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Last evening, General Kadish generously gave me, as well as several other missile defense advocates, a pre-brief of the program I assume he is discussing with the Senate Armed Services Committee as I speak.  While I very much appreciate his courtesy for this pre-brief, I regret that I cannot endorse the program he described.

First, you should know that I strongly support building effective layered defenses as quickly as we can—and I strongly support robust testing.  General Kadish’s suggestions for an expanded test range are sensible and, if executed, will undoubtedly provide greater confidence in midcourse intercept systems.  

However, my main concern is that more innovative system concepts than his centerpiece ground-based interceptor system are being artificially delayed and placed at risk by, I fear, bureaucratic forces still driven by ABM Treaty concerns, which favor inherently more expensive and less effective basing options.  And if Congress cuts the President’s budget request as I fear it may, they will fall further behind as lower priority activities.

For example, I believe that the Navy Theater Wide program continues to be arbitrarily delayed and underfunded.  I fear it is no accident that the Bush Administration continues its predecessor’s resistance to making Navy Theater Wide all it can be, because Articles V and VI of the ABM Treaty ban: 1) development and testing of sea-based ABM systems and 2) giving TMD systems ABM capability or testing them in an ABM Mode.  I urge that Congress still demand that the Bush Administration deliver forthwith the mandated Reports to Congress on the timely development of sea-based NMD capabilities—submission was delayed by the previous Administration, which was wedded to the ABM treaty and simply wanted to avoid exposure.  Hopefully, that is not a concern of the current Administration.  Unclassified versions should be provided to enable open debate.

I agree with General Kadish that the Navy’s Advanced Leap Interceptor (ALI) program is risky—but I was not made aware of any serious hedge program to backstop that risky approach to midcourse intercept.  Such technology, derived from space-based interceptor origins, is clearly available—and on an earlier timeframe than was presented to me as General Kadish’s challenge for Navy Theater Wide deployment.  It was available in 1993 when I left the SDI program to my successor, and has been advanced during the past eight years despite Clinton Administration efforts to kill it—because Congress has supported it.  There is no excuse for the Bush Administration, which claims not to be wedded to the ABM Treaty, to continue to suppress exploitation of that technology, which has been largely dormant in Pentagon programs during the past eight years. 

There is simply no reason why sea-based midcourse defenses, based on upgrading already deployed Aegis cruisers, cannot be operational on the same time frame as advertised for the much more expensive ground-based midcourse defense option in Alaska—or faster.  Management simply has not issued such a challenge to the Navy, which, I am convinced, is quite competent to execute a program to deploy effective midcourse intercept capability—and possibly boost-phase intercept capability—within 3-4 years for a small percentage of the cost of the Alaska site.  To the contrary, it appears to me that a management structure is now being put into place that will frustrate Navy efforts to make the Navy’s sea-based defenses all they can be as quickly as possible.  I continue to believe that this task should be fully funded at a technology limited pace and given to a dedicated, competent Navy office like the one that, over forty years ago, deployed Polaris in under four years.  That was a far more daunting engineering challenge than upgrading the Aegis system with a midcourse intercept capability.

I have focused my criticism on the Bush Administration’s Navy missile defense programs, because shortcomings there are relatively easy to fix.  But I am also concerned by other apparent shortcomings from the past eight years I had hoped the Bush Administration would have fixed.  But I looked without success for serious demonstration and development efforts to revive innovative, layered defense programs that were either killed outright or sharply truncated by the Clinton Administration.  For example, I heard lip service last night given to reviving space-based interceptors, but nothing approaching the $400 million/year demonstration program I was supporting (and Congress was funding).  And overall missile defense technology demonstration activities are funded at a tenth the level I left—and I believe a robust technology program is absolutely essential to assure that defenses can stay ahead in the inevitable measure-countermeasure dynamic.

I hope my criticism is taken as from a friend of missile defense.  I truly wish I could support the President’s program.  But, regrettably, I cannot—at least not the program I heard described last night.  My point-of-view is based on what I consider to have been a thoroughly well conceived program—as then Assistant Secretary of Defense Steve Hadley and I publicly introduced over ten years ago.  I have provided a few charts we used in that Pentagon Press Briefing, which reflects current Bush policy themes but a program of quite a different scope.  
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