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THE ROLE OF THE C~t-#VNERS OF THE UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED
C0IUUS IZ THE PROGRAW4 CJETIVE mWVRAND ([O)

DEL)RME1T PROESS

*Our unified or joint system of command, in keeping with our
strategy and our global perspective is unique. Unified
command calls for a single operational corimander responsi-
ble to the National Command Authorities and exercising
command over all the units of his assigned forces, regard-
less of Service. This system of command has worked well
since President Eisenhcwer on April 3, 1958, set out the
guidelines for a system of operational commands that are
truly unified, each assigned a mission in full accord with
our objectives. Further, his concept was that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff would serve "as staff in assisting the
Secretary of Defente in the exercise of direction over the
Unified Commands.L

The United States military is a system of Unified and Specified Commands

as envisioned by President Eisenhower. The present system of Unified Commands

organized on a geographical/political basis is supplemented by three Specified

Coriuands organized on a functional basis.

U11IFIED CO DS

A Unified Command is composed of US combat forces from
two or more Services, has a broad and continuing mission, and
is normally organized on a geographical/political basis.

They are:

1. US Pacific Cormand 4. US Atlantic Corriand
2. US European Coruand 5. US Central Ccrvand
3. US Southern Cor.nand 6. US Readiness Comand

SPECIFIED C19MS

A Specified Command is composed of US combat forces-
normally from a single Service-organized on a functional
basis, and has a broad and continuing mission.

They are:

" 1. Strategic Air COmand (USAF)
*2. Military Airlift Comand (USAF)

3. Aerospace Defense Cmand (USRF)
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General Jdm W. Vessey, Jr., the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

(CICS), in an article for Defense magazine referred to the ComnuMers in Chief

(CINCs) of the Unified and Specified Commands as 'on the front line of deter-

rence," He reiterated the need for our CMIM to have a time proven combina-

tin of authority, necessary information and resources. That the aNc; and

their commands exist to be ready to fight our wars, and hopefully to fight

them successfully. That the CIKs would fight the war under preapproved plans

whid would have a unique mission, slice of geography and allies. "Accord-

ingly, the views of the commanders must be fully considered as we build and

maintain our forces in peacetime. 2

General Vessey, in his aforementioned article referenced the necessity

for the interoperability of our forces tested by joint exercises and docu-

mented in joint doctrine. He ended with a caution that the effectiveness of

our CIT]Cs is the basis of our deterrence strategy-through which peace and

liberty is maintained.

The purpose of my paper is to further develop on the comments of General

Vessey. I intend to narrowly focus ry effort on the resource allocation

process within the Department of Defense and the involvement of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the CINZs' role in the Planning, Programing and

Budgeting System (PPBS).

The discussion of the roles of the JCS and CINCs in the PPBS cycle must

touch on some of the documents of the Joint Strategic Planning System JSPS)

which was developed in 1952. It is through various planning documents of

JSPS, that an interface with the PIMS is established to provide for the

manning, equipping, and training of US military forces.

S. The resource flow of the Department of Defense is different from the

operational command of the US Forces. "The operational command of the US

2



Forces flows from the President to the Secretary of Defense, through the Joint

Chiefs of Staff, to the Commanders of the Unified and Specified Commands."

In contrast to the chain of command of operational com-

mand, resources flow from the Congress, which appropriates
the money, authorizes the equipment and manpower levels;
to the President, the Office of Management and Budget
(O1,), the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and

finally to the Military Departmyents. The budget requests

are submitted in reverse order.3

The significarnt point is the absence of the JCS and Unified and Specified

Commands in the resource allocation process.

RESOURCE FLOW VS OPERATIONAL COMMAND

CONGRESS
"I* i m RESOURCE FLOW

"J - OPERATIONAL
V COMMAND
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F00 1000 0000
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UNIFIED E
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The process of resource allocation and management in the Department of

Defense (DOD) is a seven (7) stage process/cycle. The first five stages are

the traditionally recognized steps, the last two are more recently evolved and

recognized:

STEPS IN rEv)UR. A.rflCATON AND MANAGEMNT

1. The Planning Phase

2. The Programing Phase

3. The Budget Phase

4. The Executive Budget Phase

5. The Congressional Review, Authorization and Appropriation Phase

6. The Execution Phase

7. The Audit Follow-up Phase

The Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System of DOD deals principally

with the first three phases.

The planning phase attem-pts to set military and civilian
goals and objectives, and outlines the forces and
resources needed to achieve these objectives. The pro-
gramming phase develops and approves programs for reaching
those objectives. In the budgeting phase, inputs required
for those programs are budgeted and priced as precisely as
possible for the immediate budget year, then folded into
the President's overall federal budget for submission to

*: Congress. The planning and programing phases cover a five
year period, the Five Year Defense Program or FYDP. The
budgeting phase concentrates in depth on the first year of
the five year period, since that is the period to be
decided on by the Congress. 4

THE PLANING PHASE

The product of this phase is the Defense Guidance (DG) a document pre-

pared annually to cover a five year period. The DG defines the threat against

which the DOD programs are measured. It "states the national defense policy,

4
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objectives, strategy, provides resources and forces guidance to achieve

those objectives; and establishes the fiscal guidelines for the upcoming

programing phase."

This phase begins more than two years before the first fiscal year in

which funds would be obligated. It begins with a review of the previous

year's guidance and is attended by representatives of OSD, JCS and the CINCs.

The involvement of the CIXs in the review and revision process has only been

undertaken in the last two years.5

THE P O 1.11(TN AS

In this phase the Defense Agencies and the Military Departments submit

their Program Objective Memorandum (PO14) to the Secretary of Defense for

review. The Military Departments include in their submissions those PON items

identified by the Unified and Specified Commands that their Military Depart-

ment is administrative agency. The Department of the Air Force would include

the POM.2 items related to the operation of the Headguarters of the United

States Readiness Command (USPEDQDM), United States Central Command

(USCENTODF,), the three Specified Commands and those items identified by the

Air Force component of the other Unified Commands. The Department of the Army

would include the Headuarters PO4 items for United States European Comrand

(USEUCDM) and the United States Southern Command (USSCJTHWOM). Other PON

items submitted y the Army component of the other Unified Commands would also

be included. The Department of the Navy would include the Headguarters POM

submission for United States Pacific Command (USPAOI.) and those items identi-

fied by the naval components of the other Unified Commands. The program

review is directed to eliminate duplications, overlaps and to identify possi-

ble efficiencies. The Defense Resource Board ([B), chaired by the Deputy

5



* Secretary of Defense,OSD Conptroller acts as Executive Secretary, select teams

ro consolidate the issues identified into eight books by subject:

1. The Policy and Risk Assessment Book

2. The Nuclear Force Book

3. The Conventional Forces Book

4. The Modernization and Investment Book

5. The Readiness and Logistics Book

%6. The Manpower Book

7. The Intelligence Book

8. The Management Initiatives Book

The EM Program review is conducted in July and completed by August. The

agreed decisions are published as the Program Decision Mlemoranda (PDM!S).

THE WMDETING PHASE

The M:ilitary Services and Defense Agencies now change their l)N submis-

sions to reflect the agreed upon PDMs. The revised POI.]s form the basis for

the September budget estimate submission to MXD. The budget estimates (BE)

are folded into the DOD budget and a comprehensive review is conducted during

the September-Nbvember time frame. This review is a detailed indepth review

of the Service and Defense Agencies' budgets, and concentrates on the budget

yf .... which will be the basis of the DOD budget submission to Congress.

THE EXElJTIVE BUDGETr PHASE

During this phase, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) pulls

together the submissions of all the Executive Departments to represent the

submission of the President's Budget to Congress in January. During this

phase, adjustments to budget estimates are made based upon late decisions on

6
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government-wide economic assumptions and changed guidance by the President to

Is departmental heads.

0E RSIONAL PHASE

This phase is best characterized by appearances before various committees

and subcommittees by Department of Defense representatives. This includes

appearances before the Budget Committees which set an overall ceiling for the

defense budget; the Armed Services Committees which will develop the Defense

Authorization Act; and finally the Appropriations Committees which will

develop the Defense Appropriations Act which will appropriate the funds for

the programs authorized. As an example of this envolved Congressional

process-

in 1983, 1,306 DOD witnesses provided 2106 hours of testi-
mony in hundreds of appearances before a total of 96
different committees and subcommittees. In addition, there
were approximately 85,000 written inquiries and nearly
600,000 telephone calls during the year from Congress. In
1983, DOD provided Congress with 21,753 pages of justifica-
tion documents in support of Pe FY 1984 budget request, a
threefold increase over 1970.

J

THE EXE=0TIO1 PHASE

This phase is conducted during the current fiscal year or years in the

case of multi-year appropriations. During this phase, the fliitary Depart-

ments and Defense Agencies allocate the approved budget appropriations to the

subordinate organizations within their department or agency. This is con-

monly referred to as either the budget execution year (incorrectly) or current

year (correctly). It is dWring this phase that the commands within the Mili-

tary Departments obligate the funds allocated to them for supplies, services,

or procurement contracts. It is this phase that most military personnel are

familiar with because it involves the actual outlay of funds, the procurement

7 of the.



of the supplies, and for short lead-time items, the delivery of procured

equiprent.

~4 NIITF~L~fUP PHASE

This is the phase least understood outside of the resource management

community. It involves document/contract review/audit of the executed pro-

grams. This can occur during or after the fiscal year(s) of the apropria-

tion. It is this phase which has been so embarassing to DMX It is during

this review/audit phase that the fraud, waste, or abuse of the execution phase

is determined. The scope of the audit follow-up phase goes beyond this paper.

KEY PTBS MaI S

It may serve the reader well for me to provide a more complete list at

the key documents in the DOD Planning, Programing and Budget System (PFS):

o Joint Long-Range Strategic Appraisal QJLP-SA). Submitted by JCS to

provide transition from long-range to mid-range strategic plan-

ning.

o Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD). Submitted by JCS to

provide military advice to the President, the Wtional Security

Council and the Secretary of Defense. It includes a concise

military appraisal of the threat; recommended military strategy;

planning for the levels required; and an appraisal of the capa-

bilities and risks associated with the programed force levels.

o Defense Guidance MDG). An authoritative statement directing

defense policy, strategy, force, and resource planning, and fiscal

guidance for development of the KOMs. The Draft EG is circulated

to all DOD components including the CINCs for comment on the

major issues, problems and resource constraints.

8
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o Program Objective Memoranda (PO14s). Each Military Department and

Defense Agency must submit to OSD annually POs consistent with

strategy and guidance, both programmatic and fiscal, as developed

by the DG.

o Joint Program Assessment Memorandum (JPAM). JCS submits the

JPAM. It provides a risk assessment of the PONL force recommenda-

tions and capabilities to execute the national strategy.

o Issue Books (IBs). A compilation of the issues identified by the

OSD staff, DOD components and Ote after review of the FOlls. The

issues are sorted into the eight books previously mentioned.

o Program Decision memoranda (PD1-s). The formal decisions on the

submitted POMs and subsequent issues identified in the IBs and

resolved by the Defense Resources Board (IS).

o Budget Estimates (BE). Submitted by the Defense Agencies and

Military Departments based on the program approved by the PDs

and on economic assumptions n pay, pricing, and inflation. The

budget estimates include the prior, current, and budget fiscal

years.

o Program Budget Decisions (PBDs). DOD and OIB jointly review the

budget estimates. The budget decisions are formal decisions on

the composition of the DOD budget by program element for the

current year, budget year, authorization year and an estimate of

the three succeeding years. Approved FBDs will change the DOD

Budget submission.

9
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RM.P OF THE JIOINTJ CTEPS OF Mff IN THE P1MS

The JCS are involved in PFIS at many different levels. In the planning

phase they develop the intelligence for the short and mid-range and publish

the Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning QJIEP) which provides the

intelligence estimates and guidance needed for planning. The Intelligence

Priorities for Strategic Planning (IPSP) provides the military intelligence

priorities. The priorities are the basis for resource requirements for intel-

ligence activities. After analyzing the current and future threat to include

the long-range threat postulated by the Joint Long-Range Strategic Appraisal

JILSW, the CWCs develop their force requirements to meet the threat.

After the Military Departments submit their P)Ms, JCS publishes the JPAVI

to provide their view of the adequacy of the IVM force. During the Budgeting

Phase, JCS develops the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (jSCP) which pro-

vides the allocation of forces to the CINCs.

Tie Chairman of JCS ( CS) is a merber of both the Defense Resources

Board (MB) and the Defense System Aoguisition Review Committee (DSARC). The

EM is the DOD level board which reviews the proposed planning guidance and

manages the program and budget review process. The Chairman of JCS is the

only military member of the DPB.

The past year saw a new JC organization appear which provides the

structured agency within OCS to become more involved, or to support the GICS

involvement in the PFBS cycle. This organization within Q3CS is called the

Strategic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency (SPRAA. SPRAA is chartered to:

provide analysis and recommendations concerning the impact
of the DOD program and budget proposals upon the warfight-
ing capabilities of the armed forces. SPRAA is the 07CS
focal point for resource implications in joint planning
issues considered by the JCS 0

10
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SPqAA is organized to have the ability to provide analysis on weapons and

support systems, manpower, program, and budget.

DIRECTOR

SSPRAA

CONCEPTS DATA
AND AUTOMATION

DOCTRINE

WEAPONSISUPPORT FORCE PROGRAMS AND PROGRAM AND BUDGET
SYSTEMS ANALYSIS MANPOWER ANALYSIS ANALYSIS DIVISION

DIVISION DIVISION

FIGURE 1

Specifically, SFRAA has a multitude of functions under its charter. They

include but are not limited to:

o Review force guidance, plans, concepts, joint doctrine, strategy

and resources to determine to what extent warfighting capebili-

ties are met.

11
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o Review the CINCs warfighting requirement and capabilities, assess

differences, and develop recommendations.

o Review (E, Military Service, aNC, Defense Agency, and QICS

inputs to the PMIS, and prepare assessments.

o Assess research and developuent, and system acquisition.

o Support analytically the JCS for Congressional and Presidental

interaction.

o Support analytically the CJCSs role as DM and DSARC member.

o Develop policies and procedures for PFBS actions by Q0Cs and the

CIKICs.

o Liaison with OSD, Military Services, CINCs, QOCS, Defense

Agencies on resource allocation matters.

o Develop and maintain a program and budget data base to support

assessments.

The role that SPRAA is to play in the JCS and CItCs' involvement with the

PPBS process is still evolutionary. It's final form and contribution is still

to be measured. Its impact may not be any too soon. 9

Recently, there has been much written about "reform of JCS". Much of

what has been written has been dealing with the structure of the organization;

the command lines associated with JCS and the CINCs; the role of the QJCS

staff; but, some has dealt with the role of JCS in the resource allocation

process. One such proposed *reform" called for:

revised policy, planning and programing system which must
be directed toward giving the major commands the forces
they need to meet potential threats. No reform can survive
or meet the nation's needs, which continues to plan and
program around Service-oriented 'slices' of general purpose
forces; which prevents joint planning and programing of the
nation's strategic forces across Service lines; and which
segregates the nation's research, development, and acquisi-
tion effort from an explicit link to the force that will be
built in each mission area. The nation must refocus its
defense planning and budgetary activities away from a

12
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Service-oriented structure. Defense must subit plans and
budgets to the Congress with a five-year time horizon,
which are structured by mission area, rather than by Ser-
vice, which involves assessments of US apabilities, that
of our allies and those of the threat.)

IV=EN OF THE CICS IN THE PO4 DEV PEMf PW)CE-S

During the past two years, there has been a plethora of changes to

increase the involvement of the CIUMC in the PPBS cycle. The regulatory basis

for the involvement of the CINCs is DODI 7045.7, Subject: Implementation of the

Planning, Programing and Budgeting System and was published on 23 May 1984. It

formalized many of the initiatives of the Secretary of Defense since 1981 to

increase the involvement of the CIt)s in PPBS (I1O.L 1). During 1984, the

changes to involve the CIN-s more have been significant.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense, (DEPSECDEF), the Honorable William H.

Taft IV, has been instrumental in increasing the CINs' contribution to the

PPBS process within DOD. He has actively solicited the input of the CflJCs

responsible to fight our wars. Much of the recommendations made by the CINCs

has been acted upon, some is still under consideration and some was not

considered appropriate for change. During the rest of the paper, I will only

deal with the suggestions and recommendations of the Unified Co.)mand Cojm.an-

ders. The three Specified Commands are all United States Air Force organiza-

tions; treated by HO, USAF as a nmjor command (MA7O)M) for programing and

budgeting purposes. The Specified Command CINCs responded they felt they are

well served in the program/budget process within the Air Force Board process.

The DEPSECDEF solicited from the CINCs on 8 August 1984 their recon-

imenda tions on the role of the CINC in PBS. The most significant recommenda-

tions by the CINCs were:

o Change to the PPBS process should be gradual and evolutionary.

Turbulence caused by change should be minimized.

13



o The need for the codification of the changes made during the last

3-4 years. Many of which were made by strength of personality of

the players.

o The need for more effective and tinely communications by the

CMICs with their components and supporting Service headquarters.

o The CINCs submission to the Service P014s must include their war-

fighting needs.

o The necessity for early involvement in the POH process-before

Service guidance is published.

o The desire for direct input to the Services-not through mjor

commands or subordinate commands.

o OCS should serve as the CINCs negotiator/advocate for theater

problems that cross Services.

o There should be some annual submission by the CINCs to SECDEF,

and JCS prioritizing their requirements.

On 26 September 1984, JCS-SPRAA solicited from the CINCs, in a separate

and distinct action from the DEPSECDEF, input on enhancing the CIN% participa-

tion in the PON. development process. SPRAA provided a series of hierarchical

procedures requiring actions by CIUCs, components, Services, JCS and QICS and

proposed a scenario of command relationships which basically overcame earlier

objection by CIaC=NT and moved the input level for USCEN1DI.: requirements to

lajor Command level i.e., RtS(IM4 and TAC. The comments provided by the CINCs is

summarized as follows:

o The entire system of PPBS must be kept in context, it starts

with the ability to influence the Defense Guidance.

14
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o JCS involvement. Consideration should be given to early submis-

sion of priority lists to JCS who would provide them to the

Military Departments and include Jcs pOi1 development guidance.

o JCS track and resolve cross Service issues. They must be the

CINCs advocates.

o CINCs components don't participate in the IM4 machination; aren't

represented at Service level; and don't provide the best level to

integrate the CINCs warfighting needs. Service Major Command

priorities could be different than CINKs component requirements.

o Problem with US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) prioritizing inputs

from USREDODM, USL M, USCM-IO)P., and USCXJThCDM.

o low best to integrate Unified Command SAC and PIAC needs through

their TAC components.

On 5 October 1984, JCS pursued the earlier SPRAA efforts by providing

additional guidance on command relationships and procedures for POVI imput.

This procedure involved the CINCs items being flagged to Services by component

cormmands and therefore have visibility through the POl process. JCS rein-

forced the principle that the component commanders are the key in the process.

The DEPSEC)EF on 1 October 1984 invited the members of the US to provide

input on enhancements to the CINCs' involvement in the KIK process.

CJCS responded:

o Component commanders, the key link, and CINCs must strengthen the

link by dialogue.

o Provide warfighting needs to components for integration into the

FOM submission process.

o CINCs submit in November to JCS a list of warfighting needs. JCS

will provide lists to Services.
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o aI s will be invited to provide unresolved concerns to JCS prior

to POn lockup 11

Secretary of the Army Harsh responded:

o CINCs provide requirements early in program development, a

prioritized list of their requirement to the SECOEF, OCS, and

the Services. This would allow the Services the ability to build

the CINCs requirements in the beginninq of the cycle. 1 2

All of the aforementioned correspondence and dialogue led to the release

by the DEPSECDEF of VM 84-50 dated 14 November 1984. He summarized that the

input from the DRB members and CINCs.

addressed four major areas of concern: the CINhs' submis-
sion of prioritized requirements; the relationship between
the CINCs and the 1lilitary Departments during KO develop-
ment the visibility of resources in the 1Orts to CINC
requirements; and the partijipation of the CIlCs in the
DM Program Review process.

The DEPSECDEF took the following actions in conjunction with development

of the FY 1987 PONs and in preparation for the program review.

CINCs' Submission of Prioritized &QuirCmpnt

The CIIJCs will, as previously, submit clearly identi-
fied requirements to the Nilitary Departments through
their component commanders. In addition, each CINC shall
prepare a separate list of their higher priority needs,
prioritized across Service and functional lines and with
consideration of reasonable fiscal constraints. Copies of
that list should be submitted to the Secretary of Defense,
to the DEPSECDEF, and to the Chairn of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in December of each year.

Tracking CINC Concerns During POM Develoqmnt

The P)I. development process remains the responsibility
of the Military Departments. The primary interaction between
the CI? s and the Military Departments shall continue to be
through the component commanders. All three Military Depart-
ments have taken steps to strengthen the links between the
CINCs and their component commanders. He endorsed such steps
and encouraged any additional actions needed along these
lines.

16



In addition, the CINCs should have an opportunity for
direct interface with the Military Departments on issues of
concern to them. Direct communications between the CINCs
and the Military Departments should be used to resolve CIICs
problems and concerns during PON development. 1 5

Visibility of CINC Reuirements in the a .ns

In order to assess the degree of responsiveness to
CINC requirements in the POMs, there must be sufficient
visibility of the manner in which those requirements were
addressed. In the past, when confronted with DRE issues of
unfunded CINC priorities, it has been difficult to measure
that shortfall against other priorities which were accommo-
dated in the POMs.

In the future, there should be a separate annex for
each FO which clearly identifies the CIUCs' requirements
as subritted through their component commands; whether they
were met in the POM, with supporting rationale where such
needs were not met. The.O14 Preparation Instructions shall
be adjusted accordingly.,'

Participation of the CINCs in the DRB Program Review Process

Several suggestions were made to increase the CII2Cs'
role in the Program Review process. At present, the CINCs
must raise Program Review issues through a DM member as
issue sponsor. CIb~s attend only the special DIG meetings
set aside to hear their views on the POFLs and the DRB
meeting on Issue Book One, Policy and Risk Assessment.

The CMhCs will in the future be permitted to raise
Program Review issues independently. Issue outlines sub-
irdtted Ly the CI lCs will be subject to the same procedure
currently used for selecting and assigning issues for on-
sideration by the DRB. The DEPSECDEF will invite relevant
CINCs to attend the DRB Program Review meet4qgs when the
issues they have raised will be considered."

Role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

In connection with the consideration of these issues,
the Chairman of the JCS has proposed several changes in the
role played by the JCS in the development of the POMs.
Specifically, he has proposed that the JCS should review
and coordinate the concerns of the CIHCs and provide them
to the Military Departments, and that the CINCs should
present their unresolved concerns with the POMs to the JCS
before the POMs are completed. These changes, along with
Van others relating to the participation of the JCS in the

-S PPS process, will be reviewed Ly the DEM on the recommen-

dation of the Chairman of the JCS. Until they have been
reviewed and approved, their implementation is deferred.1 8

.1
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One could think that the DEPSEDEF memorandum would slow down this evolu-

tionary process. Quite to the contrary. As recently as 10 Decenber 1984,

additional guidance was being provided regarding the priority lists required

for submission. He clarified that the list being provided to SECDEF,

DEPSECDEF and COCS of higher priority problem areas did not replace the

requirement for submission of prioritized program needs to component comman-

ders. Additionally, guidance was provided that the "subject list should pro-

vide in priority order each Cfl;Cs most important problem area." Each area

identified should have a proposed solution within reasonable and realistic

fiscal constraints.1 9

One could reasonably conclude that the enhanced role of the CINCs in the

IO process is in fact evolutionary. It is not yet complete and I expect that

future fiscal years will see additional refinements in the process. Some

areas for consideration that may have not been resolved to date include the

following:

o The continuing submission of PO items through Service major

commands and the problem of prioritization. The Army seems to

have finessed the problem by having EIK)SCD11 provide the CINCs

input to H)DA who will:

oo be responsible to prioritize and merge the CINCs'

requirement,

oo special displays will be included in FORS(D's input to

HODA to identify the CICs warfighting needs,

oo HIOI will be responsible for development of new program

development increment packages PDIP for CIfl~s' needs.

o The absence of a naval component for USREDM 4 has not been

addressed, and the submission of USREDWDM naval POF1 issues,
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particularly those required by the Joint Deplcment Agency has

not been resolved.

o The issue of full M membership for the CINCs has still been

avoided.
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