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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE BECRETARY OF DEFENSE -

Subject: National Military Command Etructure and Dep'.?&'g:ial
Headguarters Btudies

1. The other Chiefs and I appreciate the oppoftmity
to provide comnents on the Steadman and Ignatius Reports.
I believe you will find our views on these important xmports
positive and forthcoming.

2. As Dick Steadman points out, there are a numbet of
things we can do to improve the institutional product ef the
joint system. I firmly believe, however, that the fusdamental
organizational structure is sound. 1 agree with Dick that
there is no present need for dramatic change, such as the.
creation of a body of National Military Advisers.

.3. Dbick's recommendations provide an important fitit step
in-efforts to increase the effectiveness of military coonsel ~-
particularly from the joint arena. Over the next several months,
the other Chiefs and I will be looking for additional mys to
improve the joint system. In addition to ?mmining the quality

~of military advice, we will focus on the C? and readisess areas.
The goal is evolutionary =-- but meaaurable -— mprove-nt to the
present system.
) ~
4. I suggest we discuss the Steadman and Ignati. neports
at an early SECDEF/JCS meeting.

A

DAVID C. J
Chairman,

, General, USAF
t Chiefs of Staff
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201

JCSM-290-78
1 September 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECBETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Comments on the National Military Command
Structure and Departmental Beadquarters Studies

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined the National
Military Command Structure {(Steadman) and Department Head-
guarters (Ignatius) Studies as regquested. The recommenda-
tions contained in these studies are viewed as innovative,
positive suggestions directed at continuing evolutionary
improvements in military operations, functions, and the
quality of military advice.

2. While all of the recommendations in the studies warrant
careful examination, those dealing with resource alloca-
tions, the role and function of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy, and the relationships between the
commanders of the unified and specified commands and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff are of particular significance.

a. In an era that reguires careful management of vital
resources, an increased role for the Chairman.and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in resource allocation and plan-
ning decisions is desirable. 1In conjunction with the
commanders of the unified and specified ecommands and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman will be able to
provide advice on resource allocation issues from a
macromanagement viewpoint. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
will review measures and options available to implement
this suggestion and will make appropriate recommendatioes
to the Secretary of Defense in the near future.

b. The Joint Chiefs of Staff strongly sopport the concept
of assigning responsibility for development of national
security policies and objectives to the Under Becretary
of Defense for Policy. The establishment of a Planning

“ Office to provide timely promulgation of national security
objectives and policies for incorporation into all DOD
documents, especially in the areas of long-range and
contingency planning, would-substantially increase the
effectiveness of DOD operations.



c. The Joint Chiefs of gtaff also support actions which
would enhance the role of both the Chairman and the
Joint Chiefs of staff in their relationship with the
<ommanders of the unified and specified commands. Such
an increased role would result in more effective manage~
ment and increased combat readiness of pilitary forces
worldwide. The Joint Chiefs of staff will undertake &
review of DOD Directive 5100.1, a8 suggested, and submit
recommendations for its podification, if appropriate,
consistent with Title 10, ps Code.

3. Detailed comments and conclusions reflecting the view of
the Joint Chiefs of staff on each of the recommendations
are contained in hAppendices A and B. AS {ndicated in the
Appendices. there is general agreement with the thrust of
the recommendations in the studies. Many specific points
will be jmmediately {mplemented. gome of the issues need
further examination and must be carefully weighed to deter-
mine the full impact upon operational capabilities as vell
as staff relationships. This teview/implementation process
js expected to be evolutionary in nature. BHence, the Joint
Chiefs of staff will, as appropriate, provide their views
on these issues as analyses are completed, and they look
forward to continued discussions and decisions regarding

these important issues.

For the Joint Chiefs of gtaff:

Dol

. paAvID C. JONES, neral, USAF
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of staff

Attachments




APPENDIX A
COMMENTS OF THE JOINT CHIEPS OF BTAFF

OX THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
MATIONAL MILITARY COMMAND STAUCTURZ BTUDY

The Unified Comrmand Plan (UCP) -
8. The UCP should be reviewed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff

and the Becretary of Defense at intervals mot to excesd two
years.

t1) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff{ concur

in the recommendation suggesting pericdic review of the
UCP to assure jts conformity with current diplomatic-
military realitien. and the requirements of the Depart-
ment of Defense for effective management of US Armed
Forces. A complete review of the UCF was conducted in
1975; specific issue revisions of the UCP were conductad
in 1976 and 1977, Additionally, & review of the UCP is
currently in process by members of the Joint Staff and
the Services, and recommendations resulting from this
review will be forwarded to the Secretary ¢f Defense
as appropriate. FPurther, the annual sdministrative raview
of the UCP, currently oconducted by the Joint Staff, will
be sxpanded in.alternnto ysars to £ne1;do aﬂdronI;I by
the Joint Chiefs of Btaff. -
{2) Conclusion. Current Joint Btaff procedures reguiring
annual administrative review of the UCPF will be anended
toc provide for addressal by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
in alternate ysars.

b. Belection of the commanders of unified and specified

commands should be on the basis of the best available

qualified officer with consideration given to mnission and

forces askigned rather than strictly to Service affiliations.

JCEN-290-718 1 Appendix A
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(1) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiets of Btaff support
this reccammandation. While it i recognised that,
nistorically. commanders of anified ccmmands bave boan
appointsd along garvice lines, current assignment !onein
do not restrict assignnents of conmands to & mdile
gervice. 1In providing nominations to the Becretary

of Defense for unified command positions, the Joint
Chiefs of Su!! will oonsider all officers axmed by

- o - - = - -

the Secntnrin of the Military mpumu.

{2) Conclusion. Appointment of eonund-rl for unified
commands should continue to be made on the basis of
qualification, giving due ragard to mission and forcss
assigned.
c. In considering UCP organization and functions, & CINC's
'miliury-diplomacy' role should be an important considera-
tién.
(1) Comments/Vievs. Concur. It is important that the

CINCs retaln an overview responsibility for sscurity
assistance to countries in their area if tie Becrestary

of Defense, and in turn the Gecretary of Stats and the
President, are t,o receive the totality of svailable military
advice. The CIHC;, assisted by their State Departmant-
assigned political adirilou. can provide "on the scene”
detalled country requirements and assess the military-
political dmplications to the country and ares connacted

with each proposed level of assistance.
(2) conclusion. 1n conaidering changes to ths DCP, the

Joint Chiefs of staff will assure that the military-
diplomacy role of the CINCs will be given significant

“”““”'NUNN
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attention.
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@. There is no need for unified comrands to cover all areas

of the world.
(1) Comments/Views. Concur. The UCP, as prasently

structured, recognises there s no requirement to aseign
operational responsibility for all geographic areas of
the world. US sscurity tnterests will dsternine thoas
areas where armed forces arployment APPOATrD warrantesd
and, hence, must be incorporated in the area of opara-
tional responsibility of a unified oonnnd Prudence
dictates that specific areas of the world not assigned

OIS IR 9 e e e N e

to any commander of a unified command for operational
responsibility may be awsigned for contingency planning
purposes at the direction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
(2) Conclusion. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff should not
meke recommendations for assigning unified comranders
arss responsibilities for the l_l_k_e of achieving glebal
coverage. Current assignment practices should continue,
with recommendations for assignment of areas being made
on & case-by-case basis, consistent with evolutionary
pPolitical-military requiraments.
®. A special study ghould examine the componsnt commands
with & viev toward identifying redundancies in fanetions
and personnel, with particular attention given to the
feasibility of c¢onsolidating the camponents’ logistice

functions.

(1) Comments/Views. Reduction of personnel and elimina-

tion of staff function redundancies are 4lvays desirable
goals. Many steps have been taken in recent sonths

to reduce or eliminate unnecessary or redundant
tunction‘; at all military headquarters levels. Of
significant note was the study directsd by the Secretary

e R A
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(2) BUCOM should oontinue to plan for, and sxscute shen
directed, al) contingency operations in the adls Mest.
{a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff smcur
in this recommendation. If the Niddle Bast rumins
an area of USEUCOM repponeibility, ase reconnenisd
above, USCINCEUR should conduct econtingency plesxing
for the ares and should sxecute contingency plams
when ordered, since his staff would be most familiar
with planning factors and conditions in the =sm of
operations.
(b) Conclusion. USCINCEUR should continue to plmm
for and conduct operations in the Middle Rast. &=
directed by the Secretary of Defense and the Joiat
Chiefs of Staff. X
{3} There should be sufficient flexibility in Miilla -
East planning to permit a contingency being run firsctly
fram Washington, with EUCOM in a supporting role ssdfor
to permit establishment of an on-scene unified commmm
reporting either to EUCOM or direct to Washingtoa.
(a) Camments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Stalf somcur
in this recommendation. Current toc.hno-logy prouides
the flexibnit_{- to direct operations in the nilfle -
East from Washington-or to permit establishment &f an
on-scene unified command if the situation warrmsts.
(b} Conclusion. The flexidbility of current commsmd
arrangements should be retained; however, to tie
degree possible, both the astablished chain of crmmand
and existing contingency plans should be usefl
crisis management,
(4) The Joint Chiefs of Staff should examine the csstapt
of a sub-unified command for the Middle Rast reporting
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to SUCOM, and then provide their advice on the proposal
to the Becretary of Dafense.

that this reccomendation warrants a Getuiled sxmmina-
tion in the 1ight of the 1973 niddle Bast .:p;lnﬂ
and possible scenarios which might occxz §a the futurs.
It should be noted that UBCINCEUR currestly possssses
the suthority to establish such & gub-cmmand 11,

in his view, the situation demanda such action.

t
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(4-}] conclusion. The Joint Chiefa of ptaft, in com-

4unction with USCINCEUR, should examine this FecoR= 1
mendation in detail and provide tha SecTetary of 12
pefense appropriate zocomnndltion;. i3

(5) Africa South of the Sahara should pot mow de assigned pLl

_ to EUCOM. 1
(a) Comments/Views. In view of current soviet and 16
Cuban initiatives in Africa, this recommendation has pui
significant {mplications. The Joint Caiefs of staff 1e

are now examining a variety of planning sltarmatives 15

gor Africa south of the sahara. These altaernatives 20
include assignment of ared sesponsibility e 2
responsibility for planning only to 8 mified command, 22

or to retain respensibility for plannisg withis the 23

Joint Staff. The six commanders of onified end specified 24

commands who addressed this sudbject ‘nﬁn’uﬁ that & 28

requirement exists to jdentify unitied scumand TESPON- 26

sibilities for the ared. 21

(b} Conclusion. gpecific comment on this recommenda- 28

cion is deferred pending completion of tie cszrent 29

gtudy effort. 0
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g. US Atlantic Command

(1) LANTCOM should retain its presently assigned sress
and responsibilities.

{a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chisfs of Staff soncur

in the recommendation. Bowever, LANTCOM areas and
zesponsibilities should continue to be resxaziasd on

a pariodic basis as part of the UCP review in Hght
of constantly shifting politicsl-military conditions.
(b} Conclusion. Current LANTCOM ares responsikdlities

are appropriate and should be retained.
(2) The Joint Chiefs of Staff should reviev the command
arrangements for US maritime assets in the Atlantic and
the Mediterranean and determine whether these achiewe
optimum effectiveness for US and HATO posturss.

(a} Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff omrcur

in this ucmndatian. Command arrangenments for

US maritime assets will be exanined in considezation
of USCINCEUR's and CINCLANT's reaponsgidbilities, Farther,

{n the course of mormal operational functions, CINC

e m me s — -,

staffs will continue to examine such command arzangements

to assurs maximum effectiveness and acceptability

of any necessary adjustments with JATO Allies.

(b) Conclusion. In view of the need to assure flexi-

bility of available resources, an exaninstion of

command arrangements for US maritime assets will
be undertaken, i

h. US Pacific Command

(1) PACOM should retain fts presently assigned arems
and responsibilities.

W N I N e v N N N e e wnﬂﬂwlh'u
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of Defense in October 1975. The actions resultimg fzom
that study and subsequent reviews have resultsd ia
significant reductions in personnsl strengths and
elinination of heasguarters' functions throughout @1l levels
of the unified and specified commands, and in Bervice
staffs as well. Any further reductions must be approached
with cauvticn. A consideration ¢f functions, persoams],
and Service requiremsnts must take into account the
unique missions and requirements of sach headquartsrs.
Reductions in component command headquarters, for example,
could lead to matching increases in unified cormand
headquarters in order to assure performance of adxinis-
trative, as cpposed to operational, functions now
performed by component commanders.

(2} Conclusion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that

‘recent and ongoing staff and function revievs have

reduced major military headgquarters to the minimm level
consistent with operational requirements. HEowever, the
results of studies nov undervay regerding sanagenest of
both Service and joint command logistics functions will
be svaluated for additional opportunities to achiewe

greater efficiency inscperations. -

. US European Command

(1) The Middle East should remain a EUCOM area of
respongibility.
{a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff concur

in this recommendation. Continued assignment of the
Middle EZast to DSEUCOM recognizes sxisting political-

military relations.
(b)Y Conclusion. Current area responsibility is

appropriate. The Joint Chiefo of Btaff will etatinun
to exanine command arrangemants as indicated fa gud-
paragraphs (3) and (4) below.
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(a) Comments/Vievs. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff concur

in this recommendation. 1In viev of the situstion

in the Pacific theater, cursrent PACOM arsa Teapon-

pibilities Dest meet the security requiressnte of

the United Btates.

{>) gonclusion. Current PACOM area assignment and

responsibilities are appropriate and should be

retained .
(2) Planning, practicss. and attitudes regerding crisis/
wartime command arrangements for US Porces, Korea should
retain maximum flexibility to permit altersative arrange-
ments to include the present command orgamization, direct
command by Washington of US Forces, Korea, or & combina-
tion of the two, Where organizational deciaions cannot
be made to accommodate these alternatives, they should
be made in favor of an assumption that there will be a
unified command reporting directly to Washington.

(a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff

concur in the view that flexibility in ecwmand
arrangements is necessary. The prasent structure
provides the flexibility for contrcl of a Xorean
conflict through the established chain of command
(CINCPAC: Commander, US Porces, Korea (EOMUSKOREA))
or directly from Washington. In uqfn ease, command
suthority, relationships, ané responsidlities are
clearly stated, provide for unity of cammand for
combat and support operaticns, and avald overlapping
control of concurrent cperations by ssparate commands.
Thus, flexibility 8 provides without the risk of
1oss of control inherent in loosely @afined command

relationships and responsibilities.
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(b} Conclusion. The flexibility inhersnt in the
current alternstive command structures should be
Tetained; moreover, any decision as to which structure
will be uvtilized 4n & Xoresn contingency lhouid be
made only after svaluation by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff of the advantages and disadvantages of each
under the circumatances existing during the erisis
encountersd.

(3) The Army component command should not be reinstated

unless » convincing argument is made that this would be

demonstrably more effective than present arrangements.

{a} Comments/Views., The Joint Chiefs of Staff agrese

wvith the view that command structures should be
changed only when significant management and/or
command control improvements can be perceived as
achievable. The Army is currently conducting a
thorough and detailed examination of the Army component
structure in the Pacific theater. The ébjocttn of
the study is to make recommendations rnalrdi.ag the
sppropriate command structure for lnsy .foréu in the
Pacific theater. The study s exanining all aspects

of the fssue n;nd will consider enrefullj the views of
the Service, ooaponi;t comn-dcrl, ang ‘.ho coxzanders
of unified commands.

(b) ggm. " The Joint Chiefs of Gtaff will review
the results of the ongoing Army stuly and will forward
appropriaste recommendations to the Secretary of Defense.

i. US Readiness Command
———rriNICE s Lommand

{1) REDCON should be designated as the focal point for
the coordination of the day-to-day aspects of mobilization
Gaployment planning of all CINCs, particularly as they

] ) Appendix A
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pertain to 14ft requirements anéd detailed follow-
through &uring major reinforcements,

a) cqﬁninttfvtuva. USREDCOM is presently the
coordinating suthority for tntorm;tu dasploymant
©f assigned sugmentation forces by fommon~user 11ft,
Possible oxpnn;ion ©f USREDCON's role to include
scting as the focal point for mobilization and
deployment planning, particularly as it pertains to
coordination of 1ift requirements for commands and

the Services ant the detailed BAnagenant of the move-
ment of parsonne! and nt-orhl dnrl.;g 8 major reinforce-
ment operation, is under review. 'I'Po scope of the
review does not fnclude the authority to allocate 1ift
between CINCs, vhich rminl [ ] acs tunctlon. The Jcs
Exercise u:hcduloa for t.hil !lll (llm NUGGET)

will focus on mobilization and deplpyment matters

and will contridute significantly to tha ongoing
review,

(b) Conclusion. Comments and r.cm_mndu_tonl are
deferred until completion of Exerciss RIPTY MUGGET

and the reviev {n progress.

(2) REDCOM should have greater Maval and Marine !orcu
participation in its jolut training exercises,

(a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff eoncur

in this recommendation. Navy and Marine force
participation in USREDCOM joint axercises has been
increasing over the past year, and further expan-

sion of this participation would unquesticnably be
profitable. Limiting factors bave been the avallability
of o.ufﬂcunt sxercise funding and il'}" forces to accommo-
date the total training/exerciss requiremant. Bfforts

16 Appendix A
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will be made to further fncresse Ravy and Marine

force participation in USREDCOM exercises within the é
constraints of asset and funding limitations. 3

() Gonclusion. The Navy and Marine Corps, in con- ¢
junction with USREDCOM, will seek ways to incTease s
participation in USREDCOM exercises of mutual ]
benefit. 2

{3) aepcoM should be given s broader, more active role [}
in developing joint doctrine for all forces. 9
{a} Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Ftaff believe 10
that development of effective joint doctrine for all 11
forces is an ares which requires continual emphasis i2
and i{mprovement and that USREDCOM should play a 13
siqnificant role in this process. Development of such 14

doctrine is an svolutionary process and is assigned

to a specific Service or ;-gency. on the basis of that
Service/agency's expertise. Service componants, on

both & unilateral and bilateral basis, continuously
review and sesk to improve those arean of jeint

doctrine for which they are rasponsbile (e.9.. Tecent
cractical Alr Command-US Army Training and Doctrine
Command (TAC-TRADOC] efforts to improve close air-
ground operations}.-. DSREDCOM acts &s & catalyst in
ddentifying doct.rtt;nl deficiencies in joint tactics,
techniques, and procedures and in identifying areas for
which no joint doctrine currantly exists. An axample

of USREDCOM contribution in this p;-qcnll was its role in
Exercise DMAVE BEIELD 16, oonducted _nt Marine Corpe Base,
29 Palms, Califormia, in July 1977, _'l'hh axarcise, which
invilved Active US lu'l.u-mtpu and both Active and Paserve

TR R S R A

O Army and US Alr Porce unitas, resulted in developaent
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canal defense, this reviev will sonsider factors
pertsining to US relationships throughout Latin
America, such as reaionsl diplonatic-udlltnrv roles,
security assistance, and oentingency planning.

k. Btrategic Air command, Wo atuwdy ncmmdntuml nads.

3, Military Afrlift Command. No study recoamendations made.

®. Aerospace Defense Command, Wo study rscommendations made.

2. !!ttlm!lCtilil Managament

a. The chain of command to be used in any particular erisis
should be clearly enunciated at the outset. If any slement
{8 to be by-passed, 4t should remain fully informed of
developments. There should be no confusion as to the proper
flow of communications and the locus of responsibility.

b. NCA decisions during crises should be written and

verified whenever possible. Even oral decisions regquired

" during smergencies should be followed Up {mmediately in

writing. In addition, feedback mechanisz should be estab-
1ished to insure that decisionmakers know the status of
implementation.

c. A variety of MMcc-centered command post exercises
responding to raalistic hypothetical crises should be
undertaken to test the ability of the Wational Military
Command System to suppert the NCA. genior level pol--tcy-
making personnel lhoul'.d be encoursged to participate.

{1) Comments/Views on Recommendations &, b, and ¢©

(a) The Joint chiefs of suf.f strongly endorse these

recommendations. The JCs Crisis Action Systenm,

Joint Reporting Structure, and an entire series

of JCs publications describe structured, yet flexible,
" procedures for crisis mansgament utilizing the world

Wide Military Command and Control System (WWMCCS)

and the National Military Comzand System facilities.

14 Appandix A

i e = - .

[ L L
|°‘ l‘-" I" ‘8 |=” |s |g |= l; r:l I: |; l: l:; ‘: |: |; o (@ I e ke TRV |

~
-p

g Risl



of recommendations for improving joint procedures
and techniques in the areas of strategic air
mobility, CONUS land/surface transportation systems,
and mobility support forces. JFurther, USREDCOM's
activities in the area of joint doctrimal hp::ovnnnt
have incressed in recent months. An example is the
emphasis on and revised directives to the USREDCOM
Joint Tactics, Techniguep, and Proo.odurn Review
Group (JTTPRG), whose representation has been expanded
to include USEUCOM, PACOM, TRADOC, and additional
USREDCOM component headquarters. Referral of
doctrinal i{ssues to responsible Services/agencies

by JTTPRG and other USREDCOM componentd and the
subsequent resolution of these issues by the Bervices
have resulted in increased opesrational efficiency

during joint exercises.
(b) Conclusion. Responsibility for development of

joint doctrine should continue to be assigned under
current procedures (i.e., to the Service or agency
best equipped to develop doctrine and resolve fssues).
specific areas for which no jeint doctrine existe
should be identified and assigned to the appropriate
agency. USREDCOM ghould continue to identify lho;;.:
comings/voids in j’oint doctrine and refer the problem

to the appropriate agency for resclution.

(4) Navy and Marine participation on the REDCOM staff

should be increased to achieve these dbjcctivu.

(a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
believe an increassd level of mnlh stafiing for
USREDCOM should be commensurats .vit.l: increased
participation by Navy and Narine forces in USREDCOM

12 Appendix A
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activities. UBCINCRED has indicated that current
Mavy and Marine Corps staffing (approximately

¢ percent of the officers on tha USAEDCOK staff)

is adequate in view of present levels of naval force
participation in USREDCOM activities. )

(b} Conclusion. The Joint Chiafs of ftaff will
evaluate the requirement for additional naval repre-
sentation on t§3 USREDCOM nta!f.it_tgc role of the

Navy and Marine Corps in USREDCOM increasas.

j. US Southern Command

(1) Retain SOUTHCOM as presently constituted for at least
the pericd of negotiation and transfar of responsibilities

resulting fram the Panama Canal treaties.

{a) Comnments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Etaff concur

in this recommendation, ospocin;ly in view of
negotiations relating to the Panama Canal and the

current status of politico-military activities in

the Latin Americarn area. s

(b) Conclusion. yssSOUTHCOM orqaﬁi:ation' and functions
are appropriate and should be retained,

{(2) When thias transition pericd is over, reviewv the future
of SOUTHCOM in light of the then prevailing Iilitlt?/
political envirconment. o
(a} Comments£!1;§s. The Joint Chiefs of S5taff concur
in this recommendation, recognizing the need for a
comprehensive examin;tion of USSOUTHCOM
responsibilities and function:.At the transition

period draws to a close.
(b) Conclusion, The Joint Chiefs of Staff will

1nitiate this review prior to términation of the
3- to S-year transition period. In addition to

13 . Appandix A
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These procedures and facilities provide for the
exchange of information between the CINCs and the
National Military Command Center (micC) for the
orderly development of militery opticns for the
impiementation of NCA decisions. JCB publications
delineate procefures, establish arsas of responsibility,
chain of command, and cormand ro}nt}onlhipn. The
procedures provide for issuance of voice commands
with record coemunicatione iollovup: All military
execution directives in times of crisis are {issued
by authority and direction of the Secretary of
pefense and specifically approved by him, JCS
crisis Staffing Procedures provide for active
participation in the NMCC by pelicy-level representatives
of appropriate non-DOD agencies during crises.

(b} A series of NMCC-centered command post exercises
(CPXs) are conducted regularly, including major
semiannual JCS CPXs. In the f£all of 1978, a major
mobilization CPX is scheduled to include partici-
pation by senior-level repressntatives. While the
procedures and systems for crisis management are
generally sound, they have, as noted in the report,
not been applied qonliltently during past crises.
The participation of senior-level policymaking
personnel in exercises would significantly enhance
this process and insure the familiarity of key
personnel with the facilities and procedures during
actual criees. .

(¢} In discussing crisis management, the report
1d;htiflﬂl several areas that deserve continuing
attention. Some arsas, such as improved coammunica-
tions, improved reporting procedures, positive feed-
back ©n NCA directives, improved dats tollection
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and processing, and improved analytical techniques
are amanable to precrisis procedural and hardvarse
gixes. The Joint Chiefa of staff will pursus these
improvenents. Bpecific ongoing efforts include:
1. Improvemsnts to dates handling and displey
capabilities in the WMCC.
2. CBmputir internetting to facilitate dats
processing.
3 Pormatted reporting to improve dats exchange
in suppert of contingency planning éuring
crises.
4. Regular, in-depth review of JCS crisis manage-
ment documentation, such as the Crisis Action
System and crisis Staffing Procedurss.
Other areas identified by the report, such &8s avoid-
ing overcontrol and bypassing the chain of command;
improved liaison betwesen the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; and greater
use of CINC contingency plans, must dapend on the
knowledge and judgment of senior participants at the
time of the crisis.
{2) Conclusion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff will continue
to review and nodify,:;l appropriate, established pro-
cedures and systems for crisis management, and will con-
tinue to exercise these procedures and systems at all
command and policy levels in those agencies potentially
tnvolved in crises. %The Joint Chiefs of Staff further
reiterate their support for utilization of the established
chain pf camand for crisis management to the maximuam
extent possible. Established command channels assure

f£ull coordination and transmiesion of information AcCTross
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the spectrun of involved headquarters and utilize the
Judgnent of commanders on the scens who are most familiar
with local aspects of the problenm.

3. Management of the Unified and Specified Commands

a. That the role of the CINCe be expanded to include a

participating voice in determining requirements of forces

under his command,
(1) Commants/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe
that the CINCs must be active participants in determining
requirements for forces under their coomand. At present,
the CINCs are playing an increasingly sctive role in
determining such requirements as a result of evolutionary
processes vhich hlve occur:.d ovcr the past several

years. 'l'he Secretary o! Dc!.nu s recent initiative of

having cmc- submit qunturly reporte dkoctly to hun nnd

PR TR o3 Lo Lol |~
|° 'U' lh 'u |~ I'-' |° e e |2 oo - 1w s =

USEUCOM's submission of a Master Priority List are tvo
examples ¢of this process. i.dditionalli. procedures exist for
CINC involvement in the development of the Joint Strategic
pPlanning Document, Joint Program Assessment Memorandum
(YPAM), and the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan. Another
recent development has been the annual submission by

the CINCs of their rg_lenrch and development objectives

to the Secrstary otlbefonu: this submission is alec

used in preparation of the RiD portions of the Joint
Strategic Planning Bystem. CINC stafis sre not equipped,
howaver, to develop balanced t.otai foree proqnmrndvl.ee.
particularly in the time-sansitive progxminq(budqntinq
arena. The primary determinant of force requirements .

should continue to be exercised through Ssrvice cemponent

R R R A A S

commanders assigned to the unified command.
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of staff as the interface
with the Secretary of Defense in transnitting orders
and instructions to the CIRCs. In this latter capacity,
the Chairman will continue to act as the spokegman for
the Joint Chiefs of Btaff in their corporate asdvisory
role. Care must be taken to assure that any formalized
changes in the role vhich the Chalirman plays are in
conformity with SBection 142, Title 10, USC, which
prohibits the Chairman from exercising military command
over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the Armed .
rorces. 70 '7(5"“'“4 rien et (Z,Mlu—
{2} Conclusion. The roles of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their
relationship with the CINCs gshould be enhanced. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff should undertake a review of DOD
Directive 5100.1, as suggested, and submit recommendations
for its modification, as appropriate, to assure & mOI'e
active interface with the Secretary of Dafanse and the
CINCe in the supervision of the combat readiness of the
unified and specified commands.
c. That the Services/Joint Chiefs of Staff/0SD conduct an
in-depth review of readiness capabilities reporting with a
view toward developing x.system which will provide the
Secretary with detailed, thorough, and well-articalated
information on readiness and force capabilities including
limitations, and recommendations for deficiency correction.
(1) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur
in the view that definite improvements are possible in

current readiness reporting capabilities. The entire

ol

issus of readiness reporting is presently being reviewed
under the purview of the DOD Readiness Ranagement
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{2) Conclusion. The direct dialogue between CINCs and
the Secretary of Defense should continue and all CINCs
should develop & submission similar to the UEEUCOM
Master Pztorit.y List. .
b. That the Secretary designats the Chairman as Ais agent
for supervising the activities of the CINCs and that to
facilitate this, he amend present directives to isdicate
that he will normally trangmit his orders to the CINCs
through the Chairman, who will act in consultation with the
Joint Chiefs of 6taff whan time permits. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff would remain as the immediate military staff
to the Secretary.

(1) Comments/Views. The Jocint Chiefs of Staff concur

with snhancing the rols ¢f both the Chairman
and Joint Chiefs of Staff in their relationship with the

commanders of unified and specified commands. POD
Directive 5100.]1 specifies that the chain of command
runs from the President to the Becretary of Defense
through the Joint Chiefs of 5taff and to the comsanders
of unified and specifiesd commands. The Joint Chiefs

of Staff believe that this directive should be zeviewed,

and revised if appropriste, to permit the Chairman anéd the

Joint Chiefs of ftaff a more active role in assuring

the combat nndincsl.;f US Forces worldwide, Particular
areas to be examined from a macromanagement vwiswpoint
include resocurce allocatien among unified and specified

commands: force readiness status; oversight of the

conduct of politico-military responsibilities, especislly

in the area of security assistance; and programing and

budgeting functions. Purther, the DOD directive could be

amended, if necessary to formalize the present role of the
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Steezring Group. Concurrently, the Joint Chiefs of Btaff
are reviewing JC8 Policy Memo 172 {Combat Readiness
Reporting) and the JCS gemiannual Readiness Repott in
4n an effort to improve the tirsliness, guality, and
utility of readiness data provided to the gecretary

of Defense. MNost recently, the Joint Chiefs of Btaft
approved terms of refsrsnce for the conduct of a static
assessment of total force ronginoll. additionally.

the 0JCS is working to develop & methodology with

which to assess total force capabilities in 2 dynaric

environment. This methodology will be designed to

support current and projected force readiness and capability

aspessments. Other ongoing actions designed to improve the
OJCS ability to articulate readiness information and
jdentify limitations include: a national pobilization
exercise (NIFTY NUGGET) which will test mobilization
systems and procedures; Operation Plan Package Appraisal,
which examines capabilities to fulfill transportation
demands generated by the simultaneous implementation

of major operationl-pianl: and Strategic Mobility Require-
ments and PFrograms < 1963, which will p:ﬁvide 05D and

the Bervice staffs an updated reviev and analysis of
strategic mobllity alternatives and a recommended range
of alternative nohifity programs.

*(2) Conclusion. purther comment is deferred pending

completion of ongoing studiez in this area.

4. That the Chairman, supported by the CINCs, be given &

formal role in resource allocation planning and decisions.

(1) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of staff believe
thag'the chairman, Joint Chiefs of Btaff, supported by
the Joint Chiefs of staff and the CINCs, should have an
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expanded role in rescurce allocation planning decisions,
operating under the revised Planning, Programming,

and Budgeting Bysten {ppBS) initiated this year,
commanders of unified and specified comands made
important inputs to this process. On the basis af
experience gained during the current docunant cycle,

it is anticipated that the qualicy and utility of the
CINC inputs on resource allocation decisions will be
improved during ¥Y 1980. The appropriate role for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in resource allocation should be
at a macromanagement jevel rather than from & detailed
analysis perspective. The JC§ role .houl;l -

focus on isolating key areas of risk associated with
current and projected force capabilities to execute

the national military strategy, establish the degree and
relative importance of these key areas of risk, and
recommend prioritized resource allocation in light
thereof. Examples of broad issues with which the

Jcs should deal are ﬁxoper.balmce u:-:ng readi-

ness, force modernisation, and lutni;:ability.

Further, they should examine ltntogic forces, theater
nuclear forces Va. ganeral purpose forcu, CJI. and
strategic mobility. ‘rhe Joint Chiefs of Btaff should
deal with these hlual throughout the FPBS cycle, early
in the Joint Strategic Planning Document period, before
the publication of the Consolidated Guidance and after
publication of the Program Objective Memorandum,

the JPAM, and the follow-on 1asuve Paper/Program pecision
Memorandum review process. In view of the axpanding
complexity of resource allocation issues, even at the

macromanagement level, continued participation by the
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Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, {supported by the 1
Joint Chiefs of Staff and CINCa) in this process will 2
require internal OJCS functional sdjustmants and/or k]
sdditionsal resources to provide proper support. 4
Studies to determine the requirements necessary to 9
provide capabilities required to support the Chairman 6
in this expanded role are underwvay. 7
(2) Conclusion. The Chairman, supported by the Joint 8
Chiefs of Staff and the CINCs, should have an expanded 9
role in resource allocation and planning decisions. 10
While the role of the Chalrman and the CINCs in 1
resource allocation planning will evolve together i2
with the revised Joint gtrategic Planning Bystem and 13
PPRES, additional measures ‘nd“optisﬁl-ure available. 14
Recommendations regarding these options, resulting 15
from the ongoing review, will be forwarded to the 16
Secretary of Defense. 17

. Policy, Plans, and Advice 18
a. Specific natjonal pecurity policy guidance, wvhich sets 1y
objectives our forces should be capable of attaining, should 20
be provided to the Joint Chiefs of Staff but without undue 21
detail about how they are to be attained. 22
(1) Comments/Visws. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur 23

in this recomm;ﬁdation. Provision by the Secr;kary 24

of Defense of policy gﬁidance is a necessary element of 2L
civilian/military relationships and helps drive the 2C
process which develops the defense program. Experience 27
with the Consolidated Guidance this year highlights the 28
need for concise policy statements. 29
-*(2) Conclusion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff strongly w

support the establishment of a policy base as intended

[
[

by this proposal.
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(a) Comments/Views: The Joint Chiefs of staff support
these recommendations and the related recoamendations
in the Ignatiue report dealing with creation of &
policy planning office under the Under Bacxetary

of Defense for Policy (USDP). The office of the
USDP should assure that national security policy

and obiectives are clearly and cogently dissenminated
and that national security objectives and defense
policy are accurately reflected in the Consolidated
Guidance and other PPRS documents. The policy plan-
ning office would provide a long=-needed focal point
for policy advice in suppert of long-range and con-
tingency planning. the focus of this office should
be on articulating policy guidance, and it should be
responsible for insuring that defense policy is con-
sistent with naticnal policy and that all DOD elements
carry out that policy in their planning fuanctions.
functioning of the office would be enhanced by the
presence of active duty military officers familiar
with the Joint strategic Planning System. petajiled
aspects of operational planning, including review,
ghould remain with the uniformed military structure,
as should the Yormulation of military strategy.

ror maximum ekfectivenesl, the planning office should

jnterface directly with the Director for Plans and

policy., Joint staff, who is charged by the Joint Chiefs of

staff with staff zelponlibiiity for recormendations
concerning long-range and contingency planning.

(p] Conclusion. pesignation of :olponsibilitics for the
YsSDP, Aas described above, could serve to conplement the
Joint Staff operational planning gunctions and provide a

needed focal point for policy advice in support of
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JCs preparation of contingency, mid-range, and long-
range documents. The planning office, staffed
in part by active duty military officers, should
interface directly with the Director for Plans and
Policy, Joint Staff. .
{4) Coordinating DOD input to national intelligence
matters.
{a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff support
this reccmmendation, In order to carry out the
intelligence responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense,
as outlined in Executive Order 12036, the USDP has been
directed to formulate policy, validate all requirements,
and insure that programs respond to stated requirements.
However, substantive intelligence matters such as the
production, review, and ecoordination of naticnal foreign

intelligence should continue under the purview of the

_ e = = e
-lf.".ﬂnuuu-ofu:lm'-.llolt. S TR [N

Director, DIA, and, as such, should be separated

from policymaking considerations in order to prevent 18

the potential influence of policy upon intelligence 3
jhdgments. 20

{(b) Conclusion. The USDP should undertake coordination 21

of general intelligence policy matters, priorities, =

and requirements. In order to assure that the pro- 22
duction, review, and coordination of substantive Ll
national foreign intelligence matters as outlined in 22
Executive Order 12036 and other current directives not be 2%
diluted, DIA should continue to have prime responsibility 2

in these areas. &

(5} Coordinating the annual study, analysis, and gaming 23
program éonducted by DOD and outside agencies to resclve 30
major issues in policy, strategy, force planning, oOr E2E
32

resource allocation.
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b. The Secretary of Defanse, his Deputy, and selected key
assistants should regulariy reviev current military
operational planning.
(1) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognize
and endorse the requirement for & review of broad opersa-
tional planning concepts to© assure consistency with policy
guidelines and to keep key OSD officials informed as to
operational capabilities. The dialogue resulting from
such overview briefings should Illn;! sufficient
respongiveness of JC5/Joint Staff plans to policy
guidance and cbijectives and should ;Jao provide senior
0SD officials with 8 better underatanding of military
cspabilities in relation to national pelicy
requirements. The goal is to create a basis for yecommend-
ing appropriate actions to bring capabilities and
requirements into closer alignment.
(2) Conclusion. Information briefings to the Secretary
of Defense, his Deputy, and selected key assistants
should be provided as raqu;;ted, or when major changes
to plans involving alteration in political/guidance
assumptions cccur. . i
c. The role of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
should include: .
(1).Assuring that national security policy and objectives
are provided to and reflected in the JC5/JS plans for
contingencies/crises, conventional wars, and tactical
and strategic nuclear wars.
(2} Developing long-range national security policy plans
for consideration by the HNCA.
(3] Assuring that national security objectives are

reflected in the consolidated Guidance and other PPBS

documents.
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(a) Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff
sndorse coordination of DOD and outsids agency
study programs. A DOD study prograz should be
develcped annually to selsct and prioritise .nob
studies in order tc facilitate completion of such
efforts on a timely basis, within the constraints

of existing analytical resources. Care must be
taken to assure that resolution of all issues, and
in particular strategy and force planning problems,
includes full consideration of military expertise
and advice. This proposal, if approved, will neces-
sitate revision of DOD Directive 5010.22 in its appli-
cability to mission and functional responsibilities

of the USDF, uéder Becretary of Defense for Rasearch
and Engineering (USDRE}, the Services, and the OJCS.
(b) Conclusion. A Senior Study Advisory Group
should be established with senior-level reprasenta-
tion from the Office of the UEDP, the Office of the
USDRE, the Bervices, and the 0JCS. The group's
purpose would be to set/recommend priorities,
provide general direction, and establish broad
policy guidance for the conduct and management

of an annual Dqﬁ'ntudy program. This group would
consolidate all study requests and would be
supported by separate working groups dealing with
the different yet interrelated analytic activities
involving the Consolidated Guidance Study Plan;

net assessments; Research, Development, Test, and

218 12 IR 13 - bl 1 (o2 b3 L = 1~ | b~ ol | 218 10 10 19 1o 10 1& Jw I8

‘Evalnation studies:; and plans and policy studies.
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d. The Assistant Secretaries for ISA and PAGE, the Director
for Net Assessment, and bop intelligence elements should
report to the Secretary through the Under Becretary for
policy, who would have tasking ané coordinating ttsgoncihl-
lities for these offices, while they would retain responsi-
bility and contrel over the substantive judgments and

evaluations of their offices.

(1) Comments/Views. The Joint thotu of Staft
appreciate the value of centralized tasking and
coordinated responsibilities. With regard to that
portion of this recommendation which pertains to IBA.
PAGE, and the Dirsctor of Net Assessmant, the Joint
Chief of Staff see merit in examining such an organizs-
tional structure, but defer comment to the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. However, it shoulé bc noted
that the Director, DIA, is the substantive intelligence
adviser to the Becretary of Defense and should report
to him on these matters. rurthermore, the Director,
DIA, should continue to report to the Chairman,

Joint Chiefs of Staff, on patters concerning
intelligence support for the Joint Chiefs of Staff

and unified and specified commands .

(2) Conclusion. While it is appropriate and necessary
for thg pirector, DIA, to report to the Becretary
through USDP cn intelligence policy matters, priorities,
and requirements, the substance of intelligence must
not be subject to management O policy review.
Therefore, the Director, DIA, should continue to

report directly to the Becretary of Defense and the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, on substantive
intelligence matters. gervice intelligence agencies

should continue to report to their Service Secretaries.
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5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff

a. The JCS should revise their procedures to:
(1) Make the Joint Btaff alone responsible for authorship
of JC5 papers.
{2) Present comprehensive analysis of alternatives,
whenever appropriste, encouraging expression of differing
views.
(3) Provide initial high level guidance to the Joint
staff when appropriate.

(a) Comments/Views on recommendations {1), (2), and {3).

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognize that the

thrust of these recommendations is the desire to
improve the quality and utility of JCS papers.

The solution may not lie in total adoption of any
single recommendation but instead may involve
partial implementation of all three. The current
system of processing papers through the flimsy/
buff/green ;ycle. while tundnmenially sound,

can be adjusted to retain the benefits of early
Service advice without diluting divergent views at
the lowest levels. Attempts to improve the current
system should be directed toward the early presenta-
tion of alternative solutions st the higher levels
of the Service and Joint staffs and the development
of firm guidance for these staffs in the early stages
of paper development. Consideration should also be
given to providing the Secretary of Defense an overview
of principal alternatives examined and the rationale
for formulation of a specific recommendation. This
';resentation of alternative views, along with the
jdentification of specific Bervice reservations
regarding a recommendation, would facilitate the

Secretary of Defense's evaluation of key issues.
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{p) Conclusion. The Director, Joint staff, in
conjunction with the Military Barvices. should review
the current system for development and presentation
of JCS papers in light of the recommendations and
comments presented in the Steadman report.
b. The Secretary of pDefense should reiasue the Gates Memo-
randum with & Rarrower definition of joint assignments and
delegate authority to determine exceptions only to the
Chairman, JCS.

{1) Comments/Views. A recent revision of DOD pirective

1320.5 has been approved by the Secretary of Defense.
The revised directive provides narrower definitions of
joint duty and delegates wvaiver suthority to the
Secretaries of the Military Departments. Since the
Chairman is not formally in the promotion list review
process, it would be inappropriate for him to have waiver

authority and, in effect, promotion list approval.

{2) Conclusion. ©DOD Directive 1320.5 should continue to
reflect waiver authority retained at the Hilitary
Department Secretary level.
c. The Service Chiefs should commit their most cutstanding
and highly qualifiéd officers for esasignment to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. .
4. The Secretary should empower the CJCS to obtain assign-
ment to the Joint staff of any requested officer, with
temporary exceptions determined by the CJCS.

(1) Comments/Views on Recommendations € and 4. The

Joint Chiefs of gtaff believe that policies regarding
assignment of officers to the Joint Staff must consider

the needs of the Services, the Joint Chiefs of statf,
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and the indiviéual'l professional development. JCS
policies clearly require the Services to nominate
highly qualified officers for joint duty., Current
directives charge the Chairman, Joint Chiefs q? staff,

with determining the acceptability of nominated officers

and provide him approval authority. Purther, the

Chairman currently enjoys the prerogative of requesting

assignment of specific officers to the Joint Staff
on an individual bagis. Initiatives can be taken to

improve the perception of Joint Staff duty,

(2) Conclusion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff should con-
tinue to emphasize the requiremen: for selection of
highly qualified officers for Joint Staff duty. Addi-

tionally, the Director, Joint Staff, will develop
initiatives which might enhance individual officer

perceptions of the desirability of Joint Staff duty.

e. That the Secretary of Defense designate the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, as responsible for providing
military advice from a national viewpoint on programming
and budget issues.

f. That the Chairman be given appropriate Joint Staff

support to make broad program and budget judgments.

{l) Comments/Views on Recommendations ¢ and f. The

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, speaking for the Joint

Chiefs of Staff,should actively participat~ in major progran-
ming and budget deliberations. The Joint Strategic Planning

System was recently revised for the specific purpose
of improving the quality, utility, and timeliness of
the JCS input to the PPBS. In the new seguence of PPBS
documqpts. the Service Chiefs, through development and

suhni;lion of POMs, provide informed judgments on
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proqrauﬂﬂnq and budget iasues from the vantage point of

1
day-to-day tamilisrity with the problems and capabili- ;
ties of their respective gervices, TIhe JpAM, which 1o ;
pased in large part on garvice POMS, identifies progranm :
priorities and alternatives for the RCA on 4dentified ;
progrnumlng and budget issues. As expertise with :
the new documents ie scquired, it is pelieved that the ;
JPAM will evolve into an sven more useful management ;
too0l for providing the Chajirman, Joint Chiefs of ;
staff, with the information and judgments required 10
to represent Jcs views on major ptoqunning and 1
pudget isgues. A study is underwvay to determine 12
4¢ sdditional staff support is required %o provide 13

the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of staff, with data necessary
to represent the Joint chiefs of gtaff in making broad
proqranming and budgeting Judgments.
(2) Conclusion. purther comment is deferred pending
evaluation of the new ppBS cycle and the completion
of the ongeing review to assess requirenents for
additional gtaff support.

g. That the CJCS be established as 2 voting member of

the DSARC.

(1) comments/Views. In accordance with DOD Difcctive

5000.2, 18 January 1977, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of

staff, is currently represented at Defense Systems

PR M S T3 i - I P

hcquilition Review council (DSARC) meetings by 8 senior
officer who acts in an advisory role to the principals and
presents the Chairman's views on each major weapons
system acquisition program. she Joint Chiefs of staff

. pelieve that the impact of military sdvice from & national

TR A - R

perspective would be enhanced if the Joint Chiefs of staff
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as a corporste pody were represented on the DSARC by &
senior Joint geatf officer designated a8 & DEARC princtpcl.
{2) conclusion. poD Directive 5000.2 should be revised to
reflect & rcprcsontntivn of the Joint chiefs of gtaff as 8

principal menber of the DSARC.

h. That the cJcs. in consultation with the Jcs and the

under Secretary for Policy, B8 approprilte, manage an

annual study, analysis, and gaming program conducted by

the Joint staff, SAGM, contract sgencies, and the gervices
as appropriate. 1t should be designed to clarify orT resolve
major issues in the areas of jeint military strategy,

force planning. or resource allocation.

(1 cqmnentsigieus. The Joint chiefs of gtaff CORCur

in the tundamental need for petter management of the

entire DOD studies and analysis program. HoweveT. oJC5
studies represent only & gmall fraction of the total JCS/
osD estudy effort. 1t would be LnapprOPriate for the
Chalrman, Joint Chiefs of geaff, 0 be jpvolved in the

line management of a study progranm which gniringes upon

the requirements and resources of the nilitary Department
gocretaries and Serviée-zﬁioé;.—-éhe req&irement for
coordination of all study prograns is :ccoqni:ed and atrongly
endorsed, however. and a more sffective yehicle for efficient
management of study assets 18 required. A DOD ganior

study Advisory Group with genior jevel :oprouentltion

trom the office of the uspp, Office of the USDRE, the
gervices, and the OJC5 qpuld provid; the vehicle peeded

gor orderly prioritssntlon and cospletion of annual study

requiremants.
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(2) Conclusion. The Chairman, Jeint Chiefs of Staff,
ghould not manage an annual study program of the type
proposed but. rather, designate & general/flag

officer or squivalent civilian to reprasent the 0JC5

on a Senjior Study AMvisory Group chaired by ; senior
representative of the office of the vspp. The

oJCs representative should help set/recommend

study priorities and provide policy guidance and
general direction to that portion of the DOD study
program which directly impacts the JSPS ox the mission/

functions of the OJCS or the Services.
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APPENDIX B

COMMENTS OF THE JOINT CRIEFS OF BTAFTY
ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS or THE
DEPARTHENTAL HEADQUARTERS STUDY

1. Use the Armed Forces policy Council (APPC), A8 it was
chartered, to offer the Secretary of Defense regular and
trequent advice in the formulation of Defense policy.
restricting menbership to civilian and military statutory
authorities.
a. Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of staff concur and
believe that & ptricter enforcement of the DOD directive
which outlines the organization, memberships and function-
ing of the AFPC could result in production of more useful
advice to the gecretary of pefense. The Joint Chiefs of
statf should provide issues resulting from gecretary of
pefense-JCS meetings to the Eecretary, AFFC, for scheduling
as AFPC agenda items.
p. Conclusion. The study recommendations should be initi-
ated, Purther, there is current legislative activity
which proposes that the Commandant of the Marine Corps be
made a statutory member of the Joint Chiefs of Btaff, 1t
this proposal is enacted, then it would be appropriate
for the Commandant o become & statutory member of the
AFPC., 1f this prop;;nl is not snacted in the immediate
guture, it would be appropriate ¢or the Commandant to
remain an ad hoc menber of the AFFC.
2, Establish & Planning Office under the Under Secretary
of Defense for policy, formally 1inked in liaison to the Chair-
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, with assignments including
political-nilitary long-range planning and contingency plan-
ing oriented to the formulation of Defense policy guidance

and in sutual support with overall national security policies.
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a. Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of staff strongly 1

endorse cresation of a Policy Planning Office under the

(114

USDP. The JC5 views in Appendix A, page 34, as Trelate

to the role of the USDP, apply to this gecommendation. 4

b. Conclusion. A pPolicy Planning pfnca under the USDP Yy
which complements the Joint Staff operational planning [
functions would provide a needed focal point for policy :
adviee in support of JCE prné-ration ef contingency. 3
mid-range, and long-range documents. Such an office, 9
staffed in part by active duty military officers, should i
interface directly with the Director for Plans and 1n
Policy, Joint staff. 1°

3, Require the Under Secretary for Policy to support the R
Secretary of Defense in the development of Defense Policy 14
Guidance governing the other parts of the Consolidated 15
Guidance, working in close ecoordination with the Chairman, 16
Joint Chiefs of staff., 17
a. Comments/Views, The Joint Chiefs of gtaff concur and 18
strongly endorse the need for broad policy guidance fraom 19
other than a predominantly programmatic viewpolnt. 20

b. Conclusion. A moTe appropriste link in coordination 2l
would be with the Director, Joint Btaff, who would act as 2
the point of contact for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 23

4. Incorporate into the earliest DSARC milestone an analysis 24
of the reguirement for the candidate system to meet its 25
primary mission, to contribute to secondary missions, and to 26
assess its value in connection with other planned or operating 27
systems designed to meet the same primary or secondary 28
29

missions.
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a. Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur and

1
note that the recommendaticn describes the setion currently 2
prescribed to be accomplished at Defense Gystams Acquisition 3
Review Council (DSARC) Milestone 1. The sarliest milestone in 4
the acquisition cycle is Milestons O, which is t.he- approval of 5
the Mission Element Need Statament (MENS) and i govermed by 6
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-105 and . 2
appropriate DOD directives. ]
b. Conclusion. Current DOD directives responsive to OMB 9
procedures provide adequate guidance for addressal of 1;

these issues at appropriate DSARC milestones.
5. Capitalizing on the orderly, phased program development
schedule of the Consolidated Guidance, significantly reduce
the budget review process--eliminating redundant or repetitive
program review within Defense headquarters and in OMB-~limit-
ing budget review to pricing refinements and the program
implications that result from pricing changes and “fact-of-
life" changes.

a. Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff strongly

support efforts to improve the efficiency of the budget
review process and to sliminate redundant reviev. This
probler, which is felt most heavily by the Services, is
accentuated by the tendency to reopen progism decisions
that have already been:iubject to rigorous analysis and
approval processes. The result is often detrimental to
s balanced Defense program. However, it is probably
simplistic to propose that budget review can, or seven
should, be limited to pricing changes and ®fact of life”
changes, Ome of the more promising changes to the

Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Systsm in recent

T T I M P Rl N S R R T

years is the current sffort to secure firm Presidential

guidance prior to issuvance of amended Program Decision

w -
w I~

Memorandums (PDMs) and comrencement of the budget
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b. Conclusion. Implementation of the study proposal

would appear to be in the best interests of the Department

of Defense.
5. Make pulti-service assignments t0 Service gecretaries

from time to time, instead of to Under Secretaries ©T
Assistant secretaries of pefense.
a. Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff concur and note
that it may be advantageous for the Military Departmant
Secretaries to perform this role, provided that effective
and appropriate coordination procedures are cbserved.
pb. Conclusion. At the discretion of the Secretary of
pefense, this proposal could be implemented ob 2 trial
basis.
g. Establish a formal role for the Service Under Secretaries
oriented to conmmon liaison functions with 0SD, in addition
to the normal responsibilities of the office.
a. Comments/Views. whe recommendation has no direct
{mpact on the Joint Chiefs of Btaff.
b. Conclusion. comment on this proposal is deferred
to the Military pepartment Secretaries.
10. As a start toward reducing staff layers and individual
staff components, luthor}te the Service Secretaries to élim-
inate their Assistant Secretaries for the Manpower, Reserve
Affairs, and Loéintics functions, placing reliance for conduct
of these functions on the respective service Chiefs and on

the 0sD staffs in the two functional areas.

a. Comments/Views. The recommendation has no direct impact

on the Joint Chiefs of gtaff.

b. Gonclusion. Comment On this propesal is deferred to

the Military Department Secretaries.
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11. Integrate, in each Bervice, the Ressarch and smgineering
gtaffs now separately reporting to the Assistant Sexvice
gecratary and Bervice Chief, allowing for 4oint responsibilities
to the Barvice Secretary and Service Chiefy concurmntly.
the Secretary of pefense should increass the number of the
development and scquisition programs f£alling under the
primary management suthority of the Bervices.

a. Comments/Views. ohe recommendation has no @érect

impact on the Joint Chiefs of sTatt,

b. Conclusion. Comment on the proposal is defexTed to

the Military Department Secretarias.
12. Through procedures acceptable to the respective service
Secretaries, provide common accass for both the gervice
Secretary and the Service Chief to the Military Departments’
Eystem Analysis, Inspector General, and Audit Serwice
capabilities,

a. Comments/Views, The recommendation has RO direct impact

on the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
bh. Conclusion. Comment on this proposal is deferred to
the Military Department Secretaries.
13, Encourage 8 continuation of the effort undemmy toO reduce
headgquarters military staffs by greater dependence ON sub-
ordinate commands, particularly in the materiel awea.
a. Comments/Views. ‘ghe Joint Chiefs of staff note that
the stuvdy reflects a significant decrease in staff
strengths over the‘ past 5 years and states that there
are practical 1imits to further reductions. While there
have been reductions in numbers within the staffs, the
demands placed upon them have increased drameticeally.
Por_-esample. as noted in the study, the number of DOD

witnesses before 24 congressional committees in 1964
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was 630. In 1977, there were 3.437 DOD witnesses 1
providing testimony before 75 comgressional committees.
There have also been significantly expanded staf?f

1t

requirements by virtue of increased coopsrative efforts ]
with U5 alliea. The result has been a decreass in_ 5
staff tloxibllity and in etaff capability to respond 1.
to tasking as rapidly as would often be desired, 7
b. Conclusion. Any further proposed reductions must be g
carefully weighed for overall impsct ané degradation of «
functional capability. Purther comment is deferred 17
pending completion of the Defense Rescurce Xanagement n
Study. 1
14. The study suggested that it would be worthwhile to i
examine a change in the management of the Defense Nuclear 24
Agency along the following lines: designation of the 15
Director, DNA, as a Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 16
Research and Engineering, incorporating the responsibilities 1
of the o©ld Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic 18
Energy), including statutory appointsent as the Chairman of 19
the Military Liaison Committee (MLC). P
a. Comments/Views. The Joint Chiefs of Etaff believe the 21
current relationship with the Defemnse Nuclear Agency is 22
highly satisfactory. The comments of the Director, DNA, 23
favering realignment n..iuggntnﬂ in the study can alsc 24
be appreciated. The Director, DEA, believes the proposal 2
may streamline staffing and organizational functions and 26
would use DNA's potential more fully; however, the pro- 27
posal has potentially significant implications concerning <8
JCS and Service statutory responxibilities regarding the 2y
development of nuclear weapons snd policy, stockpile 3¢
confiquz;tionl, and sllocation asd dsployment of weapons H
to the unified and specified commands. »n
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b. Conclusion. The concept requires a thorough, separate

1
analysis towniu the full spectrum of implications in- ;
herent in the proposal prior to effecting any realigne ;
ment in DNA organisation and gunctions. This should P
be accomplished in conjunction with the overall examina- ;
tion of Defense agencies which will be undertaken and ;
should specifically address the relationship with the ;
Joint Chiefs of Staff. ;
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