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Unity of Command for Joint Acquisition:  A Key to Transformation
Introduction

Changes enabled by…technology have taken the potential of joint operations to a new and unprecedented level, and that is more than just a platform change.  It requires a change in the way we organize and it requires changes in organizational culture. (Wolfowitz:  3-4)

On 23 February 2004, the Department of Defense (DOD) announced the cancellation of the Army’s Comanche helicopter program after sinking into it 21 years and $6.9 billion of cost.  The Army and DOD realized that the platform, designed against Soviet forces, did not satisfy the need for a lighter and more flexible aircraft in battling insurgent forces (Seattle Post-Intelligencer: 1).  In sharp contrast is the V-22 Osprey program, under development since the early 1980s.  The Marine Corps and Congress have kept that platform alive when some have suggested that already existing helicopters can fulfill the requirements (Bolkcom: 1-7).  These are but two examples of current acquisition programs that are and are not meeting the mandate set forth by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)—breaking the paradigm set forth in decades during the Cold War.  

Two strategic tenets
 supporting the defense policy goals of Assure, Dissuade, Deter, and Decisively Defeat (ADDD) have the DOD shifting to a capabilities-based approach to deal with potential threats while transforming the defense establishment over time (QDR: 11-16).  This shift to a capabilities-based approach is a radical but necessary departure from the standard business practice allowing an affordable, flexible, and maintainable fighting force well into the future.  DOD will transform how it fights (i.e., jointly), how it conducts business, and how it works with interagency and multinational partners (TPG: 1-6).  Acquiring transformational capabilities is pivotal to smaller, scalable, rapid forces that “must be better able to integrate into combined operations” (QDR: 32-47).  This is a tall order that will take much effort on the part of the nation and its government to achieve.  Many questions arise when examining this complex issue.

Who is best suited to spend DOD money to acquire the capabilities necessary to effect transformation for the joint force?  Possibly the Services are, with their Title 10 authority to organize, train, and equip forces.  Maybe best suited are joint agencies or combatant commands who plan and execute joint missions.  Congress should create legislation codifying Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) as the sole agent responsible for joint acquisition, and have DOD specify that role for JFCOM in the next Unified Command Plan (UCP).   

Current Process for Acquisition and Joint Interoperability
The release of the latest UCP, dated 17 April 2002, presented the most significant command structure reforms of the DOD since the post-World War II era.  Part of the reorganization was tailored to enhance the transformation set forth by the Secretary of Defense.  JFCOM, relieved of geographical responsibilities, became a functional unified command focusing on transformation, joint experimentation, joint training, joint doctrine development, joint force providing, and joint interoperability (JFQ: 62-68).  Specific details on JFCOM’s roles have come out from the Secretary’s Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG)
, policy letters, public law, and been incorporated/codified in Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Instructions (CJCSI).  These changes give JFCOM a unique role within DOD to ensure that the department is acquiring the right systems for the right purpose for use by a joint force.  To examine the full effect of the changes in the latest UCP, it is necessary to look at the previous requirements and acquisition process.  

A system or capability came about in the past as a result of a validated requirement through the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC).  The concepts and ideas were generally Service-driven, leading to stove-piped systems lacking joint focus.  It was the job of the Joint Warfare Capabilities Assessments (JWCA) teams to assist the JROC in linking the warfighting requirements to the systems development and acquisition, and resourcing through the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS).  Even with this high-level oversight, deconfliction between systems was necessary.  There was often duplication of effort, and systems did not necessarily integrate properly.  While the needs of the Services were being satisfied, the joint warfighter’s needs were not prioritized and met (Bowman: 3).  Interoperability was a resulting casualty that was more an afterthought in this “bottom-up” stove-piped approach.  The new requirements and acquisition system tries to rectify these problems by using a capabilities-based “top-down” approach.

The new process relies on the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)
 to tie the Defense Acquisition System, through DOD 5000-series instructions
, and the now Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution (PPBE) process (formerly PPBS), in transforming military forces to carry out joint warfighting missions.  JCIDS restructures the old process, but keeps the JWCA analytical support the JROC needs to perform its mission.  The purpose of JCIDS is to identify and describe capability gaps, provide a broader and better review of capability proposals, engage the acquisition community early in the process, allow a mechanism for the JROC and the CJCS to prioritize capability gaps/proposals, and improve coordination with other departments and agencies.

JCIDS is based on national-level guidance and overarching concepts to link to the newly developed Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC)—the link between current and desired capabilities (Figure 1).  National guidance drives the process.  JCIDS identifies capability gaps—it then ensures that new capabilities are “born joint,” and developed within a joint warfighting context (CJCSI 3170.01C: A-1 - A-15).
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Figure 1. Top-down Capability Need Identification Process (Keyner: 4).


The coordination between JCIDS and the DOD 5000-series is designed to ensure effective integration of the capabilities identification and acquisition process (Figure 2).  This has given the JROC greater influence on system acquisition to allow for early and repeated “gates” to verify joint interoperability and viability (CJCSM 3170.01: C-1 - C-10).  Previously the JROC approved a program’s Mission Needs Statement (MNS)—now Initial Capabilities Document (ICD)—at milestone A (MS A) and the Operational Requirements Document (ORD)—now the Capability Development Document—at milestone B (MS B).  The JROC now has program influence through the acquisition process at other milestones, ensuring that the program will meet desired capabilities supported by the JOpsC.  Sound Joint Operating Concepts are the foundation for the JCIDS process to be effective for program acquisition to facilitate transformation of the joint force.  
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Figure 2. JCIDS integration into acquisition milestone decisions (Bowman: 13).


JFCOM is responsible for the development and validation of joint concepts proposed by combatant commands and Defense agencies used in JCIDS as the joint force integrator and champion for joint interoperability (JFQ: 68).  Per the Secretary, Commander JFCOM (TPG: 12-13)

is responsible for coordinating concept development and experimentation efforts of the Combatant Commands.  He is also responsible for concept development and experimentation on CJCS-directed joint concepts and other joint concepts, integrating the results from these and other Combatant Commanders’ experiments, and for recommending to the CJCS modifications to existing joint concepts.  The Commander, JFCOM is also responsible for a joint transformational roadmap to achieve joint capabilities required by joint concepts.

JFCOM has also been identified as the DOD executive agent for joint experimentation in supporting JOpsC development (CJCSI 3010.02A: A-1-32).  All of JFCOM’s roles and responsibilities are in support of the Secretary’s transformation to a joint coherent fighting force.

Under the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2004, JFCOM received Limited Acquisition Authority (LAA) under Title 10 from Congress.  The Commander, JFCOM, has been delegated authority by the Secretary of Defense, with the ability to develop and acquire equipment for battle management command, control, communications, and intelligence, as well as any other equipment that facilitates joint forces in military operations or enhances interoperability.  This LAA is valid for only three years, from FY2004 through FY2006, but it now gives JFCOM an initial capability to truly support the joint force (NDAA FY2004: 1554-1555).  While an excellent start, this is just a temporary measure to carry DOD over until systems can truly be “born joint.”  JFCOM’s LAA needs to strengthened, extended, and broadened in scope to transforming the joint force.

The current very strong Secretary of Defense has reined the Services into marching towards his transformational vision as outlined in the QDR.  The Services are working hard towards a joint force as evidenced by recent operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.  There could be a return to Service parochialism when there is a change in the Secretary of Defense.  A reduced Defense budget could bring a return to Service in-fighting to the detriment of joint forces and joint capabilities.  Transformation will succeed only if the Services truly embrace the tenets laid out by JCIDS to plan, acquire, develop, and equip for the future with systems/capabilities that are “born joint.”  The only way that will be accomplished is through a monumental change in the organization and responsibilities of how DOD conducts joint acquisition.  Therefore, JFCOM should be given the sole responsibility for joint acquisition through UCP changes and supporting Congressional legislation.  

Analysis and Recommendations

Joint integration needs to be vigorously managed, acquired jointly using specified joint standards and trained periodically as a joint entity.  Viewing integration from a purely technical aspect fails to properly frame the principle.  Attempting to provide joint integration using only service and agency systems and technical approaches will result in continued deficiencies in joint force capabilities.  Integrating disparate systems as an afterthought is a technique prone for failure.  (Saputo: 24) 


Making successful changes in strategic direction of a large organization is perhaps the most difficult task facing presidents or chief executive officers in the civilian business world.  A rough order of magnitude figure for the difficulty faced by the CJCS in shifting the military toward a truly joint force can be found by multiplying the complexity of that task by twenty.  While the Goldwater-Nichols Act, the JWCA, JCIDS, the Secretary’s TPG, and the JOpsC were impressive steps in the right direction, the current requirements, acquisition, and resourcing process still foster redundancy, interoperability problems, and waste.  
While the recent Limited Acquisition Authority granted to JFCOM by Congress can assist in correcting interoperability problems, it is merely a “Band-Aid” fix that actually creates a greater acquisition bureaucracy.  Although granting JFCOM the ability to rapidly develop and field joint items to assist the combatant commanders is in itself a good thing, it further disjoints the overall requirements and acquisition process by creating ad-hoc solutions to stove-piped systems after their fielding, rather than fostering joint solutions at the outset of program development.  Despite these shortcomings, Limited Acquisition Authority should continue, and even be extended beyond the current authorization of three years, but only until JFCOM can assume the lead role for joint requirements and acquisition.
A truly joint force can be achieved with greater efficiency and less friction if the Services’ requirements, acquisition, and resourcing functions, including control of funding appropriations, are administered or adjudicated by a single commander, JFCOM.  The concept of a single unified commander conducting these functions is not unprecedented.  The U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM) uses this type of system, allowing special operations forces (SOF) to maximize the return on their investment—or get more “bang for the buck.”  This is achieved in large part due to unity of command and unity of effort within SOCOM that determines requirements, negotiates contracts to acquire systems that meet the requirements, and then resources them.  The entire process, providing solutions to requirements across all Service components of SOF, is under the control of a single commander.

The Assessment Directors (ADs)
, charged with allocating resources in SOCOM by the commander, know the overall available resources and requirements across the joint SOF spectrum, as well as the commander’s priorities.  By evaluating SOF requirements from a joint perspective within a single organization, the ADs can eliminate redundancy, unnecessary or outdated programs, and other forms of “fat” across the Future Years Defense Program to maximize their use of valuable taxpayers’ dollars.  If a shortfall in funding is identified, the ADs know where they can arrange cross-level funding between programs in a joint manner, rather than create competition between the Service component commands.  Shortfalls are predominantly overcome within the command and under its own budgetary constraints, nearly eliminating the need for intervention from outside of the command.

Another relevant concept toward joint acquisition employed at SOCOM is the functional alignment of its acquisition program executive offices (PEOs).  This functional alignment—currently Forces, Fixed Wing, Maritime and Rotary Wing, Intelligence and Information Systems, and Special Programs—rather than Service alignment greatly reduces, if not eliminates, Service-dominated resource allocation and program development.  The focus is on providing joint capabilities to SOF warfighters.  SOCOM’s structure contrasts starkly with the construct of the individual Service acquisition agencies and commands that are managed under the direct control of their respective departments.

A similar acquisition structure for conventional forces that incorporates the advantages of SOCOM in both unity of command and functional alignment could work just as well with JFCOM acting as the principal joint requirements and acquisition agent.  This reorganized structure, along with transfer of the authority to control requirements, acquisition, and resources, and the personnel to run it would provide a greater balance of power between the Services and the combatant commanders.  Responsibility for developing a program objective memorandum (POM) that includes research, development, testing, and acquisition activities, and the funding obligation authority that goes with it are crucial to the success of a proposal of this nature.  Funding obligation authority will solidify process control with the responsibility.  Both combatant commanders and the Services would then have to provide capability shortfall and requirement inputs and proposed solutions to JFCOM for consideration, funding, and development.  The Services and combatant commanders could also submit integrated priority lists (IPLs)
 to highlight concerns of resource shortfalls for required capabilities in JFCOM’s POM—a modification of current process where the COCOMs submit IPLs to the Services for funding.

In addition, Milestone Decision Authority
 in acquisition management should be modified into a collaborative process between JFCOM, the impacted or requesting COCOMs, and the applicable Services.  The JROC would provide oversight of the entire process, and would submit recommendations on any issues that could not be resolved to the CJCS; however, to maintain civilian control over the acquisition process, the Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics (USD(AT&L)), along with the Service Secretaries, would have oversight and certain veto authorities over JFCOM procurement actions.  Facilitation of the proposed changes to accomplish this task with limited Service bias would necessitate not only a restructuring of JFCOM’s staff, but also the creation of a new joint acquisition agency.

With regard to the JFCOM staff, the J-8 should organize into JOpsC Functional Concept Divisions (e.g., Joint Command and Control, Battle Space Awareness, Force Application, Focused Logistics, Force Protection, etc.), with each of these divisions manned by members from each military department, as well as knowledgeable civilians for continuity.  Manning these divisions in this manner would greatly reduce or eliminate the parochialism and stove-piping that can occur within the current system of Service-centric requirement generation, acquisition, and resourcing.  Each division would not look to a particular Service for a required capability, but would conduct an unbiased joint task operational assessment for the requirement to be filled, and determine which Service could best complete that task or function.  Similarly, the JFCOM J-8 staff would need to be reorganized accordingly to support the changing military environment.  Additional capability within the J-8 would need to manage the significant increase in programmatic and budgetary responsibilities in developing a significant POM with its substantial obligation authority; however, redundancy in function and effort would be eliminated due to establishment of control under a single command with unity of effort, rather than multiple similar efforts within each of the Service and department staffs, as currently exists.

Further, a new Joint Acquisition Command (JAC) should be created as a subunified command under JFCOM, built from elements of the individual Service headquarters’ staffs and materiel commands.  The JAC would have PEOs structured along functional lines that would evaluate capability requirements and develop systems to meet those requirements.  Like staffing of the JFCOM J-8, the JAC manning would take as PEOs members from each military department who were skilled in acquisition activities, as appropriate to their function, to develop and manage programs that were joint in nature and interoperable from their inception.  Some capability to address Service-specific legacy system interoperability shortfalls with new joint systems would likely be required for a period of time.  This function could be met by small, Service-centric Program Management (PM) elements within the JAC that had Limited Acquisition Authority similar to the current JFCOM LAA for the exact opposite purpose.  These elements could be dissolved once the Service legacy systems they supported were retired from the inventory.  A proposed structure for the JAC that meets these requirements is shown in Figure 3. 

Shifting the requirements, acquisition, and resourcing paradigms in this way would reduce redundant functions, provide substantial cost savings, and enable a joint force that is significantly more interoperable and capable across the spectrum of conflict.  This optimization of the return on investment is perhaps as important as ever as the nation faces the Global War On Terror, a rapidly approaching procurement bow-wave, and the mandate for transformation at a time where the national deficit reaches record levels.
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Figure 3. Proposed Joint Acquisition Command (JAC) functional structure and hierarchy.


The joint warfighting team benefits further by assigning these additional functions to JFCOM due to its current key specified tasks as joint force trainer, joint force provider, joint force interoperability manager, and joint tactics, techniques and procedures manager.  JFCOM is also currently the lead for the joint experimentation that is defining how the future joint force will conduct business.  It has the training facilities, forces, professional expertise, and first-hand lessons learned from its exercises that could be applied directly into defining, acquiring, and resourcing the future joint force.  The synergy that could be achieved by having JFCOM perform these recommended additional functions will be far superior to continuing a system where the individual Services perform these functions, even if some adjustments are made that would allow JFCOM and the JROC to provide additional oversight.
Another reason to shift these functions to JFCOM now is the DOD’s migration toward the business processes of evolutionary acquisition and spiral development
.  Requirements, acquisition, and resourcing will be significantly more dynamic in this type of environment.  Having the benefit of unity of command and unity of effort at JFCOM would facilitate dealing with these somewhat rapid acquisition processes that are driven by taking advantage of rapid changes in technology.  A better means to understand how a change in one platform or system will affect the entire joint force will be even more important, as the timeline for development and fielding will be significantly more difficult and compressed.  
One possible argument against having JFCOM responsible for joint acquisition centers on the idea that the friction between the Services actually fosters creativity and ingenuity.  While this may be true in some form, similar debates would occur within realigned JFCOM J-8 and JAC staffs due to the proposed divisions along functional lines.  Moreover, the professionals conducting these debates in JFCOM will not be suffocated by pressures from their respective Services in a competition to secure resources at the expense of their peers.  Also, as mentioned previously, the Services will be afforded other chances to voice their issues and concerns in many forums, including a revised IPL process.  The Services’ and COCOMs’ ability to bring forth issues to address capability shortfalls through means presented in the JCIDS, along with their participation in the JROC process, will still allow creativity to flow out of the Services and COCOMs while also providing “checks and balances” to JFCOM’s authority.  However, the results of testing and exercises conducted by JFCOM, combined with lessons learned provided by combatant commanders from recent conflicts, will often support the best course of action for development.

Another argument against having JFCOM assume these responsibilities is that it is too large a task, which would create span of control problems (The U.S. Commission on National Security-21st Century: 66).
  Actions taken in the years following the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 have divested JFCOM of its Homeland Security and Supreme Allied Commander-Atlantic responsibilities, which counters much of this argument.  The proposal advocated here is still a colossal task; however, as previously mentioned, SOCOM provides a successful example of the benefits of having acquisition handled by a joint warfighting commander to provide more rapid and useful results with greater joint capability.  Restructuring large portions of the DOD and Services’ acquisition communities and resourcing as detailed will allow JFCOM to successfully execute these tasks.  The reorganization will also remedy the shortfalls ADM Giambastiani saw when he investigated whether JFCOM should take on this exact role
—ultimately turning it down (Giambastiani:  17-18).  This Service to joint acquisition transition will be an enabler for DOD transformation that should and needs to be done.

A proposal for tasks to be completed to realize this major shift in doing business is shown below (Figure 4).  The changes should be implemented over enough time to allow the transition of authority and responsibility without great shock to the current systems.  Time will allow the Services to divest their principal responsibilities to JFCOM as it changes to become the lead for joint force acquisition.

	WHO
	WHAT
	WHERE
	WHEN
	HOW

	Joint Staff
	Refine JOpsC
	Pentagon
	FY04
	Solicit inputs and conduct working groups

	Joint Staff (Lead)/

JFCOM and Service Components (LNOs)
	Categorize current programs into JOpsC
	Pentagon or JFCOM
	FY04-FY05
	Top Down Review – Joint Operational Task Assessment Meetings/VTCs

	Service Components
	Categorize current programs into JOpsC
	Pentagon and other
	FY04-FY05
	Bottom Up Review – Joint Operational Task Assessment Assignments, Meetings, and VTCs

	Joint Staff/JROC


	Reorganize

Staff and Committees
	Pentagon
	FY05
	JOpsC functional alignment

	Service Components’ Requirements and Acquisition
	Reorganize programs along functional lines
	Pentagon and other
	FY06
	JOpsC results from Top Down and Bottom Up Reviews

	SECDEF/CJCS
	UCP Changes for JFCOM and JAC
	President
	FY06
	Propose UCP changes for JFCOM to be lead for Joint Force Acquisition and establish JAC as a sub-unified command

	SECDEF/CJCS
	Title 10 Changes for JFCOM and the Services
	Congress
	FY06
	Propose changes to Title 10 providing JFCOM with authority for joint program acquisition

	JFCOM
	Assume new role as Requirements and Acquisition Executive Agent
	Norfolk, VA
	FY06-FY08
	Transition applicable portions of Service Staffs to JFCOM, eliminate redundant portions of staffs

	Joint Acquisition Command (JAC)
	Establish command and functional PEOs and PMs
	TBD
	FY06-FY08
	Distribute applicable service staff elements and other resources


Figure 4. Proposed Reorganization Plan of Action & Milestones (POA&M) Strawman.


These proposed changes are principally targeted at the Service acquisition structures, and have no intention of subsuming SOCOM’s special and unique acquisition authority, nor any of the other specially designated unique niche acquisition agencies and their authority.  To do so would likely be as shortsighted as the current process for program acquisition that presents the quandary faced today.  In addition, oversight authority and responsibility should remain vested both at the department and Service levels for acquisition executives to provide a system of checks and balances on the new authorities of JFCOM.  This will ensure a healthy dialogue between the warfighting and administration and support chains of command within the DOD with respect to programs, systems, resources, and acquisition.

Conclusion

As initially discussed, the current process that is intended to meet joint requirements, where the Services develop programs independently, is inefficient and can be shortsighted.  Significant progress has been made over the past several years in identifying and starting to correct deficiencies in the outdated DOD acquisition process, but much work remains ahead.  Actions taken by Secretary Rumsfeld and the CJCS have helped start the process moving in the right direction.  In addition, recent assistance from Congress to provide the Commander, JFCOM, with Limited Acquisition Authority is another productive step in defense acquisition reform toward joint force acquisition.

Clearly, the changes to date, although significant and beneficial, are not sufficient to achieve objective joint force acquisition.  A bold initiative to provide for unity of command and unity of effort in joint acquisition is needed.  As has been detailed, Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) should be granted the authority and responsibility for all joint force acquisition, through a combination of changes to law, directives, and policy, to provide the best method for achieving a truly joint force that can meet the current and future tasks required of U.S. armed forces.  JFCOM has the ability to overcome Service bias in acquisition and enable unity of command and unity of effort in transforming the defense acquisition process and the joint force through a functionally aligned subunified command—the Joint Acquisition Command (JAC).  The JAC will be able to manage the significant resources and programs required by U.S. armed forces, ensuring that they are “born joint.”  Through JFCOM, the JAC will be able to help the DOD weather storms that may lie ahead with changes in administration, available defense resources, and national will, to ensure a vigilant focus on its charted tasks without political or parochial distractions.  

This proposal offers one feasible method for transformation through unified joint acquisition.  This will be revolutionary.  Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz’s statement still holds true in order to meet the needs to equip, support, and sustain the joint force:  “It requires a change in the way we organize and it requires changes in organizational culture.”  These organizational and cultural changes will be challenging, but hopefully through such reorganization and cultural shift, the joint community can avoid programs like the Comanche that no longer satisfy requirements.  Therefore, money will be saved and resources can be allocated to where they can most impact transformation to a truly joint force.  The recommendation and discussion presented can lay the groundwork for additional frank and open discussions between all concerned parties within the DOD and throughout the government.  These discussions will be able to determine how to transform and what is feasible to achieving true joint force acquisition success given the plethora of constraints and limitations in the current and future environment.  
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction

CJCSM
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Manuals

COCOM
combatant command

DOD
Department of Defense

DODD
Department of Defense Directive

DODI
Department of Defense Instruction

DOTMLPF
doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership and education, personnel and facilities

FOC
full operating capability

ICD
initial capabilities document

IPL
integrated priority list
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Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System

JFCOM
United States Joint Forces Command

JOpsC
Joint Operations Concepts
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Joint Requirements Oversight Council

JWCA
joint warfighting capabilities assessments
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O&M
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ORD
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OSD
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Plan of Action & Milestones

POM
program objective memorandum
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Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution
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RDT&E
research, development, testing, and evaluation

SOF
special operations forces
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� Seven strategic tenets are laid out in the 2001 QDR:  managing risk, capabilities-based approach, defending the U.S. and projecting U.S. military power, strengthening alliances and partnerships, maintaining favorable regional balances, developing a broad portfolio of military capabilities, and transforming defense (QDR:  13-16).


� The TPG describes a “clear, concise approach for transforming the [DOD].  It identifies the critical elements of transformation, assigns roles and responsibilities for promoting transformation, and describes how the Department will organize to implement transformational capabilities” (TPG: 1).


� JCIDS provides a “joint concepts-centric capabilities identification process that will allow joint forces to meet the full range of military challenges of the future” (CJCSI 3170.01C: 1-2).


� DODD-5000 series seeks to make DOD acquisition more responsive by decreasing bureaucracy and increasing the Program Managers' ability to use best practices, experience, and innovation to structure and execute the program. 


� The ADs are responsible for providing USCINCSOC (now Commander, USSOCOM) and the BOD (Board of Directors) independent, objective assessments of the components of capability (force structure, modernization, readiness, and sustainment) within SOF mission areas.  The ADs identify capability imbalances and solutions designed to improve combat capability and optimize resource expenditures.  These comprehensive assessments provide the analytical link between the elements of long-range national security strategy, SOF’s mid-range programming decisions, and the direction for short-range budget decisions (USSOCOM Directive 1-9: 7).


� “Each combatant command…is required to prepare a list of his most pressing warfare concerns which require the highest priority attention of DoD.  The IPL development process is a central part of the…efforts to organize their command’s thinking about the full range of programming activities and convey a sharp statement of their most critical concerns coupled with suggestions for the type and size of programmatic solutions to those concerns”  (USSOCOM Directive 1-9: GL-4).


� “The individual designated…to approve entry of an acquisition program into the next phase of development”  (CJCSI 3170.01C: GL-9).


� Evolutionary acquisition is driven toward fielding an initial capability in as short a time as possible with explicit intent of future ultimate capability in one or more increments.  Spiral development results from a known need/capability without a defined end-state at program initiation (DODI 5000.2:  3-4).


� In the case of Joint Forces Command (JFCOM), the commission strongly urges that its responsibilities be carefully defined and limited.  Many Joint Staff activities have been divested to JFCOM and new missions have been added, including homeland security, joint training, and joint experimentation.  Some have suggested further that JFCOM represent the CINCs in the requirements definition process.  Since the JFCOM commander is already dual-hatted as NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander-Atlantic (SACLANT), a span of control problem looms with the steady expansion of his duties.


� JFCOM would not have been given the personnel resources and acquisition professionals necessary to take on major force program acquisition at that time (Giambastiani:  17-18).  






