The following is an excerpt from Chris Hornbarger, “National Strategy: Building Capability for the Long Haul,” Chapter 20 in Russell Howard, James Forest, and Joanne Moore, eds., Homeland Security and Terrorism: Readings and Interpretations (New York, NY: McGraw-Hill), 2005, pp. 296-7.  This is the first of nine recommendations on specific issues that the next National Strategy for Homeland Security should address:

“1. Strengthen the Relationship Between the Department of Defense and the Department of Homeland Security. Perhaps the most important practical step for integrating national security and homeland security policy effectively is to strengthen the DoD-DHS relationship. While the Nation faces a single set of strategic risks, and a single array of adversaries, it lacks an integrated national contingency planning capability. DHS is still building a “joint staff” to conduct planning for its statutory mission (responding to terrorist attacks at home), while DoD conducts joint strategic planning for its statutory mission to fight wars abroad. But, while DoD’s planning incorporates potential “support” to DHS and other federal agencies in the event of a domestic attack, and while DoD has important statutory roles for domestic response under the Stafford Act, there is no national contingency planning process that integrates the highest level DoD and DHS plans. 
There is no single plan for integrating DoD and DHS activities in the event of simultaneous catastrophic attacks on the homeland, and major theater war overseas. The idea that DoD’s plans would prioritize its overseas missions, within the sovereign territory of other nations, and subordinate its contribution to the domestic response, on our own sovereign territory, would not and should not make any sense to the American people. Yet this is exactly the dynamic that the current set of planning processes encourages. DoD treats assets (such as strategic airlift to move materiel, mobile hospitals to augment the HHS and VA contingency medical system, or military police for civil order) as tied to its overseas requirements, and will only consider the diversion of such assets for domestic purposes on a case-by-case basis in response to a specific agency request; DoD will not commit to the allocation of such assets under DHS or other agency plans. This is a recipe for chaos under the scenario painted above. The orientation of assets in contingency plans is the critical strategic question for guiding the long-term process of training, manning, and equipping government elements for specific missions. 
            It is also the critical strategic question driving the allocation of resources among response capabilities, and for balancing resources between near-term and long-term requirements. Accordingly, OMB, working with DHS and DoD, should supplement an interagency DHS-DoD strategic planning effort with a mechanism for integrating the Future Years Homeland Security Program (FYHSP) and the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP), and, if necessary, should develop a legislative proposal to cement this mechanism. The President should not continue the current practice of nesting separate budget and program review offices within HSC and NSC, but should allow OMB, which possesses real budget expertise and wherewithal, to effect such an integration.
The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) and the Homeland Security Advanced Research Projects Agency (HSARPA) should establish a collaborative relationship on science and technology research that is relevant to both DoD and DHS. Given that the Nation faces one set of strategic risks, DoD and DHS should establish a joint net assessment office, or at a minimum establish a collaborative relationship between the DoD Net Assessment Office (which under the leadership of Andy Marshall has proven extremely useful over the years) and a new DHS Net Assessment Office nested within IAIP or within the DHS Secretariat. Finally, DHS should adopt the recommendation of James Carafano, Richard Weitz, and Alane Kochems to establish an Undersecretary for Policy to ensure the coherence of these efforts in partnership with DoD’s Undersecretary for Policy.”(
(  James Jay Carafano and David Heyman, DHS 2.0: Rethinking the Department of Homeland Security,” (Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation in partnership with the Center for Strategic and International Studies), December 13, 2004, accessible at 
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