
Pomer et al. 
Health Research Policy and Systems  (2024) 22:5 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-023-01093-4

REVIEW Open Access

© The Author(s) 2024, corrected publication 2024. Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you 
give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this licence, visit http://​creat​iveco​mmons.​org/​licen​ses/​by/4.​0/. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver 
(http://​creat​iveco​mmons.​org/​publi​cdoma​in/​zero/1.​0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated in a 
credit line to the data.

Health Research Policy
and Systems

The response of the Military Health System 
(MHS) to the COVID‑19 pandemic: a summary 
of findings from MHS reviews
Alysa Pomer1*   , Satish Munigala2, Christian L. Coles2,3, Jessica Pope Mitro4, Andrew J. Schoenfeld5, 
Joel S. Weissman1,6 and Tracey Perez Koehlmoos3 

Abstract 

Introduction  The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic caused major disruptions to the US Military Health 
System (MHS). In this study, we evaluated the MHS response to the pandemic to understand the impact of the pan-
demic response in a large, national, integrated healthcare system providing care for ~ 9 million beneficiaries.

Methods  We performed a narrative literature review of 16 internal Department of Defense (DoD) reports, includ-
ing reviews mandated by the US Congress in response to the pandemic. We categorized the findings using the Doc-
trine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, Facilities, and Policy (DOTMLPF-P) framework developed 
by the DoD to assess system efficiency and effectiveness.

Results  The majority of the findings were in the policy, organization, and personnel categories. Key findings showed 
that the MHS structure to address surge situations was beneficial during the pandemic response, and the rapid 
growth of telehealth created the potential impact for improved access to routine and specialized care. However, 
organizational transition contributed to miscommunication and uneven implementation of policies; disrup-
tions affected clinical training, upskilling, and the supply chain; and staffing shortages contributed to burnout 
among healthcare workers.

Conclusion  Given its highly integrated, vertical structure, the MHS was in a better position than many civilian health-
care networks to respond efficiently to the pandemic. However, similar to the US civilian sector, the MHS also experi-
enced delays in care, staffing and materiel challenges, and a rapid switch to telehealth. Lessons regarding the impor-
tance of communication and preparation for future public health emergency responses are relevant to civilian 
healthcare systems responding to COVID-19 and other similar public health crises.
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Background
The COVID-19 pandemic caused global disruptions to 
societies, economies, and healthcare delivery. The initial 
severity of the pandemic forced governments and health 
systems to rapidly adopt a broad range of previously 
untried policies and practices. The United States imple-
mented a “whole-of-government” approach to leverage 
a coordinated response to the pandemic across depart-
ments and agencies. While the Military Health System 
(MHS) was part of the whole-of-government response, 
as a large-scale healthcare delivery network, the MHS 
was also among the healthcare systems heavily impacted 
by the COVID-19 pandemic. The MHS delivers health-
care to 9.6 million service members, retirees, and their 
dependents [1]. This care is delivered via a two-pronged 
direct and private sector care system. Direct care is 
provided through more than 700 medical treatment 
facilities (MTFs), including 51 inpatient hospitals and 
medical centres, with an estimated 144,000 personnel in 
the military medical workforce [2]. Private sector care is 
provided via the TRICARE benefit, which functions as 
health insurance in the US civilian healthcare sector. The 
MHS is separate from the Veterans’ Administration (VA) 
health system.

The US Congress mandated a review of the MHS 
pandemic response during the 2021 fiscal year via sec-
tion  731 of the National Defense Authorization Act 
(NDAA) [3]. In response, the DoD submitted a report 

to Congress [4]. In this review, we summarize the report 
to Congress and other reports initiated by the DoD 
in response to the NDAA mandate to understand the 
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the MHS and the 
implications of the system’s pandemic response.

Methods
We performed a narrative review of all existing internal 
DoD reports generated as a part of the Congressional-
mandated review of the MHS response to the COVID-
19 pandemic. The 16 original reports were published 
between November 2020 and December 2022 (Table 1). 
One of our authors (TK) was involved in the develop-
ment of the Congressional-mandated review and pro-
vided all the reports used for this study. A narrative 
review was chosen as the most appropriate methodology 
for this review, as our purpose is to identify and summa-
rize the existing literature but not to create new theories 
or analyse the findings in relation to existing theories [5, 
6]. A key feature of the narrative review is that it does 
not involve a systematic search of the literature [5]; this 
team previously completed a systematic review of exist-
ing literature on this topic [7], so this narrative review 
provides an opportunity to explore the grey literature not 
included in that report and bring those resources into 
public domain.

All reports were reviewed by two authors (A.P., S.M.), 
and the findings were organized using the Doctrine, 

Table 1  Studies included in the analysis (sorted by year)

Title Organization Year

Rapid Environmental Scan of the United States’ Health Services System Surge 
Capacity in Support of the Military Health System

Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences 2020

Financial impact Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Medical force structure and manning Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Global health engagement and security activities Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Governance and organization Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Logistics and technology Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Medical education and training Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Operational capabilities and support Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Policy Institute for defense analyses 2021

Public health Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Research, diagnostics, and therapeutics Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

TRICARE Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

Query on Staffing Advocacy as Reported in the MHS COVID-19 Lessons 
Learned Database

Institute for Defense Analyses 2021

NDAA 2021, section 731: Novel COVID-19 Virus After Action Report TRICARE Working Group, US Department of Defense 2021

Evaluation of Department of Defense Military Medical Treatment Facility Chal-
lenges During the Coronavirus Disease-2019 (COVID-19) Pandemic in Fiscal 
Year 2021

Office of the Inspector General of the US Department of Defense 2022

Report to Congressional Defense Committees: COVID-19 Military Health 
System Review Panel

US Department of Defense 2023
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Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, 
Facilities, and Policy (DOTMLPF-P) framework devel-
oped in the DoD [8]. In the majority of the DoD reports, 
findings were explicitly listed; where findings were not 
explicitly listed, two authors (A.P., S.M.) evaluated the 
report and came to a consensus on findings. The DOT-
MLPF-P framework definitions are illustrated in Fig.  1. 
This framework is used in the Joint Capabilities Integra-
tion Development System process and is designed to 
address leadership-defined capability shortfalls or gaps. 
Each report finding was assigned to a single category 
determined to be the best fit. Final agreement on catego-
rization of the findings was by consensus of four authors 
(A.P., S.M., C.C., J.P.M.).

Findings
A total of 189 findings were identified across the eight 
DOTMLPF-P categories, with the majority of findings 
categorized under policy (55), organization (49), and per-
sonnel (34) (Fig. 2). A complete list of findings is available 
in Additional file  1. Below we summarize the findings 
within each category.

Doctrine
Doctrine refers to the fundamental principles that guide 
the employment of US military forces in coordinated 

action toward a common objective. There were nine find-
ings in the doctrine category.

COVID-19 illness and pandemic restrictions disrupted 
MHS missions [9, 10], and running the COVID-19 
healthcare delivery mission concurrent with pre-existing 
missions created competition for staff and resources [9]. 
Several COVID-19-specific missions evolved, including 
supporting a range of civil authorities in vaccine treat-
ment and development (such as Operation Warpspeed) 
and deploying MHS medical personnel to support civil-
ian medical systems. DoD’s in-house scientific expertise 
in vaccine and treatment development and high-contain-
ment pathogens was instrumental in pandemic-related 
research informing these missions and civilian responses 
[4]. This ability to quickly respond to changing circum-
stances and to utilize existing in-house expertise illus-
trates how the MHS system could serve as a model for 
other large healthcare systems [11].

Organization
Organization is how the force organizes to accomplish 
missions, execute functions, and deliver, support or sus-
tain capabilities. There were 49 findings in the organiza-
tion category.

Many findings under this category related to the major 
organizational transition that the MHS was undergo-
ing as the pandemic began. This transition involved 

Fig. 1  DOTMLPF-P framework category definitions
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consolidating the health services of the Army, Navy and 
Air Force under a single Defense Health Agency; this 
consolidation process began in October 2018 and was 
scheduled to be completed by October 2021 [2]. While 
the incomplete transition contributed to unclear commu-
nication and chains of command, which created dupli-
cated efforts and planning gaps in the MHS’ COVID-19 
response [4, 7, 9, 12, 13], the pandemic also impeded pro-
gress in implementing parts of the organizational transi-
tion [4].

During the pandemic, concerns emerged around eligi-
bility for covered services, including who could receive 
COVID-related healthcare through the MHS and where 
beneficiaries should receive care. For example, to protect 
service members, consideration for medical needs was 
given to individuals who may not have been eligible for 
MHS benefits but who worked closely with service mem-
bers, such as contractors and civilian employees [4]. This 
increased burden led to insufficient capacity to balance 
pandemic response missions in the MHS beneficiary 
population with response missions in the civilian com-
munity [4]. For MHS beneficiaries, there was increased 
reliance on TRICARE as a primary health insurance pro-
vider and increased outsourcing to the civilian medical 
sector due to staffing issues at military treatment facili-
ties [9, 14].

Despite these challenges, the MHS COVID-19 pan-
demic response benefitted from the centralized structure 
of the MHS, as it meant COVID-19 guidelines could be 

issued and implemented for the whole organization to 
create a uniform response [7]. This structure also allowed 
MHS systems to quickly scale up and increase diagnostic 
testing capacity at research laboratories [15], maintain a 
blood program that could adapt to quickly changing rec-
ommendations for convalescent plasma treatment [4] 
and utilize robust biosurveillance systems to identify and 
rapidly respond to infectious disease threats for COVID-
19 and any potential future disease threats [15, 16].

Training
Training is the preparation and capabilities required to 
execute missions successfully. There were nine findings 
in the training category. The pandemic led to disrupted 
clinical learning, resulting in a cohort of recently-grad-
uated students entering the MHS as trainees (e.g. resi-
dents) or new providers with non-typical and variable 
medical education experiences and fewer opportuni-
ties to interact with patients than in previous cohorts. 
For example, the Uniformed Services University of the 
Health Sciences suspended clinical rotations and gradu-
ated fourth year medical students early during the first 
months of the pandemic to aid at MTFs; other medi-
cal schools similarly graduated medical students early 
to work in overwhelmed hospitals, but some medical 
schools instead delayed graduations during this time 
[17]. These new medical professionals will likely require 
additional training and supervision in the early stages of 
their careers [4, 18]. However, many of these trainees and 

Fig. 2  Findings by DOTMLPF-P category
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new providers have increased telehealth experience due 
to the shift to telehealth during the pandemic; as a result, 
these cohorts may be more likely to continue providing 
telehealth options for MHS beneficiaries [18]. Classroom 
curricula also changed during the pandemic, with an 
increased focus on public health issues that gained prom-
inence during the pandemic, such as access to care, food 
and housing insecurity, and racial disparities in care and 
outcomes [18]. Medical staff experienced decreased abil-
ity to stay current with clinical skills as a result of reduced 
healthcare services at MTFs [9]. On the contrary, because 
MHS training already focuses on critical care and other 
skills crucial in a public health emergency, the MHS has 
the capacity to be a leader in future public health emer-
gencies by ensuring that crisis training programs exist to 
quickly right skill and up skill staff [14].

Materiel
Materiel is the resources necessary to meet equipment 
requirements and the necessary systems in the right 
place at the right time to execute missions successfully. 
There were 23 findings in the materiel category.

While personal protective equipment (PPE) and pan-
demic-related equipment stocks were adequate for MHS 
requirements, the whole-of-government response to the 
pandemic made additional demands on these by requir-
ing equipment sharing with entities outside the MHS [4]. 
Additionally, DoD public emergency policies lacked clar-
ity on ownership and release authority for PPE, and the 
military medical supply chain relied heavily on China for 
medical materiel, making it difficult to resupply depleted 
stock [4]. One report suggested that better use of data 
and analytics may mitigate future shortages by increasing 
supply chain resiliency and by improving planning for sit-
uations in which supply chains are disrupted longer than 
the time it takes to deplete stockpiles [19]. Supply chain 
issues also contributed to discontinuities with vaccine 
administration, with delays in shipping vaccine supplies. 
This compounded vaccine distribution and administra-
tion issues caused by a lack of a single cohesive plan for 
vaccine administration across MTFs, and misalignment 
between distribution and demand [4].

Pre-existing shortages of IT equipment left MHS 
under-equipped to transition to a virtual environment. 
Additional capability to conduct remote healthcare was 
hindered because remote health applications were not 
initially approved, and there were challenges with band-
width and access to the virtual private network. The 
move to a virtual environment was also complicated by 
the in-progress MHS transition, which meant not all 
IT infrastructure was under the consolidated network, 
instead falling under different authorities [4].

Emerging data technologies, such as those designed 
to improve patient-condition-change warnings, may be 
useful for managing risk and mortality [16]. The planned 
rollout of the new electronic health record (EHR) for 
the MHS was delayed [7]; however, in locations where 
the new EHR had been activated prior to the start of the 
pandemic, a COVID-19-specific communication tool 
was created [7]. At the population level, the MHS could 
leverage its big data capabilities to advance disease sur-
veillance where traditional measures (such as case counts 
and testing rates) are not available or sufficient [11].

Leadership
Leadership is having leaders with the necessary experi-
ence and professional development to manage a complex 
environment. There were three findings in the leadership 
category. These findings demonstrated that clear and 
consistent lines of authority, responsibility and account-
ability needed to be reinforced [12], and an insufficient 
number of trained personnel were available to fill key 
leadership roles in the pandemic response [7]. Com-
pounding these issues, delayed and cancelled care was 
more likely to affect beneficiaries over the age of 40 years, 
which includes 85% of senior officers [20].

Personnel
Personnel is the military or civilian individuals with req-
uisite qualifications to accomplish assigned missions, 
tasks and activities. There were 34 findings in the per-
sonnel category. In early reports, personnel concerns 
primarily centred around insufficient staffing due to staff 
illness and exposure, caretaking responsibilities, move-
ment restrictions, increased demand for staff, insufficient 
specialized training, hiring freezes and reassignments or 
deployments, all of which compounded existing staffing 
shortages [4, 7, 10, 14, 21]. Early reports also predicted 
staff burnout and mental health concerns would become 
a significant issue [14], a prediction supported in later 
reports and exacerbated by limited access to behavioural 
healthcare [4, 9]. Findings of staff shortages persisted in 
later reports, which were noted to be the most serious 
challenge faced at MTFs [9].

The MHS used several methods to adapt to staffing 
shortages, including hiring travel nurses and bringing 
back retired staff [14]. Recruiting and hiring new staff 
was challenging due to non-competitive salaries, lack 
of funding and slow hiring procedures [9], which are 
further detailed in the Policy section below. Future hir-
ing outlooks were generally positive, as broad changes 
across the economy could lead to more hiring opportu-
nities for the MHS [18], and expanded workplace flex-
ibility may help retain existing employees and maintain 
capacity [22]. Additionally, developing and encouraging 
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in-house research staff with interests beyond traditional 
military infectious disease health threats will enable rapid 
responses to future health threats [15].

Facilities
Facilities are command installations and industrial facili-
ties of primary importance in support of military opera-
tions or military production programs. There were seven 
findings in the facilities category. MTFs were not set up 
to minimize transmission risk and required environ-
mental modifications to reduce the risk of COVID expo-
sure among staff and patients [4]. Paradoxically, while 
decreased healthcare utilization created a surplus of beds 
at MTFs [7], decreased staffing at MTFs led to increased 
reliance on civilian healthcare, although beds were often 
unavailable in this sector [9]. Additionally, the research 
laboratories of the vertically structured MHS have the 
potential to rapidly expand the diagnostic testing base. In 
future public health emergencies, leveraging this capabil-
ity could reduce testing bottlenecks [15].

Policy
Policy is having the appropriate policies to direct, assign 
tasks, prescribe desired capabilities and provide guidance 
for ensuring that the components are prepared to per-
form their assigned roles. There were 55 findings in the 
policy category.

Updated policies led to increased telehealth visits [7], 
though behavioral health policies limited the use of tel-
ehealth for behavioural healthcare and treatment [13]. 
This created the potential to expand virtual capabilities 
worldwide across a broader range of patient services 
than many other healthcare systems for routine and spe-
cialized care [12, 22], though a universal strategy for tel-
ehealth has not yet been implemented [4]. TRICARE was 
slow to approve these options and clarify coverage [4], in 
part because TRICARE is subject to several regulatory 
constraints when changing or updating policy as signifi-
cant changes require new legislation [23]. As an alterna-
tive to legislation, workarounds to make TRICARE policy 
changes involved working within the Defense Health 
Agency to find exemptions to existing laws and regula-
tions and proactively identifying future additions and 
changes [13].

As noted in the Personnel section, personnel shortages 
were common, and several solutions were posited to mit-
igate the problems of personnel shortages. First, flexible 
workplace policies (including remote working) allowed 
the MHS to maintain capability and fulfil its organiza-
tional mission [10, 22]. Second, staffing shortages could 
be covered using civilian and contract personnel, as well 
as Guard and Reserve personnel [9]; however, the hir-
ing process was slow and cumbersome, and spending 

policies for hiring civilian and contract staff created 
additional difficulties in hiring new personnel [9], mak-
ing this option less feasible. Finally, noting the impact of 
strain on personnel mental health, policies to mitigate 
the circumstances which lead to personnel burnout need 
to be implemented for staff on and off MTFs, including 
improving hiring policies to ensure staff are not overbur-
dened due to staffing shortages [9].

The third set of policy findings regarded health emer-
gency preparedness policies. First, military medical 
research was crucial to developing and implementing 
containment strategies; building upon existing plat-
forms for clinical practice allowed rapid development of 
COVID-19 treatment guidelines, as well as the capacity 
to quickly update and disseminate those guidelines [7]. 
Developing hotspot prediction systems to supplement 
civilian systems could create opportunities to build part-
ner networks and develop inter-agency coordination [10, 
16, 22]. However, funding and research quickly shifted 
away from non-COVID-related topics at the start of the 
pandemic, so some research that could have been benefi-
cial in future planning may have been negatively affected 
[4].

The fourth set of policy findings involved control of 
COVID-19 within the DoD. Many of the issues encoun-
tered by the MHS originate from the known gap in public 
health command and coordination for the whole enter-
prise at the start of the pandemic, meaning that crucial 
policies for responding to a public health event, such as 
a contact tracing plan or a tracking and reporting sys-
tem, had not been established [4]. Additionally, local-
level commanders were given latitude to adjust responses 
on the basis of local conditions, so mitigation guidance 
and pandemic responses were uneven and varied [4]. 
This was particularly relevant in overseas installations, 
where international guidelines differed from and some-
times contradicted MHS guidelines, creating cultural and 
accessibility difficulties [4]. MHS also encountered legal 
and Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act 
(HIPAA) privacy challenges domestically in the process 
of administering vaccines [4].

Discussion
From these 16 reports, we identified 189 findings across 
8 categories of the DOTMLPF-P framework. These find-
ings highlighted the benefits of the structure of the MHS 
to support the surge in need for clinical care experienced 
in the early phases of the COVID-19 pandemic. The find-
ings showed the negative impact of the incomplete MHS 
organizational transition on creating clear communica-
tion and policy implementation. The findings also showed 
an increased and expanded use of telehealth in the MHS 
and increased reliance on civilian sector services instead 
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of direct care. Finally, these findings illustrated disrupted 
clinical training and supply chains, as well as staffing 
shortages and burnout among MHS healthcare workers.

The findings on the impacts of the COVID-19 response 
in the MHS echo experiences elsewhere in the US health 
system and in other global healthcare networks. For 
example, Balser et al. [24], found that partnerships with 
organizations across US health systems were crucial to 
supporting public health aspects of pandemic care. The 
MHS response was defined by some of those partner-
ships as it engaged in the whole-of-government response 
and other civilian support missions; Koehlmoos et al. [25] 
and Goralnick et  al. [26], both acknowledge the impor-
tance of such civilian–military partnerships beyond 
disaster and emergency situations to increase health-
care system resiliency. El Bcheraoui et  al. [27], Haldane 
et al. [28] and Narain et al. [29] observed how pandemic 
responses exposed weaknesses in health systems world-
wide and demonstrated how health systems work within 
greater health, social and economic structures; the MHS 
likewise saw system weaknesses exposed by the pandemic 
response alongside new awareness as to how these weak-
nesses may be improved, largely in organization and pol-
icy findings. Kendzerska et al. [30] found that an increase 
in telehealth services may help alleviate future disrup-
tions and increase access, similar to the MHS experience 
with telehealth during the pandemic. However, Balser 
et al. [24] found that, like in the MHS, civilian health sys-
tem operations were impacted by inadequate materials 
and staffing resources, many of which were previously 
existing issues that were exacerbated by the pandemic. 
Berlin et  al. [31] and Popowitz [32] both show how the 
civilian healthcare workforce has experienced signifi-
cant negative impacts as a result of the pandemic and 
the healthcare system’s response to the pandemic which 
exacerbated an already tenuous situation; similarly, MHS 
reports consistently demonstrate the pandemic’s nega-
tive impacts on MHS healthcare workers, indicating that 
personnel is a continuing challenge for the MHS. Because 
the difficulties faced by the MHS are similar to many of 
the difficulties faced by civilian health systems during 
the pandemic, this indicates that some of the solutions 
employed by the MHS may also benefit other systems in 
future public health emergencies, such as building flex-
ibility into policy and planning and developing and nur-
turing in-house expertise.

A limitation of this work is that each finding is sorted 
under a single category for simplicity; it is worth noting 
that many findings could be classified under more than 
one category. Most of these reports were generated dur-
ing the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic, thus the 
impact of successive waves and new variants is unclear, 
and the reports do not reflect trends of continued stress 

on systems and personnel. However, the most recent 
reports [4, 9] indicate that many of the policy and organi-
zational challenges became less significant in year  2 of 
the pandemic, and challenges around materiel declined. 
At the same time, personnel challenges increased and 
became more urgent, although the exact nature of these 
challenges varied across the timeframe of the pandemic.

A strength of our study is the use of internal DoD 
reports and documents that were generated as a part 
of the 2021 NDAA that mandated a review of the MHS 
pandemic response. Although these documents would 
not ordinarily be included in scientific analyses, their use 
here will bring these reports and their results into the 
peer-reviewed literature. Another strength is the use of 
the DOTMLPF-P framework, which can be used to eval-
uate health systems, similar to the World Health Organi-
zation’s Building Blocks of Health Systems framework 
[33], but benefits from being more familiar to leaders in 
the DoD and MHS.

Conclusion
The results of the DoD-initiated reports on the MHS 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic suggest that the 
MHS was less than fully prepared to provide an imme-
diate and robust response to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
The MHS experienced miscommunications, delays in 
care and personnel challenges, similar to many of the 
problems seen in civilian healthcare systems. At the same 
time, the unique structure of the MHS placed it in a bet-
ter position than many civilian healthcare networks to 
respond quickly to the pandemic and prepare for future 
public health emergencies. These lessons, which under-
line the importance of communication and preparation, 
are relevant to civilian healthcare systems responding to 
COVID-19 and other similar public health crises in the 
future.

Disclaimer
The contents of this publication are the sole responsi-
bility of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the 
views, assertions, opinions or policies of the Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences (USUHS), the 
Henry M. Jackson Foundation for the Advancement of 
Military Medicine, Inc. (HJF), the Department of Defense 
(DoD) or the Departments of the Army, Navy or Air 
Force. Mention of trade names, commercial products 
or organizations does not imply endorsement by the US 
Government.

Abbreviations
DoD	� Department of Defense
DOTMLPF-P	� Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Person-

nel, Facilities, and Policy framework
MHS	� Military Health System



Page 8 of 9Pomer et al. Health Research Policy and Systems  (2024) 22:5

MTF	� Medical treatment facility
NDAA	� National Defense Authorization Act
PPE	� Personal protective equipment

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1186/​s12961-​023-​01093-4.

Additional file 1. A table listing all findings from reports in the study, 
organized by DOTMLPF-P category.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions
A.P.: study concept and design, interpretation of the data, drafting of the 
manuscript, critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual con-
tent, and approval of the final draft of the manuscript. S.M.: study concept and 
design, interpretation of the data, drafting of the manuscript, critical revision 
of the manuscript for important intellectual content and approval of the final 
draft of the manuscript. C.C.: study concept and design, interpretation of the 
data, critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual content and 
approval of the final draft of the manuscript. J.P.M.: study concept and design, 
interpretation of the data, critical revision of the manuscript for important 
intellectual content and approval of the final draft of the manuscript. A.J.S.: 
critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual content and 
approval of the final draft of the manuscript. J.S.W.: critical revision of the 
manuscript for important intellectual content and approval of the final draft 
of the manuscript. T.P.K.: study concept and design, interpretation of the data, 
drafting of the manuscript, critical revision of the manuscript for important 
intellectual content and approval of the final draft of the manuscript.

Funding
This study was funded through the Military Health System Response to 
COVID-19 (MiHReC) project by the Department of Defense, Defense Health 
Agency (award #HU0012120089). The funding agency played no role in the 
design, analysis or interpretation of findings for this study.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Center for Surgery and Public Health, Brigham and Women’s Hospital, 1620 
Tremont Street, Boston, MA 02120, United States of America. 2 Henry M. 
Jackson Foundation for the Advancement of Military Medicine, Bethesda, MD, 
United States of America. 3 Uniformed Services University of Health Sciences, 
Bethesda, MD, United States of America. 4 Department of Global and Com-
munity Health, George Mason University, Fairfax, VA, United States of America. 
5 Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, Brigham and Women’s Hospital, Boston, 
MA, United States of America. 6 Department of Health Policy and Manage-
ment, Harvard Medical School, Boston, MA, United States of America. 

Received: 23 December 2022   Accepted: 18 December 2023
Published: 8 January 2024

References
	1.	 Tanielian T, Farmer C. The US military health system: promoting readiness 

and providing care. Health Aff. 2019;38(8):1259–67. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1377/​hltha​ff.​2019.​00239.

	2.	 Adirim T. A military health system for the twenty-first century. Health Aff. 
2019;38(8):1268–73. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1377/​hltha​ff.​2019.​00302.

	3.	 116th Congress. H.R. 6395—William M. (Mac) Thornberry National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2021. 2021 Jan 1 [cited 2022 Dec 
22]. 1482 p. Available from: https://​www.​congr​ess.​gov/​bill/​116th-​congr​
ess/​house-​bill/​6395.

	4.	 United States Department of Defense. Report to Congressional Defense 
Committees: COVID-19 military health system review panel. Washington, 
DC: Department of Defense; 2023 Mar. 21 p. Available from: https://​
www.​health.​mil/​Refer​ence-​Center/​Repor​ts/​2023/​03/​10/​COVID-​19-​Milit​
ary-​Health-​System-​Review-​Panel.

	5.	 Paré G, Trudel M-C, Jaana M, Kitsiou S. Synthesizing information systems 
knowledge: a typology of literature reviews. Inf Manag. 2015;52:183–99. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​im.​2014.​08.​008.

	6.	 Cronin P, Ryan F, Coughlan M. Undertaking a literature review: a step-by-
step approach. Br J Nurs. 2008;17(1):38–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​12968/​bjon.​
2008.​17.1.​28059.

	7.	 Koehlmoos TP, Korona J, Janvrin ML, Madsen C, Schneider EB. Rapid 
environmental scan of the United States’ health services system surge 
capacity in support of the military health system. Bethesda: Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences; 2020. p. 30.

	8.	 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Manual for the operation of the joint capabilities inte-
gration and development system. United States Department of Defense; 
2018 Aug 31 [cited 2022 Dec 22]. 341 p. Available from: https://​www.​acq.​
osd.​mil/​asda/​jrac/​docs/​2018-​JCIDS.​pdf.

	9.	 Office of the Inspector General of the United States Department of 
Defense. Evaluation of Department of Defense military medical treat-
ment facility challenges during the coronavirus disease-2019 (COVID-19) 
pandemic in fiscal year 2021. Office of the Inspector General, Department 
of Defense; 2022 Apr 5 [cited 2022 Dec 22]. 60 p. Report No.: DODIG-
2022-081. Available from: https://​www.​dodig.​mil/​repor​ts.​html/​Artic​le/​
29905​65/​evalu​ation-​of-​depar​tment-​of-​defen​se-​milit​ary-​medic​al-​treat​
ment-​facil​ity-​chall​en/.

	10.	 Holland RA, Thompson PM. Global health engagement and security 
activities. Arlington: Institute for Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 14.

	11.	 Holland RA, Luan WP. Public health. Arlington: Institute for Defense Analy-
ses; 2021. p. 12.

	12.	 Holland RA, Lindley JM. Governance and organization. Arlington: Institute 
for Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 10.

	13.	 TRICARE Working Group. NDAA 2021, Section 731: Novel COVID-19 virus 
after action report. United States Department of Defense; 2021. 7 p.

	14.	 Holland RA, John S. Medical force structure and manning. Arlington: 
Institute for Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 10.

	15.	 Holland RA, Davis JM. Research, diagnostics, and therapeutics. Arlington: 
Institute for Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 11.

	16.	 Holland RA, Barber MDM. Operational capabilities and support. Arlington: 
Institute for Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 8.

	17.	 Crispell R, Woodard C, Mullin K, Moreh Y, Meyer EG. Military medical stu-
dents’ perspectives on medical education in the COVID-19 era. Mil Med. 
2022;187(1/2):9–11.

	18.	 Holland RA, John S. Medical education and training. Arlington: Institute 
for Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 10.

	19.	 Holland RA, Ghosh P. Logistics and technology. Arlington: Institute for 
Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 9.

	20.	 Holland RA, Szlendak ZN. Financial impact. Arlington: Institute for 
Defense Analyses; 2021. p. 12.

	21.	 Du Bois J. Query on staffing advocacy as reported in the MHS COVID-19 
lessons learned database. Arlington: Institute for Defense Analyses; 2021. 
p. 75.

	22.	 Holland RA, Van Pay LM. Policy. Arlington: Institute for Defense Analyses; 
2021. p. 9.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-023-01093-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-023-01093-4
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00239
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00239
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00302
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-bill/6395
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-bill/6395
https://www.health.mil/Reference-Center/Reports/2023/03/10/COVID-19-Military-Health-System-Review-Panel
https://www.health.mil/Reference-Center/Reports/2023/03/10/COVID-19-Military-Health-System-Review-Panel
https://www.health.mil/Reference-Center/Reports/2023/03/10/COVID-19-Military-Health-System-Review-Panel
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.08.008
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjon.2008.17.1.28059
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjon.2008.17.1.28059
https://www.acq.osd.mil/asda/jrac/docs/2018-JCIDS.pdf
https://www.acq.osd.mil/asda/jrac/docs/2018-JCIDS.pdf
https://www.dodig.mil/reports.html/Article/2990565/evaluation-of-department-of-defense-military-medical-treatment-facility-challen/
https://www.dodig.mil/reports.html/Article/2990565/evaluation-of-department-of-defense-military-medical-treatment-facility-challen/
https://www.dodig.mil/reports.html/Article/2990565/evaluation-of-department-of-defense-military-medical-treatment-facility-challen/


Page 9 of 9Pomer et al. Health Research Policy and Systems  (2024) 22:5	

	23.	 Holland RA, Rieksts BQ. TRICAR0E. Arlington: Institute for Defense Analy-
ses; 2021. p. 9.

	24.	 Balser J, Ryu J, Hood M, Kaplan G, Perlin J, Siegel B. Care systems COVID-
19 impact assessment: lessons learned and compelling needs. NAM 
Perspectives. Washington DC: National Academy of Medicine; 2021. 29 p. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​31478/​20210​4d.

	25.	 Koehlmoos TP, Korona-Bailey J, Janvrin ML, Madsen C, Schneider E. The 
collaborative research and service delivery partnership between the 
United States healthcare system and the U.S. military health system dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic. Health Res Policy Syst. 2022;20:81. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12961-​022-​00885-4.

	26.	 Goralnick E, Elster E, Woodson J. Improving care during peacetime, war, 
and disasters: a call for agile military civilian strategic alliances. Ann Surg. 
2022;276:e657–8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​SLA.​00000​00000​005606.

	27.	 El Bcheraoui C, Weishaar H, Pozo-Martin F, Hanefeld J. Assessing COVID-
19 through the lens of health systems’ preparedness: time for a change. 
Global Health. 2020;16:112. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12992-​020-​00645-5.

	28.	 Haldane V, De Fou C, Abdalla SM, Jung A-S, Tan M, Wu S, et al. Health 
systems resilience in managing the COVID-19 pandemic: lessons 
from 28 countries. Nat Med. 2021;27:964–80. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​
s41591-​021-​01381-y.

	29.	 Narain JP, Dawa N, Bhatia R. Health system response to COVID-19 and 
future pandemics. J Health Manag. 2020;22(2):138–45. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​09720​63420​935538.

	30.	 Kendzerska T, Zhu DT, Gershon AS, Edwards JD, Peixoto C, Robillard R, 
et al. The effects of the health system response to the COVID-19 pan-
demic on chronic disease management: a narrative review. Risk Manag 
Healthc Policy. 2021;14:575–84. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2147/​RMHP.​S2934​71.

	31.	 Berlin G, Lapointe M, Murphy M, Wexler J. Assessing the lingering impact 
of COVID-19 on the nursing workforce. McKinsey & Company; 2022 May 
[cited 2022 Dec 22]. 11 p. Available from: https://​www.​mckin​sey.​com/​
indus​tries/​healt​hcare-​syste​ms-​and-​servi​ces/​our-​insig​hts/​asses​sing-​the-​
linge​ring-​impact-​of-​covid-​19-​on-​the-​nursi​ng-​workf​orce.

	32.	 Popowitz E. Addressing the healthcare staffing shortage: An exploration 
of why the industry is losing thousands of workers, and how that’s put-
ting the health of healthcare at risk. Definitive Healthcare; 2022 Oct [cited 
2022 Dec 22]. 24 p. Available from: https://​www.​defin​itive​hc.​com/​resou​
rces/​resea​rch/​healt​hcare-​staff​ing-​short​age.

	33.	 World Health Organization. Monitoring the building blocks of health 
systems: A handbook of indicators and their measurement strategies. 
Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization; 2010 [cited 2022 Dec 
22]. 110 p. Available from: https://​apps.​who.​int/​iris/​handle/​10665/​258734.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.31478/202104d
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-022-00885-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-022-00885-4
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000005606
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00645-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-021-01381-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-021-01381-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972063420935538
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972063420935538
https://doi.org/10.2147/RMHP.S293471
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/healthcare-systems-and-services/our-insights/assessing-the-lingering-impact-of-covid-19-on-the-nursing-workforce
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/healthcare-systems-and-services/our-insights/assessing-the-lingering-impact-of-covid-19-on-the-nursing-workforce
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/healthcare-systems-and-services/our-insights/assessing-the-lingering-impact-of-covid-19-on-the-nursing-workforce
https://www.definitivehc.com/resources/research/healthcare-staffing-shortage
https://www.definitivehc.com/resources/research/healthcare-staffing-shortage
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/258734

	The response of the Military Health System (MHS) to the COVID-19 pandemic: a summary of findings from MHS reviews
	Abstract 
	Introduction 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusion 

	Background
	Methods
	Findings
	Doctrine
	Organization
	Training
	Materiel
	Leadership
	Personnel
	Facilities
	Policy

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Disclaimer
	Acknowledgements
	References


