
As the ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Personnel Subcommittee, I’ve worked to address some of the concerns facing the Guard in recent years. For instance, we conducted hearings into deployment schedules and body armor supplies and combat pay. Some issues have been resolved but some linger. 
Recent reports that the Department of Defense was considering a reduction in the level of troops in the National Guard concerned many of us in Congress and many military families. With the increasing reliance on the National Guard to perform battlefield operations from security to transportation to combat, the wisdom of reducing the number of troops to perform those duties seemed questionable.
I hope this Commission carefully studies this proposal and its impact on state-based operations.

We’ve also learned that the deployment of Guard units in Afghanistan and Iraq has depleted their equipment.

Part of the problem is that when a unit is activated for service it takes some equipment with it. When the troops return home they often leave essential gear such as Humvees, trucks, communication and vision equipment behind due to combat wear, destruction, or because it is still needed in the war effort. Even before they are called up, units must provide equipment to other units that are deploying because of the chronic shortage of equipment in the Guard. 

How bad is the situation? Nationally, the National Guard has only 2/3rds of the Humvees, 3/4ths of the radios, half of the night vision devices and 1/4th of the modern medium trucks it needs to be mission responsive. 

In Nebraska alone the shortfall totals more than 1700 pieces of equipment that would cost nearly $35 million to replace. 

The United States never hesitates to call up the Guard in times of emergency and in times of war. Every time we do it, they heed the call and meet their commitment. Now, Congress cannot hesitate to meet its own commitment to the National Guard by failing to replenish lost equipment. To do so will certainly threaten the ability of the Guard to respond and will threaten the safety of the brave individuals who serve.

The Commission should make recommendations on how to meet the equipment needs of the Guard and prioritize the equipment that needs to be replaced.

I understand that the proposed modernization effort is designed to provide stability in the expected deployment schedule. I read that the Pentagon aims to get the National Guard deployment schedule ratio down to one year of deployment and five years at home. 

Considering the long and extended deployment of National Guard Units at the beginning of the war and the strain that put on the soldiers, their families, their jobs and their employers, I’d like this Commission to carefully analyze this plan to determine if its reality based. 
With any reduction in force size, I, and other members of Congress, will need assurances that fewer soldiers don’t mean longer and more frequent deployments. This is a critical issue that will impact future recruitment and retention levels.

One of the main concerns that came out of the controversy earlier this year over the proposed changes to the Guard’s force structure and the equipment shortages is the lack of consultation with the State’s governors in developing a plan to modernize the Guard. 

Senator Lindsay Graham of South Carolina joined me in successfully passing a Senate Resolution calling for the full equipment funding for the Guard and recommending that the Department of Defense consult with the Governors on modernization plans. In addition to our resolution, all fifty governors signed a letter to the Administration seeking consultation on proposed changes to the Guard. 

When you consider the unique dual role of the Guard – serving the President and serving the Governor’s – consultation simply makes sense. 
It is essential that the Governors be part of the plan – not an afterthought. 

When I was governor of Nebraska I used to say that Washington just treated me like the branch manager for the federal government. I wasn’t. And the current governors are not either.

As a former Governor, I fully understand the important role the National Guard plays in protecting the citizens of the state. Most Nebraskans will recall the blizzard that roared out of Colorado in October 1997 and slammed into Nebraska causing extensive damage that would take weeks to clean up. 

It was fall and most trees still had their leaves. Branches snapped under the weight of more than a foot of heavy, wet snow and ice. The resulting power outages left 125,000 Nebraskans without electricity for days and even weeks. 

As governor, it was the responsibility of my office to declare a state of emergency which activated the National Guard to help in clean up and rescue operations. The Guard responded with troops and equipment that made the effort proceed smoothly and efficiently. 

This is one example of when a state must call upon the National Guard. I’m sure each of our Nation’s governors has similar testimonials they could share. 

As the commission proceeds in this important work, it is my hope that somehow a balance can be struck that enables the Guard to meet its operational duties on the battlefields abroad and in times of emergency here at home.

The recently released White House Katrina report calls on changes to state National Guard training to include priority missions to prepare and deploy in support of homeland security missions.  It also suggests Federal agencies need to incorporate the Guard into planning and preparation for the federal response to catastrophic disasters.    
As I close, I also want to briefly mention a unique Nebraska Air National Guard mission.  In January of 2005, the 170th Operations Support Squadron was stood up at Offutt Air Force Base. 
 It was assigned to enhance the 55th Wing at Offutt—the 55th is Air Combat control’s largest combat wing; it’s responsible for worldwide reconnaissance, command and control, presidential support, treaty verification and airlift missions.  

The 170th Operations Support Squadron is among the first associate units to be formed between the U.S. Air Force and the Air National Guard, and the first Nebraska Guard unit stationed at Offutt AFB.  I think this “total force” concept is the kind of innovative thinking that benefits both active duty and reserve components.    
When all is said and done this Commission should consider how the reserve components fit into the changing nature of warfare, and how they can benefit the “total force”. 
We expect recommendations on how to construct reserve components that fight efficiently and safely protect our communities. 

Like the term “militia” defined the role of the National Guard in Lexington and Concord, the recommendations from this commission should constitute a new, clear 21st Century post 9-11 definition of the National Guard and Reserves that will define its role on the battlefields of the future.
Thank you.
