DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D. C. 203530 &g}o‘

29 August 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subj: Comments on Departmental Headquarters and National Military
Command Structure Studies — INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

The Departmental Headquarters Study and the Rational Military
Command Structure Study have been reviewed and my comments on the
Ignatius Study are attached. I have attached comments prepared by
the Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps
on the Steadman Study since it relates overwhelmingly to their roles
as members of the Joint Chiefs, outside the framework of the Military
Departments.

Both studies generally confirm that the Department of Defense
is well organized and properly structured to carry out its missions.
The study project directors have conducted thoughtful analyses of
complex issues and have produced reports that respond appropriately
to both Presidential direction and Office of Management and Budget
reorganization tasking.

: The majority of the recommendations contained in both studies
have been favorably received within the Department of the Navy.

Mr. Ignatius and Mr. Steadman should be commended for their highly
productive efforts, and I believe that portions of both studies would
be useful to Dr. Rice in the completion of his longer term study of

resource management.

B¢ James Woo y
Acting Secretary of the Navy
Attachments

Copy to:
Mr. Ignatius
Mr. Steadman
Dr. Rice
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COMMENTS ON THE IGNATIUS STUDY

Manpower numbers: Adjustments were made to OPNAV and Secreteariat
manpower figures without footnote or explanation. As a result,
the table in Exhibit III 1s in error and misleading. The column
containing 1978 strength figures should be footnoted as follows:

2/ The FY 1978 end strength for the Navy Secretariat has
been adjusted to transfer certain support personnel
from "Secretariat" to "Staff" in order to provide a
more meaningful comparison with the other services.

Comments on recommendations:

Use-the Armed Forces Policy Council, as it was chartered, to offer
the Secretary of Defense frequent advice in the formulation of
Defense policy.

Comment: Concur. A smaller meeting might usefully be held for
discussion after each AFPC meeting, consisting of the Secretary,
Deputy, and Under Secretaries of Defense, the JCS5, and the Service
Secretaries.

If recommendation no. 1 is implemented, the Commandant of the Marine
Corps, as a Service Chief, should be included as & charter member.
This would require legislative correction to Article 171 of the
Security Act.

Establish & Planning Office under the Under Secretary for Policy,
formally linked in liaison to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
with assignments including politico-military lomg-range planning
and contingency planning.

Assign the Under Secretary for Policy, working in close coordination
with the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Sctaff, to support the Secretary
of Defense in the development of Defense Policy Guidance governing
the Consolidated Cuidance for force structure and resource allocation
decision.

Comment: Concur. BSuch steps should improve informal communication

between 05D, the Military Departments and the JCS and help tie together
international political considerations, resource allocation, and wmilitary
planning. Such an office might be able to provide 3 more sharply defined
statement of national security interests and policies. Military plamners
could then develop operations and contingency plans to meet the objec-
tives of current U.S. national policy as interpreted by the planning office.

- W i o b s ot R4 - . F O VI T




»

Given the close association between national security policy, security
objectives, and contingency planning, the Navy Department supports the
recommendation that the director be an active duty sflitary officer. A
rough balance in this office between civilian and wmilitary personnel
would provide an appropriate mixture of skills and backgrounds.

The Ravy Department also agrees with the recommendation that this office
would be the best equipped and prepared to be the principal staff
element supporting the Secretary of Defense in the development of the
Consolidated Guidance {CG). Such an office could mwe definitively
outline the national security interests and cbjectiwes which U.S.
military forces should be designed to support.

Make further improvements in the Defense Systems Aeguisition Review
Council process to establish more clearly the primary and secondary
mission requirements of major weapons systems.

Comment: 1t is of key importance that the DSARC process remain the primary
tool for weapon system development decisions. This recommendation should
encourage early analysls of competing systems. The Resource Management Stud:
should further evaluate this recommendation as & part of ite examination of
the acquisition process,

Eliminate redundant and repetitive program reviews daring the budget

development process.

Comment: Concur. This is the most important of the project's recommendations
Viewed from the perspective of a Military Department there are at least

four separate staffs in 0SD, in addition to the OMB staff, that participate
in the two major annual reviews ~- the program review in the summer and the
budget review in the fall, Detailed review of programs by at least four
Congressional Committee staffs follow the Executive Branch reviews. These
reviews require a great deal of time and attention fxom senior officials.

Within the Executive Branch, the data required in the program review
have become sufficiently detailed over the years that the summer cycle
amounts to a review of a 5-year program budget. This year, for instance,
59 changes were made in the Department of the Navy P by the APDM
decisions, Of these the Navy Department lodged 2 reclama on 25 and
could effectively raise 7 as major issues.

The fall budget review then covers much of the same ground for the
budget year alone. If these two cycles could be umited, say in the
late summer and early fall after there were firmer figures for the
overall Federal budget, the savings in time would be very great for
all staffs and mapnagers concerned.
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Such a single review might usefully be preceded by & reviewof & few
major issues in the spring or early summer, issues of a sufficient
magnitude that they raise questions relating to the link between
policy and strategy objectives on the one hand, and wajor sswings in
resource allocation on the other.

If the current system is maintained, effective wmethods are sesded to
reduce the pressure on top managers by having their senior sssistants
work out mutually agreeable solutions, or st least highlight major

policy disagreements. For example, gerious consideration shewld be

given to holding systematic preparatory meetings before the Secretary's
APDM and Budget Review sessions; these preparatory sessions should be
between the relevant Under Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries of

OSD and the Military Departments, with appropriate uniformed military
participation. BSuch preparations could significantly incresse the

number of potential “out of court settlements," subject of cmrse to the
Secretary's final call. In this way disagreements about swh issues as
the proper program base from which to calculate manpower reseirewents,
costing assumptions for RIFs, the impact of A~76 contracting st policies,
the precise nature of requirements for flyoffs between competing aircraft,
the degree of program restructuring necessary to keep produrtion lines
open, and other such matters could prebably be resolved, sod eould certainly
be clarified, without drawing so heavily on the time of the Serretary and
Deputy Secretary, Service Secretaries, and Service Chiefs.

Again, the Resource Management Study should evaluate this recommendation
and the relationship between the acquisition process and the ¥¥BS.

Re-examine the decision to 1link manpower, reserve forces, amd Installations
end logistics responsibilities under a single Assistant Secxetary of Defense.

Comment: Implementation of this recommendation would fall whelly under the
purview of the Secretary of Defense. The Department of the Nawy can work
with either organizational structure selected for these fumrtfons in OSD.

Establish flexibility in the procedures governing rotation of Civil Service
executive-level personnel within and outside the Department of Defense.

Comment: Loncur.

Make multi-service assignments to Service Secretaries from time to tinme,
instead of to Under Secretaries or Assistant Secretaries of iefense.

Comment: Concur.




9.

10.

11.

Establish a formal role for the Service Under Secretaries oriented
to common lizison functions with the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Comment: Concur. As described in the comment to recommendation no. 5,
Service Under Secretary meetings with the appropriate Under Secretaries
and Assistant Secretaries of Defense would provide valuable prior
screening for program and budget meetings involving the Secretary of
Defense, the Service Secretary and the Service Chief.

Authorize the Service Secretaries, 1f they desire, to eliminate their
Agsistant Secretaries for Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics
functions, with the Service Secretaries carrying out their responsibilities
through the military heads of the respective functions and with the
assistance of the civilian staff in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense.

Comment: The Navy Department does not desire to implement this recommend-
ation and thus, as written, it is not applicable to the Navy. 1In light
of recommendation £, it is not clear how the ASD(HM,RASL) would accommodate
those additional functions allecated to the 08D etaff. Further, the scope
and frequently econtroversial nature of the responsibilities iInvolved makes
it improbable that the single 05D staff could serve its two masters
satisfactorily. The current organizational structure within the Navy
Secretariat is functioning well, permits the right degree of delegation,
and provides an adequate measure of supervisory controel.

Integrate, in each Military Department, the Research and Engineering
staffs now separately reporting to the Assistant Service Secretary and
the Service Chief, and concurrently, increase the number of development
and acquisition programs assigned for primary wmanagement authority to
the Military Departments.

Comment: The Navy Department does not concur with the recommendation

to integrate the EKesearch and Engineering staffs, A full integration

of all staffs dealing with research, engineering and acquisition would
require, in the Navy Department, reallocation of responsibilities between
two Assistant Secretaries, since ship acquisition is the responsibility
of ASN(M,RA&L). Further, such a total shift could disrupt the lines

of authority and accountability between the Service Chief and the

Service Secretary, clouding the responsibility for development of military
requirements, which is the clear responsibility of the Service Chief.

As an initial step to examine some of the objectives of this recommendatios,
the Navy Department is now examining the possibilities for combining

the technology base programs, to a greater degree than is now the

case, under common management., A short study has been commissioned
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to address this question under the direction of the Undex Secretary
of the Navy. The working group includes distinguished seleatists
and managers from industry, members of the Naval Research Mvisory
Committee, as well as Navy officers and civilians. The stedy will
address the merits, disadvantages, feasibility, and implisations of
more unified Navy management of the technology base. Fimlings will
be reported this October.

The Navy Department concurs in the recommendation to incresse the
number of development and acquisition programs assigned fw primary
management authority to the Military Departments.

Provide common access for both the Service Secretary and the Service
Chief to the Military Departments' Systems Analysis, Inspector General
and Audit $Service capabilities.

Comment: The Navy Department concurs with the intent of this recommendation.
It can be accomplished within existing procedures.

Continue the effort to reduce headquarters military &faffs Wy greater
dependence on subordinate commands, particularly in the material area.

Comment: The Navy Department does not concur with this yeooemendation.
The relevant Navy Department staffs have already been redaed to a level
of concern, and the trend toward further reductions should e halted.

To delegate headquarters responsibilities further would atremuate the
voice of the operational commands within the headquarters, aad dilute
the functions of policy making, planning and requirements determination
with those of managing material acquisition. The recommewdztion fails
to recognize the growing demands placed on the headquarters staff by
enlarged staffs and increased information requirements ostmide the

Navy Department. Efforts at detaliled management of Serviee projects

by staffs ocutside the Navy Department demand responsible ad responsive
counterparts at the headquarters staff on an equal footinmg. In addition,
no rationale is given ss to why either management effectiwmmess or cost
effectiveness would be enhanced by further delegation to the second
echelon. Indeed, such delegation can tend to obscure the wisibility

of assets, thus decreasing management effectiveness. !

1
i
1
!
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

Subj: National Military Command Structure (Steadman Study);
comments on

Encl: (1) CNO Comments on the Steadman Study

. In response to your request, I am forwarding my comments
7 the subject study for your consideration.

ol o

. By wz2y of summa:y. Mr. STEADMAN focused on the following
nestion: Can the National Military Command Structure, as
presently organizea, work well enough to copz with the

national security problems of the future? &8is study concludes
trnat there is room for improvement, and specifies several
changes which would:

N
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a. enhance the role of the Chairman, JCS.

b. place the Cnairman, JCS and the CINCs in the formal
resource allocation process.

¢. enhance the independence of tns Joint Staff by
changing the process through which joint military
advice is provided to the SECDEF.

d. assign a significant role in ths review of military
operational plans to the newly created Under Secretary
of befense (Policy).

3. I concur with the majority of the siudy recommendations.
By way of exception, 1 am concerned with thz recommendations
which act to isolate the Chairman, JCS from the Joint Chiefs,
Balanced military advice is developed through the close rela-
tionship of the CJCS to the Service Chiefs, and any degrada-
tion of that cooperation is bound to affect the Joint Staff
product,

4. 1 am generally satisfied with the current role which the
Cnairman and the CINCs play in resource allocation. However,

1 concur that this role can be enhanced through better applica-
tion by the Joint Staff. Growth in the Staff is not necessary
tc 29 macroanalysis of major programs. I fully susoort the
Cnairman's desire to represent the Joint Cnisfs on broad issues
of major importance and intend to provide him with increased
support in this regard,
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' 5. "Increased independence of the Joint Staff is also an area
- 0of concern. Present Joint Staff procedures permit full dis~
cussion by 211 participants with exception Lo the majority
view 1f warranted, and provision of higa leval guidance at
the outset of staff processing. All tne tools to implement
tne Steadman recommendations exist; they need only to be pro—
parly used to 'improve the gquality and timeliness of military

aavice.

6. Finally, there is considerable merit in establishing the
Urnder Secretary of Defense (Policy) as the central policy
coffice within OSD. This step should contribute to improved
guality of policy guidance to military olanners, resulting in
military plans which are designed to achieve national security
objectives, Nonetheless, a distinction must be preserved
between providing policy guidance and preparing military
plans. ‘These two functions are clearly sevarated now and
must remain so.

7. Detailed comments on the subject study are attached at
enclosure {1). The issues are presented in thne order in
wnich they appear in the study and avre crouped under the
major study subdivisions. For ease of reference, ithe page
number wnere the issue is found in the study is incloded
wit*h each issue statement. While the majority of ithe report
impacts on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, you may wish to address
your comments to those issues indicated by an asterisk,

A

T. B. VWARD
Admirdi, U. S$. Navy
Chief of Naval Operabions

-

-



. . ' CRO COMMENTS
ON NATIONAL MILITARY COM#AAND STRUCTU2E
. . {STEADMAN STUDY)

UNIFIED COMMAND PLAN

Issue l: JCS/SEC0EZF shiould review tne UC2 a2t least every two
years. {(p. 8)

Comment: The UCP reflects the realities of the moment,
Conditions change over time, reguiring a ,
pericdic review of command arrangeamznts. As an
example, a complete review was conducted in
18975, and specific issue revisions to the ycp
were conducted in 1%76 and 1577. A JCS action
on a major geographical assignment is in
progress,

It is clear that the (CP is an active docu~
ment which receives frecuent attention as
¢circumstances require. In acdition, the plan
is aaministratively revizwed annually by the
Joint S8taff. In view of the regular asnual
and special one-time reviews which adaress
the UCP, a requirement tc conduct & routine
periodic review is both vnnecessary and
unwarranted,

Issue 2: CINCs of unified commands should be selecied "on the

. % : basis of best qualified officer with coasideration
given to mission and forces assigned rather than
strictly to service affiliations.” ({p. 8)

Comment: fThere are several problens with depariure
from the Service affiliztion 0f the CINCs,
Random assigniment of Clils could adversely
impact on statutory grads limits by Service,
Rotation of billets betwzen the Services
would preclude any meaningful grooaing of a
suitable relief, For NATO, SACLANT is re-
quired to be a U.S. Naval Officer; periodic
changes would be awkwzrc.

On the positive side, the curreni Service
affiliation of the CItiCs reflects the considera-
tion that mission and forces assigned be
accounted for. 1In fact, the a2ssigned mission of
each CINC appears to be a principal factor
in the current selection of a2 commander.

The CINCs are currently selected according
to missions and forces a3signed, and the CNO
supports a continued effort to do so.

The recommendation sutggesis thnat the current
CINCs are not particulazly well chosen, a sug-
gestion that the record doss nol support. ©HNo
change in the present procedures is evidently
necessary.

Enclosure (1)




Issue 3: CINC's “"military diplomacy” role should be an
i important consideration when considering UCP
organization and functions. {p. &)

Comment: Concuz. A sscutity assistancs overview
strengthnens the QSO position wiin the State
_ Department on command arrangemrents overseas,

Issue 4: No need for unified commands to covar all areas
of the world., (p. 8}

»

Comment: Concur. ’

Issue 5: Special study snould examine component commands with
= a view toward identifying recundancies in functions
and personnel. The feasibility of consolidating the
components' logistic functions should be closely
examined. (p. 8)

Comment: Mr. STEADMAN indicated only tnazt this issue
was not studied and that possible redun—
dancies exist. Logistics functions are unique
to component commanders end any reduction in
component commands are likelv to be offset by
expanding the CINC staff. Further, consolida~
tion of logistics functions would pe most dif-
ficult in view of the coaplex wartime require~-
ments of the components. There is concern that
a consolidated system would lack the requirted
responsiveness, There is no evidence in the
Study tha* such a review would pe fruitful, and
therefore a massive reviaw effort is unwarranted.
A preferred alternative proposal would be to
encourage each CINC to study his Own components
before a special study is commissioned to
examine the entire issue.

EUCOHM

Issue 1: MIDEAST should remain witn EUCOM. (p. 12}

Comment: fThis recommendation concludes that the pre-
sent command arrangement is satisfactory.

Issue 2: EUCOM should continue to plazn for, and execute when
- directed, all contingency op2rations in MIDEAST.

(p. 12)

Coxment: This is the current practice.

it e
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Issue 3:

There should be sufficient flexibility in MIDEAST
planning to permit running of contingency Ops from
Washington with EUCOM in supporting role and/or
permit establishment of on-scene unified command
reporting either to EUCOM or washington, (p. 12}

Comment: There is sufficient flexibility in current

—— T Aoyt W

Izsue 4:

pr——

plans to permit the kincés of command arrange-
ments suggested in this isswpe. When a c¢risis
arises, there should be an estanlished command
arrangement which is known to all involved,
and crisis does not seem to be the azppropriate
time to change, A clear, wicdely understood
chain of command is the best preparztion for a
crisis requirement for repicé response in the
field. Mr. Steadman recognized (p. 13)

that, "those crises that were built around a
CINCs plan seemad to run moOre smootnly than
those that were predominately conducted ad hoc.*®

The military commander on the scene is best
prepared to take appropriate action. EUCOM
is prepared to take charge and should be per-—
mitted to do so. An altsinaie plan would be to
estaplish an on-scene unified command which
would report through the CINC.

While present arrangenents permit flexibility
in command and control, the preferred system
relies on the CINC to taxkes charge in a crisis
and report via a prearcenged chain of command.

JCS should examine the concept of a sub-unified
conmand for MIDEAST reporting to EUCOM ~— provide
JCS advice on proposal to SECDEF. (p. 13)

Comment: This issue is tied closely to the previous

Issue 5:

e e W,

issue on the MIDEAST. For the reasons al-
ready given, EUCOM has manayed 1ts 2zrea
effectively and should continue to do so,
Establishment of a sub~unifiad command would
require a pzrsonnel increase and would re-
quire negotiations to obtain a headguarters
location. However, while the present command
arrangement is satisfactory, a JCS examination
of the need for a sub-~unified commana

may o2 us=2ful.

Africa south of the Sahara should not now be assigned
to EuUCO#, (p. 13}




" Comment:

LANTCOM

A JCS review is now in progress on this issue.
Preliminary indications are that the JCS will

favor the current arrangament, leaving Africa

south of the Sahara unassign=d %o any CINC.

Issue 1: LANTCOM should retain presently assigned areas and

responsibilities. (p. 14)

Egmmenti

Concur.

Issue 2: JCS should review command arrangzments for 0.S..

maritime assets in the Atlaniic and #ed and deter-
mine whether they achieve op:iimuan efifectiveness for
U.S. and NATO Defense postures. (D». l4)

Commenti

PACOM

A review of the command arrangements would be
most welcome. JSCP provides certain in-place
naval forces {(the U.S. SIXTHPLT) for USCINCEUR
and the U.S. reply to the annual HATC Defense
Planning Review Questionnaire {DPQ) formally
assigns those forces to SACEUR. In the Allied
command Europe Order of Battle (ACE ORBAT), these
forces are further specified as being commit-

ted to CINCSOUTH, whose area of responsibility

is the Mediterranean.

peacetime employment of these forces is
sevesrely constrained by the DPQ reguirement
to maintain the forces in the vicinity of the
Mediterranean. While exceptions have been
granted by SACEUR, on a case by case basis, for
emnployment of these forces in the Rortn Atlantic
or Northern European watars, tne present in-
flexible command arrangements and the arti-
ficial boundaries dividing NATO's maritime
areas pose a continuing obstacle to flexible
employment, The naval forces deployed in
support of NATO should be able to respond to
the threat regardless of whethner it occurs
on the Southern or Nortnern Flank or in the
Atlantic.

Issue 1: PACOM should retain present areas of responsibility.

(p.

Egmment:

17)

Concur.




Issuve 2: Maximum flexibility should be retained in command
arrangements for Korea to permit present command
organization, direct command by Washington, or a
combination of the two to handle crisis/war. 1If
ciganizatlional decisions cznnot 52 made to accommo—
date these alternatives, then the decision should
assume a unified command reporting directly to
Washington, {(p. 17)

Comment: There is sufficient flexibility in current
plans to permit the kinds of command arrange~
ments suggested in this issue,

When & crisis arises, there should be an
established command arrangement which is
known to all involved., Crisis does not seenm
to be the appropriate tize to change., A clear,
widely understood chain of cormand is the best
preparation for a crisis reguirement for rapid
response from the field. Mc. STEADMAN recog-
nized that (p. 31) "thosz crises that were
built around a CINC's plan seemed to run more
smoothly than those that were predominantly
conducted ad hoc".

The military commander on the scene is

pest prepared to take apyropriate action,
The commander, U.S. Forces Korea, is Drepated
to take charge and should be permitted to do
50, reporting through thz assigned commander,
CINCPAC, :

Issue 3: Army component command should not be reinstated unless
convincing argument is presented that it would be
demonstrably more effective than current arrangement.
(p. 17}

Comment: The U.S, Army is currently reviewing this
issue, 1In view ¢of the awkward status
of the present Army representative, U.S.
Navy should support reinstatement of the Army
conponent command in the Pacific command,

REDCOM

Issue 1: Designate as a foral peoint for coordinezion of day-
* to-day aspects of mobilization/deployment planning
of all CIXNCs, particularly lift reguirements and

detailed follow-through during major reinforcements,

- JCS/JTB continue adjudication of major airlift/
sealift allocation. {p. 20}

5
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. Comment: This proposal is currenily unéer review by
: the Joint Staff. In addition, the JCS exer-
cise NIFTY NUGGET, scheduled for Fall 197s,
focuses on mobilization/éeployment matters,

Issue 2: Greater Naval and Marine forces participation in
* joint training exercises, (p. 20}

Comment: AL present, USN/USMC forces are only assigned .
to LANTCOM, PACON, EUCOM. The reguirement to
train and operate with those commands musi
necessarily take precedence. Realistic force
structure rules out any significant change in
current practice. )

Nonetheless, there mav be an opportunity to
train in the U.5. Ravy’s aission in sealift in
support of forces overseas. Tnis sealift could
be profitably exercised in scenarios like the
REFORGER series in Germany. Howaver, greater
participation, in addition to present commit-
ments, will mean increasad orerating costs,

Any increase in joint participation should be
within current funding consiraints and only in
exercis=s of mutual beneiit.

‘Issue 3: Broader, more active role in develceping jeint doc-
trine for all forces. {p. 21)

Cozment: There are very specific assignments of doc~
T trine responsibility to eazch of the Services.
DOD Directive 5100.1 and JCS Pub 2 are the
authoritative sources of these responsibili-

ties, including a statement that SECDEF may
assign doctrinal matters on joint operations
which are not otherwise assigned. Since
REDCOM is a supporting command, it currently
makes an important contribution in joint
operations by identifying shortcomings and
deficiencies noted durins exa2rcises. An
increased doctrinal role for those operations
in which REDCOM rootinely pacticipates, and
for which no Service has current responsibility,
can be supported.

Issue 4: Increased U.S. Navy and Harine participation on REDCON

* staff to achieve the foregoing cbjectives., (p. 21)




" Comment:

SOUTHCOMN

There is no obvious need to increase par—
ticipation on the REDCOit staff due to the
current limited USN/USHMC interface with REDCOM.
Howsv2r, snould REOCOM b2 given a large:
doctrinal role (see the previous issue),

. increased participation would become neces-
‘sary.

Issue 1l: Retain as is for period of negotiations and transfer
of responsibilities and facilities resuliing from
Panama Canal Treaties. (p. 22)

Comment:

Concur.,

Issue 2: On completion of Panama Canzl transfer, review
in light of then prevailing political-military
environment, (p. 22)

Commenti

SAC

Concur, althougn the review snould not focus
simply on the Canal responsibilities of USCINCSO.
Political-military repressntation, security
assistance requirements and contingency planning
responsibilities exist not only in tae Canal but
in all of Latin America &nd should bs considered
during the review.

No Recommendations

MAC

Yo Recommendations

Issue 1: Recently completed BAir Force studvy is under review
by appropriate authorities arnd, thersfor=, was not
discussed. (p. 24)




WARTIME/CRISIS MANAGEMENT

Issue 1: Chain ¢f command should be used.

-— 1f an element is by-passed, it zaould be fully
informed of developments,
—— .should be no confusion of proger flow of com- -

‘munications and focus of responsibility. (p. 32)

Comnent: Concur.

Issue 2: RCA decisions, during crisis, should be written and

- verified whenever possible,

Ul

~- oral decisions should be followad up immediately
in writing.
~~ feedback mechanism shoul¢ be established. (p. 32)

Commant: Concur,
Issue 3: A variety of BMCC-Centered CPX's responding to

realistic hypothetical crises should pe conducted
to test NMCS,

~- genior level policymaking personnel should be
encouraged to participate. (p. 32)

Comment: Concur.

MANAGEMENT OF UNIFIED/SPECIFIED COMMANDS

Issue 1: Role of CINCs be expanded to inclupde a partici-
® pating voice in determining requirements of forces
under his command. (p. 38)

Comment: The essential role of trhe CINC is to be
~  prepared to fight with the forces on hand.
A larger role, to include participation in
force reguirements, could divert the CINC's
attention from this task. In addition,

a programming role will very likely re~-
guire & pa2rsonnel increzse. The CINCs

now have an lnput to ths SECDS? througn
their guarterly readiness veperts, with the

prioritized list of USCINCEUR representing

a most useful submission. PFurtiner, the CIRC
can influence force requirements through sub-
mission of the R&D 1et:a:, input to the JSPDSA,
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comments on PDMs and the CG, and by working
with components in early stages of program
inputs to the Services.

The present system of cuarterly reports
appesars adequate., As an zltzrnative, the
component commanders could submit requirements

1t§r?ugh the CINCs as well as the Secretarial d
chain.

Issue 2: SECDEF designate CJCS as his agent for supervising
CINCs.

~- amend directives to indiczate SECDEF will trans-
mit orders to CINCs through CJCS who will act
in consultation with JC5 when time permits,

-= JCS remain as immediate military staff to
SECDEF. (p. 38)

Commant: ©DOD Directive 5100.1 specifies that the
chain of command runs froam the President to
the Secretary of Defense and through the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of
unified and specified coznands. The Chair-
man is now empowered to act on behalf of
the JCS when time constreins full consul-
tation, If the directives are rewritten

t0 preserve the JCS as the military staff,
and to reguire full conscltation when time
permits, it would strengtnen the role of the
JCS. Any attempt to strengthen and isolate
the Chairman from the JCS corporate body
should be carefully weighsd. It is impos-
sible to make a final judgment on this
issue until specific proposals are formu-
lated.

Issue 3: Services/JCS/0SD conduct an indepth review of readi-

* npess capabilities reporting o develop a system to
provide SECDEF detailed, thorough and well articulated
info on readiness and force capabilities, including
limitations, and recommendations for deficiency
correction. (p. 39}

ness reporting is

Comment: %he entire process of resdi
aadiness MHanage-

- under review by the DOD
ment Steering Group.



*

Issue 4:

4

CJCS, supported by CINCs, pe given formal role in
resource allocation planning and decisions. (p. 39)

Corment: Active pa:ticipation in the resource alloca~

*

. tion process requires a lzrge staff commit~
ment (in time and energy}) to bz properly
prepared for analytical zaa pudgetary com-
ment. Such an effort is lixkely to reguire
an undesirable increase in si2ff personnel,

The Chairman could pzrform a very usefual

role in supporting CIKC f2souzce allocation
issues of a broad capabilifies nature, re-
maining free of detailed systems analysis
issues. Tnis type of involvement of the
Chairman can be accomplisn2d within the
~existing resources of thes Joint Staff. Any
more detailed involvemeni, of a nature which
would require an increassz in the personnzl
of the Joint Staff, woulc divert the Chairman
from concentration on major resource issues
and be both undesirable 224 probably unwork-
able. His focus should sroperly be on mis—
sion areas and readiness deficiencies. In
creased Service and JCS input to the Chairman
on broad issues of warfigating capability would
be useful to strengthen the Cnalirman’s position
in relating the impact oif resource allocation
to the warfighting capapilities of the CINCs.

SECDEF AND 03D

Issue

in

L1

Issue 1:

specific national security policy guidance, which
sets objectives our forces shoulc be capable of
attaining, should be provided to JCS but without
undue detail about how they 2re to be attained.
(p. 47}

Comment: Concur. The provision of contise and clear

policy guidance is absolutely necessary in
order for military plannzrs to design opera—
tional plans to support national objectives,

SECDEF, DEPSECDEF, and seleciad k=y assistants
should regularly review current military opefational
planning. (p. 47)

10
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. Comment: One of the most important functions of 03D
- is to provide broad policy guidance to mili-
tary planners, so that operational plans will
accomplish national security oojectives. 1In
this regard 03D provides a statzment of whaz
is desired and military planners then deter~
_mine how to achieve the stated objectives.
© It should be most useful to receive policy
guidance as it applies to the assumptions and
objectives section of the plan to ensure that’
they reflect national objectives. Plan review
might be simplified by means of JCS brief-
ings for OSD officials involved in providing
policy guidance, Military planning per se
should properly remain with the JCS and
military departments.

sue 3: Role of Under Secretary for policy should include:

—-—

n

I

-= assuring national security policy and objectives
are provided to and reflected in JC5/Joint Staff
plans for contingencies/crises, conventional
wars, and tactical and strategic nuclear wars.

-- developing long range national securliiy policy
plans for consideration by the KCA,

~- assuring that national security objectives are

: - reflected in the CG and oiher PPBS documents.

-=- coordinating DOD input to national intelligence
matters.

- c¢oordinating the annual study, analysis, and
gaming program by DOD and ocutside agenciles to
resolve major issues in policy, strateqgy, force
planning, or resource allocation. (p. 47)

Comment: 7The roles specified above for the new Under
Secretary {Policy) provide a welcome con-
solidation in O0SD for central staffing of
military issues. Konethzless, some obser-
vations are necessary:

-- review of operational plans to assure
conformance with policy can be useful,
provided that final approval is main-
tained at the SECDEF/UNSECDEF level,

~— agsuring that nationzl security objectives
are reflected in the TG should be very
helpful in balancing the current systems
analysis flavor.

~- eoordinating the DOD intelligence input
must be very carefully nanaged 80 as
not to replace intelligence judgments with
policy statements. .

11
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-~ coordinating the annval study effort

should be a welcome step in eliminating

duplication of effort and could evenly

distribute the study leoad zaong the

agencies,

Tne concept of centrelizing tne policy point
of contact in the Usp(P) office is concurred in,
"but the JCS must remain responsible for military .
operational plans.

Issue 4: ASD(ISA), PA&E, Director Neit Assessment, and DOD
T Intelligence elements should repor:t to SECDEF
through USD(Policy) who would have tasking and co~
ordinating responsibility for these offices while
they would retain responsibility and control over
substantive judgments and evealuations of their
offices. (p. 48)

Comment: The N0 supports the effori to assign to
USD(P) tasking and ceoordinating responsibility
for ASD({ISA), PAXE, and the Director Net Assess~
ment. Provided that the Under Secretary of
Defense {(Policy) can handle 2l1 the roles
envisioned for him in the previocus issue,
aleong with the substantial tasking recommended
in this issue, there is only on=2 area of
concern, The pirector, DIA currently reports
to the Chairman, JCS on matters concerning
intelligence support to the JCS and the CINCs,
This separation of policy &nd intell igence
should be preserved.

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ANMD THE JOINT STAFF

Issue l: JCS should revise procedures to:

-~ make joint staff alone resvonsinle for auvthorship
of JCS papers.

- present comprehensive analvsis ¢f alternatives
whenever appropriate, encovraging expression of
differing views.

— provide initial high-level guidance to the Joint
Staff when appropriate {p. 64).

ONns recom-"

Comment: In actual fact, all of the p i
2. The Joirt

ot snvhe e

P 21

ovi
mended aopove are currenit procedu
Staff is responsible for euthorsnhip of papsrs
{with Service coordination)., Service Chiefs
have the means to express ciffering views,
and high level guidance has begen instituted.

Nonetheless, there is room for improvement

in tne quality and timeliness of military advice.

12




The Joint Staff is exploring ways to provide
alternatives. to improve claslty and brevity
without detracting from cor:ent, and to use
high level guidance from ths outset. Tha CNO
supports Joint Staff efforts to streanline and
improve staffing of join:t z:zpers.

Issue 2: SECDEF should reissue Gates RO with natrower defini-
* tion of joint assignments and Jdelegate authority to
determine exceptions only to »JCS (p. 65]).

Comment:; Familarity with, and participation in, the Joint
Staff process or joint staff billets is most
useful for our Flag Officers. Accordingly, such
experience should rightly b2 expected of a
majority of those officers. Nonetheless, there
are a significant number o0f Flag guality candi-
dates whose technical spmci»lity oL career pat-
tern prohibit such ass;grmé. .

Assignment to joint dulv whenever possible is
recommended, but the Gates aemorandum must have
sufficient latitude to permit Service exceptions.

Issue 3: BService Chiefs should commit their most outstanding and
= highly gualified officers to Joint Staff {p. 65).

Comment: CNO does not concur with this position., While
T 7 the Navy has taken steps :o upgrade the ex-
perience level of officers assigned to the
Joint Staff, the demands of other agencies
and staffs preclude assignment of all the
top talent to the Joint &taff. However, the
Navy will continue to provide a fair share
of top performing officers to the Joint Staff.

Issus 4: SECDEF should empower CJCS to obtain assignment to the
= Joint Staff any reguested officer, with temporary
exceptions determined by CJCS {p. 65).

Comment: The CNO does not concur., Such a policy, if
T effected on a large scale, would actually

penalize the Chairman. E2 would be select~
ing from a small span of resources known to
him, while BUPERS is able to nominate the
best gualified officers from the total Navy
assats. In addition, sugch arbitrary sszlection
could very well be detriirental to the caree:
needs of both the Service and the individual,
The present system accomuodates consideration
of requests by higher authority while permit-
ting alternative nominations of other guality
candidates. Such a process ensures that Navy
provides the highest posszible guality to the
Joint Staff.

13




. : . The Navy should consider favotrably any CJCS
reguest for an officer but snouvld retain the
Service prerogative to deteraine the needs of
the individual and the U.S. lavy.

2

tn
(4]

|4

That the Chairman, JCS be te onsible for providing
military advice fcoﬂ a natiornzl vievpolnt on program and
budget issues, and be given Joint Siaff support to make
broad program and budget judgemen:is. (p. 69)

50 o]
L9
na

Comment: The Chairman can clearly play a vseful role in
advising on broad resourcez ellocation issues,
as they relate to required wariignting cap-
abilities., He can perform this function with
the existing resources of the Joint Staff aug-
mented by Service inputs. There is evidence
that the new JPAM will evolve ipto a useful man-—
agement tool for providirg the Chairman with
program information on mzjor issues, without
the need to increase the numbar of personnel
involved in staff suppork. ¢ 15 both proper
and useful for the Chairman to provide inputs
on the macromanagement of defense resources,
Any role which would involve him in detailed
programming issues, or reguire an expansion of
the Joint Staff, would be counterpreductive to
sound management, and divert the Chalrman's time
and attention away from other, more critical
responsibilities.

Issue 6: That the Chairman be a voling memoer 0f the DSARC.

= (p. 69)

Comment: The Chairman is fully occupied with his many
statutory responsibilities., %o impose the
additional responsibility of DSARC staffing
and meetings is & significant 2adition to his
workload. Moreover, it would seem inappropriate
to insert the Chairman into the Service require-
ment problem at the Assistant SECDEF level.
Since the DSARC does not make decisions, but
simply recommends, the Chairman might better

~use his time to become feamiliar with major is-
sues of Service interest.

Issue 7: 1In consultation with JC5 and USD (Policy), manage an

annupal study, analysis, and gaming program conducted
by Joint Staff., SAGA, conirzct agencies, &nd the Ser-
vices as appropriate. {p. 65j

Comrnent: Coordination of the annual stpay effort should

T 77T be a welcome step to ensure elimination of
duplication and to evenly disiribute the joint
study workleoad. The Services should continue
to manage their own Service-relzted studies,

14
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NATIONAL MILITARY ADVISORS

Issua 1l: If earlier recommendations oriented toward streng-

- thening the Joint Staff and ta= role of the CJICS do
not cure mucn of the dissatisiaction with joint for-
mal advice, separation of the joint advice and command
functions from those of Service administration would .
become necessary.

-
[
-
LS
3

-- night be accomplished by estadblishment of NMA,
(p. 70) -

Comment: This is a drastic, controversial proposal which
could not be accomplishec in an evoluticnary
manner. Navy supports many of the recoa-
mendations of the Study which strengthen the
rocle of the Chairman, JCS and which seek to
streamline the joint process. The CNO believes
that such measures are preferable to a body
like the kMA, which would have authority but
no responsibility.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

WASHINGTON. D.C. 200D
W REMY REFEX TO

PL2~JTB-hws
S AUG w978

-

UNCLASSIFIED

MEiiORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

Subj: Request for Comments on Departmental Hesdquarters and
National Military Conmnmand Structure Stwdies

Ref: (a)} SecNav Memo of 14 July 1978; same subject

Encl: (1) Marine Corps Comments on Departmemtal Headquarters
Study (IGNATIUS Study)
{(2) Marine Corps Comments on Nationzl Eilitary Command
Structure Study {(STEADMAN Study)

1. The Marine Corps' response to reference {a) is contained
in enclosures (1) and {(2). Enclosure (1) contains comments
on each of the thirteen recommendations listed in the Depart-
mental Headquarters Study while enclosure (2) provides com-
ments and the Marilne Corps' position, with supporting ration-
ale, relative to the National Milltary Commang Btructure
Study.

2. " The subject studies have highlighted important aspects
of management technliques and functlons, as well as the de-
cision-mzking process, within the Departiment of Defense.
These highlighted aspects are, for the nost part, believed

to bes the result of the evolutionary developments of national
security concerns.

a. The majority of the recommendations comtained in each
of the subject studles are viewed with favor. %Yhose recom-
mendations in enclosure (2) dealing with policy guidance, the
role of the Under Secretary for Policy, and wartime/crisis
management are believed to be particulariy wortky of posi-
tive consideration. These recommendations can be enthuslas-
tically endorsed and fully supported by the Ferine Corps.
Thelr early adoption should enhance both effectiveness and
efficiency in performing the national security mission today
and in the future,

b. Some of the recommendations cannot be fully sup-
ported as it is believed their adoption would mot enhance
total effectiveness. Those recommendations in enclosure (2)
dezling with the assignment of officers to ths Joint Staflf
are worthy of mention. The Marine Corps has, throughout its
association with the JCS, assigned the best gualified offi-
cers to those duties associated with the Joint Staff. (As a
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- UNCLASSIFIED PL2-JTB-hws

$ubj: Request [or Comments on Departmental Headquarters and
lational Military Command Structure Studles

matter of interest the Marine Corps assigns a higher per-
centage of its own headquarters officers to matters dealing
with JCS than any other Service.) The Service Chiefs are
in the best position to determine who their most qualified
officers are for Joint Staff duty and 1% is believed they
should retain-assignment authority.

c. It is further believed pruden: to withhold detailed
comment and further action on those recommendations concerned
with resource allocation measures untll the separate Defense
Resource Management Study is received and reviewed.

3. A resume of those STEADMAN Study recomzendastions consid~

ered most significant, with the Marine Corps' position and
rationale, are provided separately at the tzd to enclosure

(2), for quick reference.
A@WSW

LOUIS H. VWILSON
Genezal, U. S. Maine Corps
Commandcnt of the Marine Corps
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3.

MARINE CORPS COMMENTS ON NATIONAL MILITARY COMMAND STRUCTURE
STUDY (STEADMAN STUD?)

UNIFIED COMMAND PLAiY

UCP? should be reviewed at intervals not to exceed 2 years

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur. . ..

Rationale: The UCP should be reviewed by the JCS as recom-

mended. Based on this review the JCS czn recommend neces-.
sary modifications to Secbef 1if required.

& % &

CINC selection should be on‘the basis of best avallable
qualified officer with consideration given to mission and
forces assigned rather than to strictly Service missions.

- MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The assignment of the best gquzlified officer

is both necessary and in the interest of <he Services, JCS
and the NCA. Additionally, the CINC is expescted to exhibit
strategist's skills as weil ~- be able %o blend US forces
in Joint operations and on occasion, 211izi forces, in com-
bined operations, to ensure the most eflestive and efficient
use of the forces made available to him.

.

] * ¥

In considering UCP organization and functions, a CINC's
"military-diplomacy" role should be an important considera-
tion.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The unifled CINC is the senior US military of-
ficial responsible for a stated geogrzaphicazl portion of the
world. As such, he 1is viewed by the nilizary leadership of
the countries within his area of responsidpility as an author-
itative spokesman for US politico-militery policy. On vis-
its to these countries, the CINC is expecied to articulate
facets of US politico-military policy 2s tLey impact on the
country visited. The CINC should retain zuthority over se-
curity assistance matters for the couniries within his area
of responsibility so that he can continue To coordinate this
as well as other aspects of the US politico-military effort
for the area. .

Enclosure (2)



5.

There 1is nc; ng¢ed for unified commands to cover all areas of.

. the world.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The UCP, as presently structured, recognizes
there 1s no need .to assign geographical respmsibility for

. all areas of the world. US security interesis will dictate
those areas where armed forces employment appears warranted,
and hence must be incorporated in arczs of rasponsibility
under the planning and -operational responsibility of a mili—
tary unified command. .

The Middle East should remain a EUCOM area of responsibllity.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The Unified Command Plan's recozmition of the
putuality of NATO interest in the Middle East and the need
for concerted, not conflicting allied policy, is compelling.

& ® =

EUCOM should continue to plan for, and executs when directed,
all contingency operations in the Middle East. .

- MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The Middle East is within EUCCH's assigned geo-
graphical area. CINCEUR must, therefcre, prowide for the
centralized direction of the forces within the area, inte-
grate the efforts of the service components, fix responsi-
bility for normal, continuing operaticns and sffect essen-
tial coordination of logistic support. Inhermmt in this,
CINCEUR must continue to plan for, deploy, direct, control,
and coordinate contingency operations in the Eiddle East.

S T

There should be sufficient flexibility in the Eiddle East
planning to permit a contingency to be run direetly from
Washington, with EUCOM in a supporting role andfoer to permit
establishment of an on-scene Unified Cormand reperting either
to EUCOM or direct to Washington

- Enclosure (2)
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" MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

-

Rationale: a.- The study, in analyzinrg wartime/erisis
management (pg 24-32), cautions agairns:, and details the
dangers -of, by-passing the c¢hain of ccmmand. The portion
of this recommendation that calls for sufficient flexibility
in planning to allow a contingency tc be run directly from

~ Washingten 1s, therefore, taken to wmezn that the WWMCCS
oust provide the means of accomplishing this and the recom-
mendation is not, in fact, advocating the chaln of command
be by—pas$ed,

b.. The concept of a subordinate uniiisd commander for the
Middle Ezast, reporting directly to EUCOM, should be evalu-
ated by the JCS. -

-
The JCS should examine the concept of a sub-unified command

for the Middle East, reporting to EUCO!, and then provide their
advice on the proposa} to the Secretary of Defense.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur,

Rationzle: An examination of the concept of a subordinate
unified command in the Middle East, reporting to EUCOM
should be undertaken by thg JCS as 2 ratter of priority.

¥ &8 =

Africa south of the Sahara should not now be assigned to
EUCOM.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Requires further study.

Rationale: The study concludes that essignment of Africa

~ south of the Sahara to EUCOM at this time "would send sig-
nals and perhaps create expectations of involvement beyond
the present intent of policymakers"™. The 0JCS is presently
preparing a report for the JCS on this subject. " Completion
of this action will result in a repori being submitted to
the SecDefl,

Enclosure (2)




10. LANTCOM shoulg retain its presently assigned areas and re-
+ spdnsibilities.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The assigned area and restonzibilities, as re-
flected in the unified command plan, zre proper.

11. - The JCS should review the command arrengsercnts for US mari- .
time assets in the Atlantic and the Mediterrznean and deter-
mine whether these achleve optimum effectiveness for US and
NATO defense postures. .

MARINE CORPS POSITION} Concur.

Rationale: An examination of the command arrangements for
US maritime assets 1n the Atlantic and th2 lediterranean
should determine how optimum effectivanzss can be achiered.
The concepts to be examined include vzrious implications
that 1mpact upon force structure, Soviet arnd Allied percep-
tions and the flexibllity of US naval ass=2ts, not only in
the Mediterranean/Atlantic but also upon werldwide naval
deployments. ' :
EOE %
12. PACOM should retain its presently assigned areas and respon-
sibilities.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The presently assigned general area of respon-
sibility and the existing command arranzezsznts in PACOl
provide for the optimum effectiveness oi US military forces
required to support and advance national policies.

" Enclosure {2)
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13.

14.

15.

>

Plaﬁning, practices, and attitudes regarding crisis/wartime

- command arrangements for US Forces, Korez should retain ‘maxi-
+mum flexibility to permit alternative arrange=zents to include

the present command organization, direct command by Washington
of US Forces, Korea or a combination of the two. Where or-
ganizational decisions cannot be made to accormodate these
alternatlives, they should be made in favor of an assumption
that there will be a unified command reporting directly to

VWashington.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Non-concur,

Rationale: There is no evidence that indicates PACOM can-
not continue to effectively manage ané control operations ’
in Korea under the present command arrangerent. At a time
when US Forces are being reduced in Korea, the establish-
ment of an additional unified command would be counterpro-
ductive. Effective means presently exist for Washington
.to provide guidance with CINCPAC in a supporting role.

¥ £ x

The Army Component Command should not be reinstated unless a

convincing argument is made that this wculd bs demonstrably
more effective than present arrangements.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The present arrangement appea’s to be satisfac-
‘tory and effective. T
o o h ' 2R T

REDCOM should be designated as the focal point for the coor-
dination of the day-to-day aspects of mobilization/deployment
Planning of all CINCs, particularly as they pertain to 1ift
requirements and detailed follow-through during magor rein-

-forcements.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Requires further study.

Rationale: The UCP charges USCINCRED with "deployment plan-
ning for assigned or programmed forces to reinforce the
other unified and specified commands". RZDCOM has developed
a Deployment Management System (DEPMAS) to manage and moni-
"tor multiple mode transportation activities during large
scale deployments. REDCOM has proposed that the JCS evalu-
ate the overall DEPMAS concept as a possible adjunet to the
erisis action system. Until such is acccmplished it would
be premature to comment on this recommendation.

" Enclosure (=)




6. REDCOM should. have greater Naval and Marine forces partici-
" -pation in its Joint training exercises.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Requires further study.

Rationale: Fleet Marine forces are assigned to mified com-
mands other than-REDCOM and their requirements for training -
and operations must, of necessity, take prszcedence. The ’
Marine Corps has participated in REDCO) spcnsored joint
training exercises at the combined arms levsl (BLE/MAGTF)

on a limited basls due to asset and fundirz constraints.
Nevertheless, and with full-regard to these constraints,

the Marine Corps wlll study ways in which participation in
future Jjolnt training exercises may be increased:

2 -3
17. REDCOM should be given a broader, more active role in develop-
ing ‘Joint doctrine for all forces.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: KRequires further study.

Rationale: Primary responsibility for thz development of
doctrine and procedures for certain specific types of joint
operations is assigned to individual Services by the Func-
tions Paper (DOD Directive 5100.1) and JCS Pub 2. JCS

Pub 2 states (paragraph 10110.b) that Sec¢Dz{ may, with the
advice and recommendation of JCS, assign responsibility for
the development of doctrine and procedures covering addi-
tional 'specific types of joint operations not otherwise
assigned. A determination should be nade z2s to what unas-
signed doctrine and procedures on joint operations should
be assigned and what areas require the devnlopment of addi-
tional Jjoint doctrine.

18. Navy and Marine participation on the REDCOM staff would be
increased to achleve these objectives.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Requires further study.

Ratlonale: A position regarding increased levels of Marine-
Corps staffing will be dependent on the conclusions reached

in_the study of greater Marine force participation in REDCOM
Joint training exercises.

- Enclosure (2)




19. Retain SOUTHCOM as presently constituted for at least the
perlod of negotiatlion and transfer of responsibilities and
. facjlities resulting from the Panama Canal treaties.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concubr.

Ratlonale: The logic developed in the report regarding the
_ transition peried, during which the Penama Canal responsi-

bilities and facilities willl be turned over, as well as

the other important and pressing tes#s bzing performed by

SQUTHCOM, are compelling reasons for nzintaining this uni-
fied command. '

R T
20. When this transition period is over, review the future of

. SOUTHCOM in light of the then-prevailing military/political
environment.

*

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Coneur.

Rationale: SOUTHCOM's misslion and responsidilities should
‘be reviewed at the appropriate time.

.. Enclosure (2)




S WARTIME/CRISIS MANAGELENT

-

" The chain of command to be used in any particular crisis should

be elearly enunclated at the outset. If any element is to be
by~passed, it should remain fully informed of developments.
There should be no confusion as to the preper flow of communi-
cations and the focus of responsibility. )

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Conecur. . . *

Ratlonale: The decislive application of military force re-
quires unity of command which is best achieved by vesting
a single commander wiith requisite authority. This recom- -
mendation takes cognizance of this fzect zad is supportive
of a clearly defined c¢hain of command.

¥ K ¥

RNCA decisions during crises should be writiesn znd verified
whenever possible. Even oral decisions rzguired during emer-
gencles should be followed up immediately in writing. In
addition, feedback mechanisms should be estzplished to in-
sure that decisionmakers know the status of implementation.

MARINZ CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: Direct, clear, .concise wriltten orders, ac-
knowledged on receipt, reduce misunderstending and con-
fusion.

* % *

& varlety of NMCC-centered command post exercises responding
to realistic hypothetical ecrises should bes undertaken to test
the ability of the NMCS to support the NCA. Senlor level
policymaking personnel should be encourzged Yo participate.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Conecur.

Rationale: A variety of such CPX Exercises are in fact

conducted as directed by JCS MOP 177; JCS-sponsored Com-
mand Post Exercise Program. Analysis of the results of

these exercises in turn cause required system modifica-

tions.

- Enclesisre ()




1.

. MANAGEMENT OF
UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED CO:TMA'DS

That the role of the CINCs be expanded to include a partici-

pating volce in determining requireman,, T tne forces under
his command.

_ MARINZ CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Ratlonele: Current procedures presently provide for a par-
ticipatory role for the CINCs. The CiINCs inmput yearly to
JSPD and JSCP, provide a quarterly resort of major issues
and activities directly to SecDef, ani sut=it a semi-znnual
readiness/situation report to the JCS, whs attach Service
comments and forward it to SecDef. Ezpanded opportunities
for participation, coupled with present procedures along
with those prerogratives inherent in cormmznd, should provide
a CINC with constant access to the JCS a2ni the opportunity
to participate in Joint decision-making.

£ % 4

That the Secretary designate the Chalrmzn gs his agent for
supervising the activitles of the CINCs and that to facili-
tate this, he amend present directives to indicate that he
will normally transmit his orders to the CINCs through the
Chairman whno will act in consultation with i{he JCS when time
permits. The JCS would remain as the i-mesdizte military
staff to the Secretary.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Non-conocur.

Rationale: The JCS are the principzal militery advisers to
the NCa and it is their duty to serve as zivisers and as
military staff in the chain of operational command with
respect to the CINCs. That chain of com-znd runs from the
President to the Secretary of Defense andi through the JCS
to the CINCs. Orders to the CINCs may be issued by the
JCS by the authority and direction of Secdefl. Thils arrange-
ment results from specific intent of Congress not to create
a single Chief of Staff. To designate the {JCS as the agent

for supervising the activities of the CINCs ralses the poten-

tial for creating a defacto power structure consisting of
the CJCS, the CINCs and a special Joint Starff{ selected by
the& Chairman. This structure, if institutionazlized, could
assume a speclal mantle of creditability and authority
stemning from the alleged void of service tias that would
impact adversely on the statutorily grounded authority and
prerogatives of the secretaries of tbe military departments
and the service chiefs.

' Encloszire (2)




That the Services/JCS/0SD conduct an in-depth review of readi-
ness/capabilities reporting with a view toward developing a

: system which will provide the Secretary with detalled, thor-

ough, and well articulated information on readiness and force
capabllities inciuding limitations, and recommendations for
deficlency correction.

- MARINE CORPS POSITION: -Concur.

Rationale: There are ongoing JCS and DCD studlies that are
examining methods of defining and measuring total force readi-

ness and total force capability as called for in this recom-

mendation. : %

That the Chairman, supported by the CINCs, be glven a formal
role in resource allocation planning and decisions.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: No comment at this time.

Rationale: It would be premature to comment on this
recommendation until the results of the Delense Resource
Management Study (Rice. Study), which is charged ‘with
determining what changes in DOD organization for resource
management are required, are known.

- Enclosure {2)
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. . SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AND OSD

-

1. Specific national security policy gu.‘-.dance, which sets objec~
tives our forces should be capable of zttaining, showld dbe
provided to the JCS but without undue cﬂtail about bow they
are to be attalned.

MARINZE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The need for a clear statement of natiomal
objJectives, derived military objectives, and the metional
strategy to accomplish/achieve the objectives is ewident
from the most recent draft CG. The rilitary must »e told
what capabllities they must develon and whati strategy they
must be able to support 1f they are to be able to dewelop
forces and concepts of force employment. The critieal need
is for mid-range guldance, so that objectives may be es-
tablished for programs to build towards

x kK %

2. The Secretary of Defense, his Deputy, and sel cted key assis-
tants should regularly review current rmilitary operational
planning.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur. o

Rationale: "Regularly" should be limited to initial plan

~ development and occasions of substantivs change. "Selected
key assistants" should be extremely lirited. Means of re-
view should be a JCS briefing for the reviewers.

Enclosure (2)
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The role of the Under Secretary for Policy should include:

' al Assuring that national security policy &nd objectives are
" provided for and reflected in JCS/JS plzns for contingencies/

¢rises, conventional wars, and tactical and strategle nuclear
wars.

..b. Developing long-range- natlonal security polliey plans for
consideration by the HCA.

c. Assuring that natlonal securlty objectives are ref}acted
in the Consolidated Guidance and other 2P25 documents.

d. Coordinating the annual study, analysis, and gaming pro-
gram.conducted by DOD and outside agencies o resolve major
issues in policy, strategy, force planning, or resource allo-
cation.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Ratlionale: The Under Secretary for Policy can strive for
a consonance and correlation of policey ﬁi.nﬁﬁ DOD which
will serve to enhance the formulation ol nztlional security
policy.

* ¥ ¥

The Assistant Secretaries for ISA and Pi&3, the Director for
Net Assessment, and the DOD intelligence elszzents should re-
port to the Secratary through the Under Secrziary for Policy,
who would have tasking and coerdinatins responsibility for
these offices, while they would retaln responzibility and
control over the substantive judgments zand avaluations of
their offices,

MARINE CORFPS ?GSITION: Concur.
Rationale: The reorganizatlon recommanded would appear to

provide for a unlty of effort by adherence of all ebncerned
to common objectives, plans, and administrative direction.

. Enclosure (2)
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JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF AND THE JOINT STAFF

1. The JCS shduld revise their procedures to:

“a. Make the Joint Staff alone responsible for authorship of
" Joint papers.

MARINE CORPS POSITION. Non-concur.

Rationale: Papers now ‘prepared by the CZCS for con-
sideration by the JCS are forwarded tz ine Services for
reviev, comment or coordination. This coordination provides
for full development of papers allowing fO“ a divergence of
views to be expressed and accommodated. n Proviso to charge
the Joint Staff with sole authorship wculd narrow the scope
of JCS papers by allowing development w*.“ouu benefit of

full and responsible Service and DOD stafling and the checks
and balance inherent in current proceiures.

b.” Present comprehensive analysis of alternatives whenever ap-
propriate, encouraging expression of dilferins views.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: O0JCS administrative procedures do provide the
JCS the opportunity to fully examine céiverzgant views de-
veloped in the preparatlion of a paper. Tn2 point to be
made is that these procedures should T2z ezsrcised more
frequently in developing JCS positions.:

¢. Provide initlal high-lével guidance to the Joint Staff
. when appropriate. . )

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: Guidance issued to the Joint Staff on selected
topics and issues prior to the initiaticn of staff action
would be a definitive aid in the deveior=ent of a paper.
The appropriateness of this guldance %1ll depend upon the
issue at hand and will not apply "across the board” to all
issues. On those occasions, when guiianﬂe is required, it
would appear prudent for the Joint Stzif to brief the issue,
stimulate discussion, and seek guidance 2t the OpDep/Chiefs
level however, such occasions should be lizited to those
issues that lack definitive policy gu gance or are time
sensitive.

" Enclosure (2)
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2.  .The Secretary of Defense should reissue the Gates Memorandum
. with a narrower definition of Jolnt assliz—ents and delegate
authority to determine exceptions only o the Chairman, JCS.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Non-concur.

Directive 1320.5

=
-

" Rationale: DOD 1s presently revising 2C0 Di

. with specific tasking given to defins 2 Zes3 liberal defi-
nition of what constitutes joint duty =i eguivalent quali-
fying duty. As presently conceived, sxeeptions and walvers
of the requirements for joint duty arz assroved by the
Service Secretarlies and forwarded to 3=cZ=2. Since-existing
procedures and the revision of DOD Dixeetive 1320.5 should
ensure the essential qualifications o grospective general/
flag officers there is no requirement Zor ZecDefl to take
the delegated authority away from the S=2rsice Secretaries
and give it to CJCS. -

EOE 08

3. The Service Chiefs should commit their —=st ocutstanding and
highly qualified officers for assignmen: to the Joint Staff.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Concur.

Rationale: The Marine Corps' continulzg selicy of directing
assignment to the Joint Staff from az=g th2z best qualified
Marine officers avallable has proven s t2 bzneficial to

the Joint Staff, the individual office= ecncerned and the
larine Corps. That policy will continze.

! OE E %
4y,  The Secretary'should empower-the CJCS to gbiain assignment to

the Joint Staff of any requested officer, with temporary ex-
ceptions determined by the CJCS. ‘

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Non-concur.

Rationale: The assignment of an offirce= {0 Joint Staff
duty should remain the prerogative of &2 Service Chiefs.
The Marine Corps currently directs assizm==nt to the Joint
Staff from among the best qualified M==fine officers avail-
able with due consideration for rotatiem reguirements,
officer's career development and DOD =zssignzent policy
constraints. -

- Enclosure (2)
14




INCREASING RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CJCS

1. ° ‘That the Secretary of Defense designate the Chairman, JCS as
‘ resbonslible for providing military advice from a national
viewpolint on program and budget issues.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Non-concur.

Rationgzle: The intent of Congress was to ensure that when
Tfunetioning as members of the JCS,. the Service Chiefs would
be fully informed of the day-to-day problexs, activities

and capabilities of thelr Services. The knowledge galned - -
in this role produces the experience and expertise that 1is
indispensable at the table of JCS. -The recort implies that
the JCS are inoperative in the resource allocation arena be-
cause of proposing and supporting service interests in the
POM and then beling expected to denounce or modify this POM
for reasons of fiscal constraints and compsting budget al-
loecation., Such 1s not the case as evidenrced by the recent
JPAM, a new JCS document, in which the JCS ldentified pro-
gram priorities and alternativ&a to the NCA. The JPAM can
be expected to evolve into a .meaningful mansgement tool thaﬁ
will provide appropriate and timely JCS advice. -

. L I L.
2, That the CJCS be established as a voting mszber of the DSARC.

MARINE CORPS. POSITION: Non-conour.

Rationale: CJCS Involvement as a voting menber of the DSARC

would insert him into the arena of servics requirements and

organization at the ASD level. Integrated military posi-

tions are now made avallable to the D3ARC via Decision Co-

ordination Papers and CINC's can make their views known

directly to Sec¢cDef. No major advantage is achieved by CJCS
. membership on the DSARC.

Enclosure (2)
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3. That the CJCS5, in consultation with the JC5 and the Under
Secretary for Policy, as appropriate, rm2nage 2an annual study,

" -analysis, and gaming program conducted 3y thez Joint Staff,

* SACGA, contract agencies, and the Servicess zs appropriate. It
should be designed to clarify or resoclvs mzjor isgsues In the
areas of Jjoint military 5trategy, force plznning, or resource
allocation,

MARINE CORPS POSITION: Requires further study.

Ratlonale: The creation of an annual s»uw;, analysis and
gaming program will require detailed stuly to determine
what benefits would accrue,

S T

k. " fThat the Chairman be given appropriate Coint Staff support to.
make broad program and budget Judgments.

MARINE CORPS POSITION: No comment at this tine.

Rationale: It would be premature to coo—snt on. this recom-
mendation until the results of the Delenss Hesource Kanage-
ment Study (RICE Study), which 1s cherged with determining
what changes in DOD organization for resource managmnt
are required, are known.

-
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NATIONAL MILITARY COMMAYND STRUCTURE -
- SIGNIFICANT RECOMMENDATIONS, POSITIZ!!, RATIONALE

Unified Command Plen

"Requires Further Study:

g Africa South of the Sahara should not ndow be assigned to
E{’COP M :

Summary of Raticnale: The assignment wonld aliow the

NCA an available range of military options which would be

a reasoned and prudent approach to Alrica South of the

S8ahara, an area of national interest.

15 REDCOM should be designated as the foca}) point for the
coordination of the day-to-~day aspects of mobilization/
deployment planning of all CINCs, »articularly &s they
pertain to 1ift requirements and dztailled fhilow-through
during major reinforcements.

&

Summary of Rationale: The UCP charges REDCOM with
deployment planning responsibillzies for assigned
or programmed forces. REDCOM haz dzv2loped 2
Deployment Management System {DI¥MA3) to aeccomplish
this. The JC3 have not yet evaluztei the system
and its possible applications -~ Turiher study is
required.

Management ‘of Unified and Specifled Commamds

Concur:

2 That the role of the CINCs be expended to imclude 2
participating voice in determining reguirements of the
forces under his command.

Summary of Rationale: The opporiunities allowing the
CINCs access to the JCS and participation in Joint .
decision making should be expandsd whenewer possible.

‘Non-concur:

2 That the Secretary designate the Chalirmzn as his agent for
supervising the activities of the CINTs and that to facllitale
this, he amend present directives o indiczte that he will
normally transmit his orders to the CINCs through the
Chairman who will act in consultatlion with the JCS when
time permits. The JCS would remain &5 the fmmediate
military staff to the Secretary.

‘Tab A to Enclosure (2)
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R Summary of Rationale: The designation of CJCS as the
T agent for supervising the activities of the CINCs
violates the intent of Congress not to create & single
Chief of Staff. Although this 135 prezticed today,
to institutlionallze this procedure would violate
congressional intentions.

The Secretary of Defense and QSD
Concur:

1 Specific national securlty pollcy guldance, which sets
obJjectives our forces should be capnable of attaining,
should be provided to the JCS but without detail about
how they are to be attained.

Summary of Rationale: A need exists for a clear
statement of national objectlves, derived military
objJjectives, and the National Straztegy to accomplish
the objectives.

‘2 The Secretary of Defense, his Depuiy, and selected key
” asslstants should regularly review current military
operational planning. . 3.7 .

" Summary of Ratlonale: Such revisw should take place
at inltial plan development and on occzsions of
substantial change. Review should be 2 JCS briefing
limited to principals and "key assistants".

P

. 3. The rolé of the Under Secrétary_far Policy should 1nclsde}

Assuring that national security policy and objectives
are provided for and reflected in JCS5/J5 plans for
contingencies/crises, conventional wars, and tactical
‘and strategic nuclear wars.

Developing long-range national security policy plans
for consideration by the gca.

Assuring that national security objectives are reflected
. in the CG and other PPBS documentis.

.Coordinating DOD input to national intelligence matters.
Coordinating the annual study, anz2lysis, and gaming
program conducted by DOD and ocutside agenclies to

resolve major issues in pollcy, strategy, planning or
resource allocation. : -
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.- Summaﬁy of Ratlonale: These roles #ill provide for a
consonance and correlation of poliey within DOD.

H The Assistant Secretarlies for ISA znd PALE, the Director
for Net Assessment, and the DOD inzellizence elements
should report.to the Secretary through the Under
Sec¢retary for Policy, who would have tasking and
coordinating responsibility for these offices,

. while they would retaln responsibility and control

..over the substantive Jaégements ani evaluations of
thelr offices.

ASummary of Raticnale: This organiéation would provide
for unity of effort.

Joint Chiefls of Staff and the Joint Staff

Caﬁcur:
1 The JCS should revise the procedures to:

" b Present comprehensive analysis of zlternatives whenever
. appropriate, encouraging expresslion of differing views.

Summary of Rationale: OJCS administirative précedures,
which allow the opportunity to fully exzmine divergent
views, should be exerclsed more Irequently.

¢ Provide initial high-level guidance to the Joint Staff
when appropriate.

Summary of Rationale: The Joint Staff should brief
selected issues and topics to the Oplep/Chlefl level
to stimulate discussion and seek guidance.

Non-concur:

I.:The JCS should revise their procedures to:

& Make the Joint Staff alone responsible for authorship .
of Joint papers.

*  Summary of Rationale: Charglng the Joint Staff with sole
authorship would narrow the scope of joint papers by
allowlng development without ben=fit of Service experience
and the checks and balance inhersnt in current procedures.

2 The Secretary of Defense should reissua the Gates
‘Memorandum with a narrower definition of jJoint assignments
and delegate authority to determire exceptions only to
the Chairman, JCS.
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Summary of Rationale: DOD is presently revising the
R . directive to provide less liberal definitions. Service
" 7 Secretarles should continue to recommend exemptions

. oae " and waivers to SecDef.

I The Secretary should empower the CJC3 to obtain assignment
to the Joint Staff of any requested officer, with
temporary exceptions determined by the CJCS. .

- s

. Summary of Rationale: The assiznment should remain the
-} . prerogative of the Service Chie&.

‘Increasing the Responsibilties of the CJCS

. Regquires Further Study:

! 3 That the CJCS, in consultation with the JCS and the Under
Secretary for -Policy, as approprizie, nmanage an annual
study, analysis, and gaming progra2a conducted by the
Joint Staff, SAGA, contract agencies, end the Services
as appropriaste. It should be designated to c¢larify
or resolve major issues in the arezs of joint mlilitary

. strategy, force planning, or resource gllocatlion.

Summary of Rationale: The need for such a program is
not established. If it is established, it should be
managed by the JCS and not the Cheirnen.
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