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PREFACE

This document was prepared by the Institute for Defense Analyses for the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Prisoner of War and Missing Personnel Office (DPMO) in partial fulfillment of the task National
Personnel Recovery Architecture. The objective of this effort was to provide an independent study of the
current capacity for recovering isolated U.S. Government personnel in overseas locations, and to propose a
National Personnel Recovery Architecture that would provide coherent, integrated, interagency response
capability to recover such personnel. Congress directed the study, assigning responsibility to the Defense
POW/Missing Personnel Office. DPMO selected the Institute for Defense Analyses to conduct the study, and it
was assigned to the Operational Evaluation Division.

The study parameters included defining the terms of reference and focusing the scope of the study to ensure
that any proposed architecture would reflect current and evolving U.S. policy, be feasible, and meet the
Congressional and sponsor intent. Research included document searches, interviews, workshops, and
attendance at policy and operationally-oriented conferences and meetings.

The study has previously submitted IDA Document D-2775 “Department of Defense Strategic Plan for the
Transformation of Personnel Recovery — ‘A National Imperative’,” dated 1 October 2002.

Mr. Robert R. Soule, Director of OED, chaired the IDA Technical Review Committee. Members were Mr.
Phil Major, IDA Vice President; Dr. David Graham, SFRD; Dr. John Shea, SED; Dr. Gary Comfort and Dr.
Rex Rivolo, OED; LCDR Mike Sheahan, JAWP; and Mr. Joe Stahl, CARD. Additionally, Mr. Rick Sayre, a
former team member now serving on the Army Staff, provided a valuable review of the draft.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. INTRODUCTION

In 2001, the House Appropriations Committee tasked the
Defense Prisoner of War/Missing Personnel Office (DPMO) to
conduct a government-wide, interagency needs assessment in
order to describe a fully integrated National Personnel Recovery
Architecture (NPRA). In April 2002, the DPMO tasked the
Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) to conduct a two-year study
to define the interagency national personnel recovery
architecture. This report provides the interim status of this task.

With the increased requirements for humanitarian assistance,
peace support operations, counter narcotics operations, and the
Global War on Terrorism, U.S. personnel will continue to be
deployed overseas in harm’s way. Traditionally, the U.S.
government has felt a moral obligation to return military
personnel home safely. With the widespread deployment of a
full range of personnel—government civilians and contract
employees, as well as military service members—the
government may find itself obligated to provide personnel
recovery assistance to a much broader set of personnel when
incidents occur in the future. This study recommends that the
policy and planning implications of such a broadening of
personnel recovery obligations be considered in advance of
future incidents. The second phase of the study will explore the
program and resource implications of these policy considerations

The interagency focus for operations is not just a matter of
congressional interest. The Department of Defense (DoD)
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stresses the importance of interagency operations in the Joint
Vision 2020, Contingency Planning Guidance, and in the
Secretary of Defense memorandum dated 17 September 2002 on
top 10 legislative priorities for Fiscal Year 2004. Throughout
this interim report the term interagency refers to both DoD and
non-DoD agencies. With regard to personnel recovery, DoD is a
key constituent of the architecture.

1. Study Objectives

The study objectives are to (1) describe the national
personnel architecture as it exists today (baseline), (2) develop a
strategic vision for personnel recovery (PR), (3) identify
shortfalls and gaps in the current NPRA, and (4) then identify
alternatives to improve the national architecture to achieve the
strategic vision, with emphasis on including the USG
interagency. Although the task order does not task IDA to
develop a plan to implement the improved national architecture,
IDA will propose an approach for the development of such a
plan.

2. Scope

The study includes all American military personnel,
government civilians, government contractors deployed overseas
in an official capacity, and others designated by the Secretary of
Defense or the President. Contractors have become an important
element of recent operations, constituting over ten percent of



forces deployed in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. This study
considers, but does not focus on, coalition PR (already covered
in IDA Paper P-3705, May 2002) or civil search and rescue
conducted by host nations or the U.S. Coast Guard.

3. National PR Assessment Logic

The term architecture means different things to different
people. For the NPRA study, architecture is broad and includes
military and non-military PR requirements, and interagency PR
capabilities (force structure, doctrine, training, C4lI, etc.). The PR
architecture consists of three main components: (1) direct and
guide, (2) plan and prepare PR force elements, and (3) mission
execution. Using these three components of PR architecture, IDA
developed a PR vision document (IDA Document D-2775,
October 2002). Figure 1 shows the assessment logic. First, a
baseline capability is defined for the three components. Then, the
baseline capability is compared to desired end states of the PR
vision, and shortfalls and gaps are identified. Further, a solution
set is identified for each component. This process will have to be
iterated in the future to achieve the end states.

B. DATA COLLECTION

Data collection efforts involved visiting various U.S.
government (USG) agencies. IDA made 18 visits to non-DoD
departments and agencies such as Department of State (DoS),
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), Department of Justice
(Dol), Central Intelligence Agency, Coast Guard, Department of
Treasury, Drug Enforcement Administration, U.S. Agency for
International Development, and General Services
Administration. IDA also visited all four Services, four
Combatant Commands, and attended many PR Response Cell
(PRRC) and PR Advisory Group (PRAG) meetings and a PR
conference. Data collection efforts for this phase of the study
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culminated with an interagency workshop at IDA on 5-6
February 2003.

Besides gathering data, the visits provided several positive
side benefits: (1) increasing interagency participants’ awareness
of PR risks, (2) developing an active interagency PR network,
and (3) identifying several non-DoD interagency needs, such as
standard PR procedures and access to DoD training.
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Figure 1. NPRA Assessment Logic

C. DIRECT AND GUIDE

The term PR is much broader than Combat Search and
Rescue (CSAR) or the recovery of a downed pilot. Presently
there is no personnel recovery doctrine and the U.S. operates
largely on CSAR doctrine. However, this situation has not
hampered us from conducting coalition and interagency PR



during Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi
Freedom.

1. Baseline National Level Policy and Doctrine

While the Chief of Mission (COM, almost always the U.S.
Ambassador), generally has the primary responsibilities for
evacuation and PR of USG personnel, the capabilities to conduct
those operations lie outside the Embassy or Post. The CoM may
rely on the host country for assistance, use commercial means, or
ask for military assistance from the Combatant Commander.
When there is no CoM, such as in Afghanistan or Iraq, the
Combatant Commander assumes responsibility for all USG
personnel.

Presently there is no joint PR doctrine within DoD and there
is no interagency PR doctrine. Joint doctrine today is contained
in JP 3-50.2 for Joint Combat Search and Rescue, but not for PR.
The Joint Personnel Recovery Agency (JPRA) is expecting the
approval of JP 3-50, Joint Doctrine for Personnel Recovery, in
April 2004. PR policy is covered by DoD Directive 2310.2,
Personnel Recovery. Other key documents are National Security
Presidential Directive NSPD-1, Organization of the National
Security System, and NSPD-12, U.S. Citizens Taken Hostage
Abroad.

The DoD policy documents establish two interagency
groups: the PRAG and the PRRC. PRAG is an advisory group
and meets semiannually, while PRRC convenes as necessary in
response to PR incidents. The PRRC is charged among other
things to determine the legal status of isolated personnel and
provides a PR lessons learned report upon conclusion of the
incident.
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2. Interagency PR Definition

The DoD PR definition from DoDD 2310.2 is directly
applicable to interagency PR if the term “personnel” is taken in a
broader context. Those in the DoD PR community generally
interpret the definition in terms of who the individual is, his/her
individual and duty status, and the environment. However, there
are no accepted guidelines for limiting the scope of interagency
PR efforts. In the absence of such limitations, this study will
address a broad definition of interagency PR responsibilities, to
include U.S. military personnel, Government civilians and
contractors, without regard to the situation or environment.
Hence, for this study, the DoD PR definition is not changed but
the context of the definition is significantly broadened to allow
the study to examine fully the policy, planning, and program
implications of future interagency PR issues.

3. Shortfalls in Interagency Direct and Guide

There is no national level policy or guide for interagency PR,
and there is no doctrine for interagency PR. The DoD doctrine
document is expected to be promulgated by April 2004. DoD
Directives and Instructions establishing the PRAG and PRRC are
lacking because they do not provide the necessary structure and
authority to the PRAG and PRRC to improve PR capabilities.

4. Interim Direct and Guide Issue

Because of the lack of national level guidance, there is no
consensus on the definition and scope of interagency PR. There
is a lack of PR doctrine within DoD and a lack of policy and
understanding outside DoD. National level PR requirements and
capabilities are not yet defined. Current PR architecture is DoD-
centric and interagency capabilities are not integrated. Within



DoD, closely related PR methods are treated as separate, and
synergy among these methods is lacking.

D. PR FORCE PLANNING AND PREPARATION

The second key PR architecture component is planning and
preparation of PR forces; for the interim, focus is on the training
of isolated individuals, recovery forces, and staffs. Both
“rescuees” (those at risk of becoming isolated personnel), and
the “rescuers”, (the recovery forces and the commanders and
staffs that will employ them) are considered elements of
Personnel Recovery Forces. Personnel who are at risk of
isolation can take an integral, active role in their own recovery.

The DoD has developed three levels of survival, evasion,
resistance and escape (SERE) training for personnel who are at
risk of isolation, capture, or exploitation. Level A is classroom
training that explains the Code of Conduct. Level B is academic
training and B+ has some practical field training. Level C
includes level B+ plus resistance laboratory training and level
C+ is a graduate level training tailored to specific missions and
needs.

1. Training Requirements

Combatant Commands generally decide who needs what
level of training with level C requirements being generally
unconstrained by training capabilities and funding. Service
requirements are based on career fields that have historically
faced high risks. The estimated annual wartime level C training
requirements are: 4,300 for the Army, 3,430 for the Navy, 4,540
for the Air Force, and 300 for the Marines.

Although non-military agencies know that they have
individuals at risk, their exact requirements are not yet defined.
According to the DoS F-77 report, 6,000 U.S. government
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personnel and their contractors are in high threat countries. It is
recognized that not all 6,000 need level C training; IDA is
working with the DoS Diplomatic Security to define who needs
what level of training.

2. Training Capability

DoD has significant SERE training capability. The Joint
Personnel Recovery Agency (JPRA) and Air Force SERE
schools are at Fairchild Air Force Base in Spokane, Washington.
The Air Force also has a school at the USAF Academy in
Colorado Springs. The Navy has schools in Brunswick, Maine
and San Diego, California, and Army schools are at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina and Fort Rucker, Alabama. Some DoS personnel
have gone to JPRA’s PR Academy at Fairchild. The Idaho
National Guard offers hostage and abduction survivor training at
Couer d’Alene, Idaho. There is also a Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center (FLETC) at Glynco, Georgia, which trains
numerous interagency organizations in law enforcement, and the
National Foreign Affairs training center, which trains Foreign
Service Officers for overseas assignment. IDA will explore these
venues for interagency training in the next phase of this study.

Schools for commanders, staff, and planners are located at
JPRA’s campus in Fredericksburg, Virginia, and at Fort Belvoir,
Virginia, and at the C2 Warrior School at Hurlburt Air Force
Base in Florida.

Rescue forces are trained at Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada,
Naval Air Station, Fallon, Nevada, Marine Corps Air Station,
Yuma, Arizona, and Fort Bragg, North Carolina. Exercise Desert
Rescue focuses on the Combat Search and Rescue mission area
and is conducted annually at Fallon, Nevada. Exercises Red Flag
(Nevada), Foal Eagle (Korea) and Cope Thunder (Alaska)
provide limited opportunities to conduct PR force training.



3. Shortfalls in PR Force Planning and Preparation

During the IDA team visits, the Air Force and Navy
indicated that their level C SERE training capacity matches their
present requirements. Some modernization of their capability is
planned. Marines generally are not meeting their requirements
because they do not have their own capability and rely on space
available at the other Service schools. The Army also is not
meeting its present requirements and has developed a plan to
increase capacity, but the plan is not yet funded. JPRA’s PR
Academy has built a new facility that will increase its capacity
five-fold. However, they are not presently funded for the
increased instructor staff of about 50 to 80 instructors.

PR training and exercises for joint rescue forces are
significantly deficient. Venues for conducting full end-to-end
training with survivors and PR recovery forces are lacking. Non-
DoD agencies are presently not participating in the limited DoD
PR force and staff training.

4. PR Force Planning and Preparation Issue

For both DoD and non-DoD agencies, PR planning and
preparation are significantly inadequate. However, it should be
noted that in recent operations such as Enduring Freedom and
Iraqi Freedom, there have been frequent PR operations, in some
cases involving interagency and coalition elements, and the
success rate has been good. There is a lack of a common PR
knowledge base in the interagency and requirements are not yet
determined. Current PR capabilities are primarily in DoD, but
they do not integrate non-DoD capabilities. The SERE force and
staff training capabilities in DoD do not accommodate
interagency requirements.
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E. PR MISSION EXECUTION

The third critical component of the PR architecture is to
execute the PR mission to recover isolated individuals.
Currently, in theaters such as Afghanistan and Iraq, DoD is well-
organized and equipped to conduct interagency and coalition
personnel recovery operations at the JTF level, and roles and
responsibilities are well-articulated. However, that may not be
the case for different scenarios such as Colombia, Bosnia, or the
Philippines, primarily because DoD does not have assets in
place, and the State Department is responsible, in conjunction
with the host nation, who might in turn request the Combatant
Command’s support. Thus, mission execution is dependent on
the scenario, the theater, and any prior agreements that might
exist. Figure 3 shows the nominal coordination that takes place
in theaters where a Combatant Command alone does not have
total PR responsibility. IDA is conducting a case study of the
downing of a Cessna 208 in February 2003 in Southern
Colombia to document the interagency coordination process
involved.

1. Shortfalls in Mission Execution

The interagency coordination process is not defined or
understood and appears to be ad hoc. Coordination is thus time
consuming and could adversely impact mission success.

2. Mission Execution Issue

The roles, responsibilities and authority of USG agencies to
execute the PR mission are not well defined. Command and
control relationships are not defined in an interagency context
and must be codified. Many non-DoD agencies have the
unrealistic expectation that when they need PR help, DoD will be
there to provide immediate assistance. Once again, if adequate



planning and preparations are not accomplished ahead of time,
the success of the mission could be in doubt.
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Figure 3. Interagency Coordination of PR Mission Execution
with a U.S. Mission

F. INTERIM REPORT SOLUTION SETS

1. Interim Direct and Guide Solution Set

A National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) or guide
is needed to provide a common understanding of interagency PR
policy and doctrine. The NSPD should define PR in a broad,
interagency context, define the interagency coordination process
for PR, delineate responsibilities, and prescribe standards for
U.S. personnel assigned and deployed overseas. The NSPD
should address Full Spectrum PR and promote the development
of a Code of Behavior for non-military personnel in support of
their resistance training.
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The PRRC and PRAG should be re-engineered to give them
more structure and authority for improving PR capability over
time. The PRAG should be renamed as the PR Oversight Group
(PROG), and empowered with commensurate authority to
conduct oversight of the PR Implementation Plan. The PRRC
should be comprised of a core membership that is familiar with
PR policy issues, meets on a quarterly basis, makes informed
decision based on information provided by Combatant
Commands, CoMs, and intelligence agencies, and informs the
PRAG of PR incident trends and lessons learned.

2. Interim PR Force Planning and Preparation Solution Set

JPRA should integrate interagency and coalition aspects of
doctrine and TTPs in the documents they are writing. The DoS
should provide PR guidance in the Emergency Action Planning
Handbook. The DoS also should explore PR training at the Idaho
National Guard and at FLETC. The Joint Staff should develop a
PR Joint Mission Essential Task List, including interagency and
coalition tasks. Combatant Commands should exercise these
tasks during JCS-sponsored exercises.

The Services should address SERE training shortfalls at
Service SERE schools and ensure adequate resources. DoD
should expand PR play in existing and ongoing exercises. USG
agencies should identify their PR training requirements. These
requirements need to be considered in the overall USG training
requirements. To improve awareness of the importance and
shortfalls of PR, JPRA should develop senior-level briefings to
address full spectrum PR for all interagency managers. DPMO
needs to support increasing PR Academy instructor staff so that
the Academy can support SERE training of all interagency
groups.

At present, DoD resistance training is conducted separately
for three situations: POW, terrorist hostage, and peacetime



government detainee. In the new conflict environment of the
global war on terrorism, these situations might overlap
significantly. DoD should transform training by providing core
training that is common to all three situations, followed by
specialized training for each situation, as needed, as shown in
Figure 2.

Terrorist
Hostage

Prisoner

Status Quo — of War

Three separate training
curricula for three
different captivity situations

Peacetime
Government
Detainee

Proposed —
A core curriculum
for all captivity situations

Captive

Figure 2. SERE Training Re-Engineering

3. Interim Mission Execution Solution Set

Over the years, DoD has developed recovery tools such as:
Isolated Personnel Report (ISOPREP), Evasion Plan of Action
(EPA), evasion charts (EVCs), blood-chits, and pointee-talkies.
Non-DoD agencies could adopt these tools. Also, interagency
tactics, techniques and procedures (TTPs) should define the
coordination process so that real-time coordination can be
efficiently minimized and expedited. DoD should encourage
interagency personnel to participate in the Joint Search and

Rescue Center (JSRC) and Unconventional Assisted Recovery
Coordination Center (UARCC) operations as liaisons and should
loosely integrate interagency assets capable of supporting PR.

G. THE ROAD AHEAD

This interim report provides the sponsor the status of
progress at the study mid-point. The final report will be
completed in time for inclusion of the annual Personnel
Recovery Conference scheduled for April 2004. Additional data
collection and analysis is programmed in the meantime. While
the interagency emphasis in this report has been placed on the
Direct and Guide component (focusing on policy and doctrine)
and the Plan and Prepare component (focusing on planning and
training), subsequent efforts will devote attention to the other
DOTMLPF aspects such as materiel development, technology,
and leader development, as well.

Data collection efforts will initially concentrate on the
development of two case studies. One case study is intended to
capture the condition in which a combatant commander has the
dominant authority and responsibility for PR; the other case is
intended to address the general condition in which an
Ambassador has primary responsibility for PR. At this time
Operation Iraqi Freedom and Bogota, Columbia are the likely
candidate cases. Data collection has also begun on identifying
materiel, software, technology, and Advanced Concept
Technology Demonstrations that might be applicable to PR
forces.

Workshops will continue to be an integral part of the study
process with the intent of expanding the network of PR
knowledgeable personnel throughout the interagency, while at
the same time, exploring new common ground and developing
consensus on issues and future initiatives.



As indicated in the study, the absence of national level
guidance and directives is a major issue that will be further
explored and developed with the use of workshops. While the
development of an NSPD on PR is being considered at this time,
it may be that a like document or a similar instrument may prove
more feasible and effective. Our objective will be to stimulate
discussions, generate interest and hopefully consensus on the
need for national level policy and then to initiate the process for
its formulation. The directives or guidance will attempt to
address identified shortfalls in the policy area that impede
planning, preparation, or execution of Full Spectrum PR.

The IDA study team will help facilitate workshops, as
necessary and feasible, on a Code of Behavior for non-DoD
Departments and Agencies. Again, the attempt here will be to
first stimulate interest, then develop a consensus on the need for
a Code, and finally to coordinate and support an initiative for its
development.

Existing organizations, such as the Policy Coordinating
Committee (PCC)/ Counter-terrorism Security Group, the
PRAG, and the PRRC will be explored further and examined as
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to their applicability to Full Spectrum PR. If appropriate, the
study will provide recommendations for the modification or
reengineering of authorities, relationships, or organization for
improved effectiveness.

A requirements definition process is being developed by DoS
for the identification of high-risk personnel stationed or deployed
overseas. The IDA study team will continue to work with DoS
in the refinement of that process and will assist in making
recommendations as to the SERE training associated with those
personnel identified to be at high-risk.

JPRA is in the process of staffing the development of Joint
Publication 3-50 on PR. IDA will work closely with JPRA to
insure they are fully informed of issues and recommendations of
the NPRA study.
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OUTLINE

This outlines the annotated briefing report that describes the
interim results of the NPRA study, as performed by the Institute
for Defense Analyses.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the study, provides the background, context. Annex B, Glossary, provides expanded definitional
identifies the study objectives, and describes the methodology. It context.
also places the concept of personnel recovery in an interagency
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BACKGROUND

A number of organizations have conducted nine studies in the
past eight years (see references 1 through 9). However, none of
the studies completed to date have addressed the interagency
dimension of PR at the national level.

The last decade of the 20th century saw a significant increase
in U.S. deployments of teams and individual personnel to
situations characterized by heightened “risk of capture.”
Humanitarian assistance missions, peace support operations,
counter-narcotics activities, and the Global War on Terrorism
have increased exposure of personnel in many Executive Branch
departments and other agencies to threats from states, failed
states, transnational actors/groups, and individuals. The nature of
the national security situation involves DoD both as the lead
agent in combat operations and as a pro-active partner and
participant with the rest of the interagency in all national security
activities. Civilians and government contractors from the other
Government agencies partnered with DoD now work hand-in-
hand with the armed forces on the front lines of these national
security operations. Contractors now account for over 10 percent
of operational and support personnel.! Others, such as USAID
and the DolJ, have significant numbers of personnel operating in
small numbers in remote locations as a matter of course. For

I Rep Solomon Ortiz, (D-TX), quoted in “Contractors Follow Military into
Harm’s Way” Defense Week, Vol. 24, No.12. March 24, 2003. Page 8.

certain functions, the non-DoD aviation community of the USG
has become larger and undertaken more risk. These civilians
share similar risks as the military; they deserve the same level of
assurance of rescue and recovery.

While other Government agencies have had to deal with
isolated and missing people, most have not documented the
procedures to recover their missing or captured persons.
Although a draft memorandum of agreement between DoD and
the State Department does exist, it is not finalized. The current
rescue and PR processes within the USG are ad hoc.

Congress directed DPMO and funded this study to investigate
and propose NPRA. DPMO selected IDA to conduct the study
because of IDA’s prior expertise in combat search and rescue. In
1994, IDA provided analytical support to the DoD Commission
on Roles and Missions on the Joint Combat Search and Rescue
(JCSAR) issue. From August 1994 until September 1999, IDA
provided independent assessment of the JCSAR joint test
chartered by the Director, Test, Systems Engineering and
Evaluation (DTSE&E) in OSD. Since October 1999, IDA has
been supporting DPMO on developing policy issues on PR in a
coalition environment. This effort was completed and briefed at
the 2002 PR Conference leveraging the prior efforts. IDA Paper
P-3705, documenting the coalition-study findings, has been
published and distributed.



Background

There have been nine major PR-related studies in the past 8 years
— None has addressed interagency rescue as a primary focus

With increased requirements for humanitarian assistance, peace
support operations, counter-narcotics, and the more recent advent
of the Global War on Terrorism, the entire Interagency is now
significantly more involved in conflict environments

— National Security Environment has changed, blurring peacetime and
wartime conditions

— USG civilians and contractor force has grown — reduction of military
force size also a factor

Many non-DoD agencies lack established procedures to recover their
personnel
— Signed MOA between DoD and CIA. Some draft MOAs exist
between DoD, DoS and DEA
— Current process is ad hoc

Congress directed and funded the study of a National Personnel
Recovery Architecture

— Sponsored by DPMO

— Conducted by IDA




INTERAGENCY FOCUS FOR THE STUDY

Although Congress tasked and provided the interagency first personnel recovery study to examine the mission area
focus, JV2020, the Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG), and globally and on a national level.
the SecDef have all emphasized the interagency aspgcts of PR. IDA felt this ambitious study would require 2 years to
While SOUTHCOM'’s mission analysis explores the interagency complete, and DPMO agreed.
dimension within the SOUTHCOM theater, this IDA study is the ’



Interagency Focus for the Study

Congressional Language:

“...conduct a government wide interagency needs assessment in order to define the
components of a fully integrated national personnel recovery architecture. The assessment
should include a consideration of service personnel, civilians and contract personnel, and
examine the possible consolidation of training programs. The study should recommend a
coordinated national goal for personnel recovery, roles and responsibilities of each
department, agency or office...DPMO lead.”

Joint Vision 2020

“The joint force must be prepared to support civilian authorities in a fully integrated effort to

meet the needs of U.S. citizens and accomplish objectives specified by the National
Command Authorities.”

Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG)

“the CPG emphasizes importance of close interagency coordination in a number of
areas...plan for PR operations to ensure return of ...designated personnel from US
Government (USG)...”

SecDef Memo Top 10 priorities, 17 September 2002

“Improve Interagency Process, Focus and Integration.”




STUDY OBJECTIVES

The study team established four objectives, which also serve
as milestones over the course of this 2-year effort. The first
objective is to define the existing national personnel recovery
architecture as it exists in the interagency environment, and to
benchmark it as the baseline. This is done by data collection
visits made to numerous agencies as described in Chapter II.

The study team defined the interagency environment as
encompassing all U.S. Government departments within the
Executive Branch, including the DoD as an “equal” member, as
well as other agencies of the U.S. Government. The study team’s
second objective was to develop a strategic vision that defined
the end states, or goals, for NPRA. The strategic vision and end
states are defined in Chapter III. Once the team defined the
baseline and the end state, which serve as the beginning and end

of the process, the next objective is to identify the differences
between the two states. Those differences can be labeled as
shortfalls or gaps. The study team’s fourth objective is to
identify alternative courses of action to improve the NPRA. Each
alternative course of action should address a shortfall or close a
gap to move the architecture closer to the end state described in
the strategic vision.

The study team achieved some success with the first four
objectives, and interim results are contained in the following
chapters of this report. The study team feels that an
implementation plan is required to ensure that the study
recommendations are implemented. Although it is not in the
current IDA task order, the study team will develop an
implementation plan in the final phase of this study.
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Study Objectives

» Define the national personnel recovery architecture baseline
* Develop a strategic vision
* Identify shortfalls and gaps

+ Identify alternatives to improve the national architecture to
achieve the strategic vision

* Follow-on Effort — Develop an implementation plan to
improve the NPRA
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STUDY SCOPE

The scope of the study covers two areas: “who” and the
“where” of personnel recovery. With regard to “who,” the study
focuses on recovery of Americans acting in an official capacity,
such as the U.S. military, USG civilians, U.S. Government
contractors, and others, as designated by the Secretary of Defense
or the President. Family members of USG personnel and tourists
are covered by the DoS evacuation process before the situation in
a foreign country deteriorates. If the President or the Secretary of
Defense so decides, these individuals are covered in specific PR
cases. In any event, their safety and security continue to be the
responsibility of the Chief of Mission (CoM)

With regard to “where,” the study team chose to focus on
Americans deployed overseas. The study considers, but does not
address, civil SAR, which is conducted overseas by other nations
in support of civilians, including American civilians, especially
in a permissive environment. The study team does not address
personnel recovery as an element of homeland security, which
has significant interagency issues, but most of these are in the
domestic area rather than overseas. Additionally, the study
excludes coalition personnel recovery, since it has recently been
addressed in another IDA study for DPMO (IDA Paper P-3705,
“Improving Personnel Recovery in a Coalition Environment,”
May 2002).

12



Scope of Isolated Personnel

Focus on Americans acting in an official capacity overseas in potential or
“at risk for PR” situations

+ Military

* Government Civilians

* Government Contractors

+ Others (as designated by the Secretary of Defense or the President)
Family members and tourists are ordered to leave or evacuated by DoS
This study does not focus on:

* Homeland Security

« Civil SAR

» Coalition personnel recovery
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PR ARCHITECTURE ASSESSMENT APPROACH

Architecture is a broad term and means different things to
different people. In the NPRA context it is not a communications
wiring diagram, but rather consists of defined requirements with
respect to who in the interagency is at risk of capture, defined
U.S. capabilities to recover U.S. personnel, and the identified
shortfalls in these capabilities. All shortfalls are then addressed
in their respective Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel,
Leader Development, Personnel, and Facilities (DOTMLPF)
categories.

The baseline architecture consists of the baseline
requirements and capabilities. Requirements consider, but are
not necessarily based on the number of people at risk of isolation,

capture, and exploitation. The numbers can be broken down into
various categories. Capabilities are based on the recovery
methods, their reach, and their effectiveness in the operational
environment. Capabilities are broken down into equipment,
people, guidance, training, information, and technology. The
study team assessed PR capabilities in relation to PR
requirements to identify shortfalls and gaps. The shortfalls and
gaps are broken down by DOTMLPF category. The study team
recognizes that material solutions alone cannot solve all the
problems unless they are coupled with necessary changes in
doctrine, organization, and training.
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PR Architecture Assessment Approach

Examine
potential
solutions &
architectural

changes
* Doctrine/TTP

+ Organization
* Training

» Material

» Leadership
» Personnel

» Facilities

* Report, Locate/ID, Support, Recover, Repatriate
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PR ARCHITECTURE COMPONENTS

The architecture is categorized in terms of three components:
(1) Direct and Guide, (2) Plan and Prepare Force Elements, and
(3) Execute the Mission.

DIRECT AND GUIDE

The Direct and Guide component is made up of all the
documents that provide direction and guidance to the PR
community to provide the desired capability to meet PR
requirements. Documentation includes doctrine, policy
directives and instructions, regulations, procedures, reports, and
memoranda of agreement and understanding. The Direct and
Guide component is described in detail in Chapter I'V.

PLAN AND PREPARE

The Plan and Prepare component is made up of all the efforts
to prepare personnel, forces and assets to conduct PR missions

prior to the actual execution of missions. Forces are broken
down into three elements: isolated personnel, commanders and
their staff, and recovery forces. Each element is prepared by
organizing, training, equipping, and supporting it using the
DOTMLPF construct. The Plan and Prepare component is
described in detail in Chapter V.

EXECUTE THE MISSION

The Mission Execution component is made up of the five
critical tasks of personnel recovery: report, locate, suppo