e] Joint Defense
P7/\ capabilities Study

Improving DoD Strategic
Planning, Resourcing and Execution
to Satisfy Joint Capabilities

Final Report
January 2004

This document reflects the views of the Joint Defense Capabilities Study Team
and is not the official position of the Department of Defense.



Joint Defense Capabilities Study: Final Report

JANUARY 2004

Executive Summary

In March 2003, the Secretary of Defense chartered a study—formally named the
Joint Defense Capabilities Study—to examine how the Department of Defense
(DoD) develops, resources, and provides joint capabilities. The Secretary selected
the Honorable Pete Aldridge, former Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics, to lead the study. The Study Team's task was to ex-
amine and improve DoD processes for determining needs, creating solutions,
making decisions, and providing capabilities to support joint warfighting needs.
Based on that examination, the Study Team developed streamlined processes and
alternative organizations to better integrate defense capabilities in support of joint
objectives.

Why change? Although the current processes have produced the best armed
forces in the world, they do not optimize our investment in joint capabilities to
meet current and future security challenges. From its discussions with senior per-
sonnel in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), Joint Staft, Services, and
Combatant Commands (CoComs), along with reviews of past studies and analy-
ses of current processes, the Study Team found the following:

& Services dominate the current requirements process. Much of DoD’s {o-
cus is on Service programs and platforms rather than capabilities required
to accomplish Combatant Command missions. A Service focus does not
provide an accurate picture of joint needs, nor does it provide a consistent
view of priorities and acceptable risks across DoD.

& Service planning does not consider the full range of solutions available to
meel joint warfighting needs. Alternative ways (o provide the equivalent
capability are not adequately considered-—especially if the alternative so-
lutions are resident in a different Service or Defense Agency.

& The resourcing function focuses senior leadership effort on fixing problems
at the end of the process, rather than being involved early in the planning
process. OSD programming guidance exceeds available resources and does
not provide realistic priorities for joint needs. “Jointness™ is forced into the
program late in the process during an adversarial and time-consuming pro-
gram review. The resulting program does not best meet joint needs, or pro-
vide the best value for the nation’s defense investment.
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Capabilities-Based Process

The Study Team recommends a capabilities-based process for identifying needs,
creating choices, developing solutions, and providing capabilities. The recom-
mended process differs from the current process in the following ways:

* Joint needs would form the foundation for the defense program. These
needs must be developed using a consistent view of priorities and risks,
provided by the Secretary of Defense. Combatant Commanders would
have major input into the formulation of joint needs.

¢ Planning for major joint capabilities would be accomplished at the De-
partment, rather than Component level. A process in which all stake-
holders participate would encourage innovation and seek the “best
solution” to meet joint capability needs. Needs would be expressed as “ca-
pabilities” or “desired effects™ to allow for the widest range of possible so-
lutions. Solutions would be evaluated using open and explicit analysis to
provide the best possible information for decision makers.

& Senior leaders would focus on providing guidance and making decisions
in the “front end” of the process. The Secretary of Defense would provide
strategic direction for capabilities planning and be iteratively engaged in
the entire process. Major issues currently addressed in the program review
would be examined early in the process, when there is more time for de-
liberate analysis and greater solution space for the Secretary's decision
making.

As shown in Figure 1, the new process has four major elements: strategy, en-
hanced planning, resourcing, and execution and accountability. These elements
differ from the processes they replace in the following ways:

¢ Strategy. Combatant Commanders would be assigned a much larger role
in shaping the defense strategy articulated in Strategic Planning Guidance
{SPG). The SPG would focus on strategic objectives, priorities, and risk
tolerance, rather than on programmatic solutions. It would initiate the
planning process and dictate those areas where joint planning efforts must
focus.

¢ [nhanced planning. The Enhanced Planning Process would support as-
sessment of capabilities to meet joint needs. Military needs would be iden-
tified primarily through Combatant Command operational plans and
operating concepts. Enterprise (non-warfighting) needs would be identi-
fied by the Services and OSD.

& Resourcing. The Joint Programming Guidance (JPG) would reflect the de-
cistons made in the Enhanced Planning Process and provide fiscally ex-
ccutable guidance for the development of the Components’ programs.



Executive Summary

Because the guidance would be fiscally executable, the remainder of the
resourcing process would be relatively simple, and the program and
budget reviews would be reduced in scope and level of effort.

& Execution and accountability. The new process would focus on perform-
ance assessment and be organized around the capabilities categories and
objectives outlined in the SPG and addressed in the JPG. Outcome-
oriented capability categories spanning both operational and enterprise
functions would serve as the framework for every phase of the new proc-
ess. The SPG, Enhanced Planning Process, JPG, internal defense budget,
and assessment report would be organized by capability categories.

Figure 1. Simplified End State Process Model
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Organizational Alternatives

The Study Team developed first- and second-order organizational alternatives. The
first-order organizational alternatives address the Department/corporate-level
changes needed to implement the new capabilitics-based process. These alterna-
tives are built around the Enhanced Planning Process. The second-order organiza-
tional alternatives address changes within major enterprise functions—acquisition;
research, development, test, and evaluation; logistics; infrastructure; and workforce
planning—to accomplish end state planning and execution processcs. For both lev-
els of changes, the Study Team developed a set of moderate, aggressive, and radi-
cal alternatives, based on the level of change proposed.
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In general, the moderate alternative would use the existing OSD and Joint Staff
structure, with minor modifications, to partially achieve the end state through the
use of matrixed capability teams and ad hoc organizations. The aggressive alter-
native would reorganize those parts of OSD and the Joint Staff that support capa-
bilities-based planning and resource allocation. The radical option would combine
duplicative functions in OSD and the Joint Staff to support capabilities-based
planning and resourcing at the Department-level; it would also require a major
reorganization.

Although the focus of the organizational alternatives in this study is on OSD and
the Joint Staff, additional realignments may be beneficial. Elements that define
joint capabilities (predominantly CoComs) and provide a wide range of alterna-
tives to capability needs (predominantly Services and Agencies) should consider
internal realignment to improve integration with the new process.

Implementation

The Study Team’s recommendations are substantial. Consequently, any effort to
implement them would likely encounter bureaucratic resistance. Using an imple-
mentation team to manage the recommended changes will therefore be critical to
keeping the changes on track, particularly during the transition period. To be ef-
fective, this implementation team should be led by an individual who has direct
access to the leadership of the Department, especially the Secretary and Deputy
Secretary of Defense, The head of the implementation team and supporting staff
would need to establish a Department-wide governance process to drive the
change effort. This process should clearly spell out what needs to be done, who
needs to do it, and when it needs to be completed. Department leadership should
receive regular progress reviews.

Equally important is the need to communicate the need for change, the goal of the
change effort, and the organization's progress toward meeting that goal. The im-
plementation team, working closely with Public Affairs, should spearhead efforts
1o create an external and internal communication strategy.

Vi
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Chapter 1
Introduction

i

The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review directed the Department of Detense
(DoD) to pursue a capabilities-based approach to defining its needs. This ap-
proach is markedly different from the traditional threat-based approach because it
focuses on delivering capabilities to meet a wide range of security challenges
rather than defeating a specific adversary.

In March 2003, the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) chartered the Joint Defense
Capabilities Study to examine the process and organizational changes necessary
to implement a capabilities-based approach across the Department.

BACKGROUND

The United States cannot definitively predict who its next adversary will be or
where the next conflict will occur. A capabilities-based approach would help
mitigate this uncertainty by emphasizing the nation’s ability to shape the battle-
field, regardless of whom we fight or where we fight. Figure I-1 is an overview of
a capabilities-based approach.

Figure 1-1. Overview of Capabilities-Based Approach

Why A Capabilities-Based Approach?

« Mitigates the uncertainty of defining future adversaries by posturing
to meet a wide range of security challenges

« Focuses on effects rather than weapon systems to support strategy

« Addresses the range of materiel and non-materiel resources required for
each capability, ensuring warfighting and enterprise needs are integrated
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A capabilities-based approach elevates the discussion of joint needs to a more
strategic level, centering on desired effects rather than specific weapon systems
and platforms. In addition, strategic objectives would frame the desired effects,
which in turn would define the needed capabilities, and ultimately the platforms
and weapon systems to be acquired. This approach would reverse our current
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practices of packaging weapon systems and platforms into capabilities, assessing
what effects we can achieve on the battlefield, and planning operations based on
those achievable effects. Because a capabilities-based approach begins at the stra-
tegic level, top-down guidance should be easier to incorporate, making the entire
process more responsive to senior leader decisions.

Another advantage to a capabilities-based approach is that every capability would
be broken into doctrine, organizational, training, materiel, leadership, personnel,
and facilities elements. As a result, it would consider all resources when planning
for capabilities. It also would consider enterprise and warfighting needs simulta-
neously, supporting a fiscally constrained resourcing process.

STUDY APPROACH

The Honorable Pete Aldridge, former Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics led the Joint Defense Capabilities Study. Mr. Aldridge
was supported by a Study Team drawn from selected offices within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Joint Staff, and the Services. The study also drew
on the expertise of the Combatant Commands (CoComs) and other organizations.

The Study Team began its work by researching the many recent and ongoing
studies that have dealt with DoD internal processes. A complete listing of these
study efforts is included in Appendix C.

This report presents the Study Team’s results. It describes an improved Depart-
ment-wide process for delivering the greatest achievable joint warfighting and
support capabilities from the nation’s defense investment, and it identifies alterna-
tive organizational changes needed to support the new process. The report also
briefly discusses implementation considerations.

The Study Team received considerable guidance and support from the SecDef and
other senior leaders within the department. The SecDet received monthly brief-
ings and actively provided feedback and direction. The Senior Leadership Review
Group discussed the study results and Mr. Aldridge’s recommendations on 12
September and 31 October 2003. At the 31 October meeting, the SecDef signed a
memorandum announcing his decision to implement the new process.



Chapter 2
Capabilities-Based Process

OVERVIEW

This study advocates a capabilities-based process for determining and satisfying
joint needs. Under that process, joint needs would be defined with a Department-
wide view based on extensive input from all users of defense capabilities, particu-
larly the CoComs. Capabilities planning would characterize and quantify both
warfighting and enterprise needs, ensuring that doctrine, organizational, training,
personnel, leadership, and facilities issues are considered simultaneously with
platforms, weapon systems, and costs. The key differences from the current ap-
proach are summarized below:

& Attempts to meet needs and maximize output would occur at the joint
level, rather than individual Component level.

& Strategic objectives and joint needs would be expressed in terms of out-
comes (what is to be accomplished) instead of specific platforms and sys-
tems.

& An array of innovative solutions to joint needs, including trade analysis
across Services and Defense Agencies, would be available to determine
the best options.

& A wide range of threats would be addressed rather than a single or primary
threat in meeting the needs of the current and future warfighter.

The process proposed by the Joint Defense Capabilities Study begins with a uni-
fied, resource-informed strategy that would guide planning, resourcing, and
budget execution. A collaborative analytical process would define joint needs that
drive the defense program, and the Services would offer competing solutions to
meet those needs. Senior leadership would be engaged early, when greater deci-
sion space exists, to provide top-down guidance and make decisions on key is-
sues. Performance reporting would be focused on outcomes 1o ensure that
delivered capabilities fully support defense strategy. The goal of this process
would be to move the Department from where it is now (the “as-is™) to a desired
“end state.”

The desired end state is a streamlined, colluborative, yet
competitive process that produces a fully integrated joinl
warfighting capability.
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Transitioning to the proposed process requires changes in four major defense ac-
tivities: strategy development, capabilities planning, resourcing, and program
execution and accountability. The process has several tenets:

¢ Strategic guidance reflects decisions by the senior leadership on defense
objectives and acceptable levels of risk.

& The defense program is “born joint,” in an objective analytical process that
responds to strategic guidance.

¢ Programmatic guidance is fiscally constrained, so the resourcing process is
streamlined and simplified.

¢ A review process assesses and reports on how well the Department is ac-
quiring the capabilities needed to achieve the defense strategy.

Overall, this process emphasizes articulation of strategy and joint capabilities
planning rather than focusing on weapons system and platform programmatics.

Figure 2-1 depicts this shift in emphasis.

Figure 2-1. Relative Emphasis in “As-Is” and End State Processes
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A definitive front-end strategy and planning guidance would define the joint
needs, drive a more streamlined and less labor-intensive resourcing process, and
facilitate outcome-based resource allocation and execution management. This
shift would provide guidance on risk and priorities as a part of the strategy devel-
opment process and enable early consideration of major program alternatives at
the joint capability level in the planning process.

5 CURRENT PROCESS—WHAT’S BROKEN

Although the current process has produced the best armed forces in the world,
DoD has significant room for improvement, particularly as it positions itself for
the uncertainties of tomorrow. Specifically, DoD needs to improve its ability to
plan, resource, and field joint capabilities and to ensure that the best solutions are
brought forward and implemented. Improving interoperability among the Services
is key. which requires greater coordination and collaboration at the department



Capabilities-Based Process

level. Figure 2-2 summarizes the problems in the current process and lists key
attributes of the end state process. The following subsections discuss how the cur-
rent process prevents efficient and effective allocation of resources to provide the

needed capabilities.

Figure 2-2. “As-1s” Versus End State Comparison
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An Unclear Defense Strategy

Defense strategy is not articulated in a concise form that provides integrated de-
partment-wide objectives, priorities, and roles as a framework for planning joint
capabilities development. It is conveyed in numerous documents, many of which

are outdated or contradictory.

Much of the material in the current strategy documents originates in working
groups and committees. This bottom-up process frequently results in a signaturc-
ready document. But, it does not support early senior leadership involvement to

shape strategic guidance up-front.
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Furthermore, the Department’s planning guidance is platform centric. Specific
programmatics, communicated before Department-wide planning is cmnducted?
often reflect “special interest” lobbying rather than sound analysis. Defense guid-
ance, as written today, tends to foreclose the planning process with specific pro-
grammatic guidance, without any analytic transition from the strategic guidance
that begins the process to the programmatic guidance that ends it. There should be
a clear linkage from defense strategy to the capabilities needed to support it and to
decisions on how those capabilities need to be changed. The CoComs have a
unique perspective in this regard, but today’s process uses that perspective only
on the margins.

The problems arising from the lack of a single, well-articulated defense strategy
are exacerbated by guidance that is neither prioritized nor fiscally constrained. As
a result, those receiving the guidance are left to determine what aspects should be
implemented. Strategic direction breaks down and loses credibility.

Stovepiped Capabilities Planning

The Services dominate planning for capabilities, even when those capabilities are
inherently joint and specifically support the CoComs. Historically, the Services
have defined the needs, developed the alternatives, and selected and resourced the
solutions. These actions are typically accomplished in a stovepiped fashion, with
minimal consideration for cross-Service trades or multi-Service efficiencies.

Under the old Requirements Generation System, Services presented their mission
need statements 1o the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) for ap-
proval. Because it approached candidate requirements and resources on a case-by-
case basis rather than with a DoD-wide view, the JROC was predisposed to accept
Service-defined needs. In addition, the JROC was unable to prioritize needs, par-
ticularly across Services, which made it difficult to terminate lower priority pro-
grams later in the process.

The Services were primarily responsible for creating mission need statements
within their assigned domains. Needs that were uniquely joint were slow to be
identified and filled when no specific Service had responsibility. In some cases,
joint needs were incongruent with the Services’ strategic direction or they com-
peted with Service priorities and were therefore ignored.
Combatant Command involvement was minimal. Their needs were implicitly
communicated through operational plans and Integrated Priorities Lists (IPL;)
rather than explicitly through requirements documents. However, the Services
viewed the IPLs as unconstrained wish lists. while the CoCom saw the IPLs as
largely tgnored until the Services were forced to fund selected aspects during pro-
gram review. In the aggregate. the lack of strong CoCom influence resulted Tn ca-
pabilities being “pushed™ to them rather than identifying and “pulling™ the
capabilities they needed.



The new Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) ad-
dresses many of the above problems, but the analytical capability continues to re-
side predominantly in the Services. The CoComs have an “on ramp” to the JROC
via capability change recommendations, but it remains unclear if the Services will
embrace those recommendations because they compete with Service priorities.
Also, cross-Service prioritization continues to be a challenge, and enterprise needs
do not receive the same degree of attention as warfighting needs.

To solve many of these problems, DoD has undertaken several initiatives to im-
plement a capabilities-based approach for determining military needs. Primarily,
it has started developing the necessary tools to support such an approach, such as
metrics, methods, and capability categories. However, a capabilities-based ap-
proach has not yet been institutionalized across the Department.

Inefficient Resourcing Process

Because the Services receive more guidance than they can resource, they are
forced to make their own tradeoffs to comply with fiscal constraints. Service
needs routinely compete with joint needs, with tough choices required to create a
fiscally responsible program. Service decisions made in their own best interests
are then second-guessed by the CoComs, the Joint Staff, and OSD, and often are
overturned during program review. Consequently, the Services have little incen-
tive to fund joint needs before program review.

This process has resulted in an annual “train wreck™ during program review. The
train wreck occurs because joint needs are forced into the process after each Ser-
vice has developed its integrated program. The resulting budget does not optimize
capabilities at either the Department or the Service level. The effort to modify the
program and the budget late in the process is labor intensive and often adversarial.

Weak Feedback and Accountability

A significant portion of DoD’s workforce is dedicated to ensuring compliance
with budgetary rules and regulations. This effort focuses on how money is being
spent rather than on determining whether the capabilities being acquired support
the overall strategy. As a result, too much emphasis is placed on monetary input
rather than capabilities output, and much of the submitted information does not
support senior leader decision making. Generally, reports, including budget exhib-
its, are compiled to meet an external customer such as the Congress or the Office
of Management and Budget. Senior decision makers need to know how well the
Department is being resourced to meet current and future mission requirements—
a message that has not been clearly presented in the aggregate.

The CoComs have not played a significant role in this part of the process. As the
authors of the Department’s operational plans, they are best suited to determine if
the right capabilities are being delivered, which means they should be driving the



strategy and feasibility assessments. Their lessons Ieame?d also should be given a
formal process for consideration in the strategy or planning processes.

THE “END STATE” PROCESS—WHAT’S NEEDED

The Study Team developed a general process model for achieving the desired end
state. Figure 2-3 depicts a simplified model of the end state process.

Figure 2-3. Simplified End State Process Model
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The new process model differs from how business is done today in several major
respects. First, CoComs would be given the opportunity to play a larger role in
shaping defense strategy, which is articulated in the Strategic Planning Guidance
(SPG). The SPG, which initiates the planning process, would define those areas
where joint planning efforts will focus, particularly where cross-Service capabili-
ties tradeoffs may be appropriate.

The planning process must allow for three distinet activities:
¢ ldentifying joint needs through the use of effects-based terms
¢ Providing a wide range of alternatives to meet those needs
¢ Analyzing cross-Service trades (o select the hest options.

The CoComs would play a leading role in the first

activity. Joint needs are driven
by operating concepts and the unique de

mands of various theaters of operation.
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Capabilities-Based Process

The Services would also play a vital role by offering innovative approaches to
warfighting within their functional specialties. At this stage of the process, those
innovations must be driven by concepts, not weapons or platforms.

The Services, and in some cases Defense Agencies, would offer proposed solu-
tions to meet joint needs. Selection of the best alternatives must be preceded by
appropriate planning and analysis, and conducted with sufficient transparency that
all stakeholders accept the validity of the results. Analysis would be conducted by
teams from OSD, the Joint Staff, and the Services, with CoCom representation to
ensure that analysis reflects a realistic assessment of current and future warfight-
ing concepts.

Ultimately, the choice of alternatives to fulfill key joint needs is the responsibility
of the Secretary of Defense. Those decisions must be supported with independent
military advice and with full recognition of their costs, benefits, and opportunity
COsts.

The Secretary of Defense’s decisions would be used to update a set of rolling ca-
pabilities plans that outline current and future capabilities, anticipated schedules,
performance metrics, and estimated costs. Annual Joint Programming Guidance
(JPG) would solidify the decisions made within a given year and subject the total-
ity of the guidance (o a fiscal adequacy test to ensure that the Services and De-
fense Agencies have sufficient resources to comply with the guidance. This
process would force all stakeholders to confront inevitable tradeoffs, and to priori-
tize their needs. The result would be an agreed-upon statement of defense needs
and a realistic business plan for meeting those needs within available resources.

Finally, DoD’s annual performance review process must focus on how the in-
vestments made in the preceding year’s budget addressed the strategic priorities in
the SPG and the capabilities directed by the JPG.

The following discussion outlines the attributes of the proposed process in greater
detail.

A New Framework—IJoint Capability Categories

To support needs definition, gap and excess analysis, major trade analyses, and
capabilities planning, DoD’s capabilities must be divided into manageable groups,
or capability categories. The defining of joint capability categories is an cssential
early step to implementing a capabilities-based approach because they would
provide the framework for capabilities planning, for comparing Service
contributions to joint warfighting and enterprise support, and for facilitating
cross-Service trades.

Capability categories can be created along functional or operational lines. Functional

capability categories would be useful because there are relatively few of them, repre-
senting those activities or processes that must take place if the Department success-
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fully pursued its military activities. The Joint Staff has created five—force applica-
tion, protection, logistics, command and control, and battle-space awareness—all
focused on warfighting needs. To address enterprise needs, the Department may
need to add more categories such as force management and infrastructure.

Alternatively, joint capability categories can be built along operational lines (i.e.,
military activities). Examples of these categories include denying sanctuary to the
adversary, ensuring freedom of navigation, and denying adversary access to space.

The functional categories would be more enduring of the two types—they are less
apt to change because of new technologies, emerging threats, or doctrine updates,
so they may be a more appropriate basis for organizational changes. They also
offer clearer boundaries to assign weapon systems and platforms, thereby reduc-
ing redundant assignment of platforms to categories, which would further im-
prove the ability of functional capability managers to develop and implement
capabilities planning.

In contrast, operational categories provide a direct link to the CoComs and would
support major trade analysis by military operation.

Whether organized along functional or operational lines, the new categories must
enable all Services, Defense Agencies, and CoComs to focus their planning on
capabilities. If the right categories are created, strategic guidance, analytical capa-
bilities, and programs and budgets could also be organized around them. Figure 2-
4 depicts how capability categories could be used as an organizing construct for
both information and analytical activities across the entire process.

Figure 2-4. Capability Categories

Strategy Planning Resourcing Execution
1 1 [ 1
[ ~1 ! jCﬂngmv ] .
i 1 I L I 1 1
[ Capahility ¥ Q ]
¥ ¥ b i
Feedback

Provide a framework to articulate a capabilities-based approach across
strategy development, planning, resourcing. and execution

¢ A common structure for organizing and communicating information
* A consistent message across the Department
* Aframework for capabiity assessments and trade-off anatyses

Senior Oversight—The Strategic Planning Council

Since it expends enormous resources in support of the national strategy, DoD
must mantain a clear linkage between that strategy and how the resources are
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used. A Strategic Planning Council (SPC) would provide senior leaders with a
venue to offer formal inputs to shape defense strategy and support effective over-
sight throughout the end-to-end process of strategy development, capabilities
planning, resourcing, and execution. Members of the SPC would set the direction
of the Department and assess Whether the process is moving in that direction.

Chaired by the Secretary of Defense, the SPC would be comprised of the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, the Under Secretaries, the CICS, the Service Secretaries
and Service Chiefs, and the CoComs. It would meet three times per year, or more
frequently at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense.

Top-Down Strategy Development

The Department of Defense’s support for national strategy should retlect the
judgment of its most senior leaders. The SPC would provide the forum in which
the CoComs could air their views on the challenges they face and shape the
strategy to meet their near- and long-term challenges. Those views would become
the “top-down™ input to the strategy development process. The CoComs® staffs
would need to shoulder increased responsibility for identifying issues and
coordinating closely with the Joint Staff to ensure that the strategy meets the
demands of their theaters. The lower-level working groups and committees that
actually draft strategic planning guidance would need to ensure that the explicit
inputs of the SPC are incorporated.

The SPG should be a single, unified, fiscally-informed document covering both
warfighting and enterprise capabilities. It also should do the following:

& Establish strategic objectives and priorities. The SPG should include a
view of the near- and far-term strategic environment and objectives to
support national strategy. It also should address force sizing and employ-
ment concepts, desired response times, assumptions, and priorities by
theater and mission area.

& Identify fiscal and other planning constraints. The SPG should identify the
planning assumptions used in developing the Department’s top-line fund-
ing, as well as other factors such as personnel increases or reductions. Al-
though detailed costing is not possible at this stage, the intent would be to
avoid a “two MTW strategy with a one MTW top line.” Other planning
constraints, such as ongoing operations, should be stated as well.

& Articulate priorities and risk tolerance. The Secretary of Defense should
use this section to formally state priorities for the Department and to de-
fine the acceptable level of risk within capability categories, theaters of
operation, and the four Quadrennial Defense Review risk categories (0p-
erational risk. future risk, institutional risk, and force management risk).

Tl
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*  Establish joint capability objectives. The SPG should identify the joint ca-
pability objectives defined in prior-year planning and studies. These objec-
tives should be framed in effects-based terms that do not preclude any
potential alternatives, and where possible, include metrics and scenarios.
Force providers would use this guidance to develop and evaluate alterna-
tive capabilities.

& [dentify strategic concepts for planning future enterprise functions. The
SPG should clearly identify the strategic goals for the Department’s work
force, infrastructure, “overhead” support, and acquisition, which would
ensure that enterprise activities are fully integrated with warfighting plans.

& ldentify future joint operational and organizing concepts. The SPG should
assign experimentation, science and technology, and capability priorities
to enable new operating concepts.

The SPG may direct studies as necessary to identify issues for future considera-
tion in the planning process. Normally, the SPG would not provide programmatic
guidance, but instead provide unified direction to the Department’s joint planning
efforts, which in turn would produce the programmatic direction intended to sup-
port defense strategy. The intent of the SPG would be to begin the Department’s
planning process by providing strategic direction rather than end the process with
specific programmatic guidance.

Capabilities Planning—Enhanced Planning Process

The Enhanced Planning Process is designed to link strategy to program development
by assessing current capabilities, analyzing gaps and excesses, and recommending
alternatives for the SecDef’s decisions. These decisions are captured in a rolling ca-
pabilities plan and are then disseminated for action through the annual JPG.

The rolling capabilities plan is not envisioned as a published document, but would
serve as a repository of capabilities decisions made throughout the year. It would
be a management tool (potentially web based) that communicates to the Depart-
ment current and future capabilities, gaps and excesses, and the associated efforts
to address those gaps and excesses. It would also provide a forum for sharing in-
formation about anticipated schedules, performance metrics, and estimated costs
of joint programs and about experimentation, technology development, and les-
sons learned. Rolling capabilities plans would be developed for each joint capabil-
Hy cafegory.

Key joint stakeholders, such as the CoComs, would need to participate exten-
sively in the process to ensure that solutions are “born joint.” A competitive proc-
ess would develop alternative solutions to achieve the needed joint warfighting
capabilities. Services and Defense Agencies would be responsible for developing
innovative alternatives 1o achieve the desired capability.
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The alternatives would typically be developed as end-to-end solutions using vari-
ous approaches. The alternatives would be evaluated in an open and collaborative
analytical process, based on their overall contribution to joint operational capa-
bilities. This would allow the Department to decide “how much is enough” in a
given capability area, and could result in cross-Service trades or trades among
major capability areas.

Figure 2-5 describes the Enhanced Planning Process in simplified terms. At the
heart of the process is a comparison of current capabilities with those needed to
perform tasks and missions. Scenarios and concepts give context to the tasks and
missions. The disconnects can be characterized as capability gaps (implying that
tasks or missions cannot be accomplished with existing capabilities) or capability
excesses (unnecessary redundancy exists or a specific capability is no longer
needed). This analysis would begin the process that shapes future capabilities.

The Enhanced Planning Process would receive input from two major domains:
warfighting needs and enterprise needs. Warfighting needs are the resources
needed to execute warfighting missions, while the enterprise needs cover areus
such as infrastructure and the workforce. Combined, these needs reflect the spec-
trum of considerations—doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, per-
sonnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF).

Figure 2-5. Simplified Capabilities Planning Process
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Because the Department has more needs than resources, it must seck the highest
levels of efficiency and effectiveness, eliminate unnccessary duplication among
Services, and develop multi-Service efficiencies. This capability requires an as-
sessment of needs above the Service level.

Figure 2-6 shows the changed role of the Services in determining needs and choosing
solutions to those needs. At the Department level, an analytical capability would de-
fine the joint needs and conduct cross-Service/Component analysis to satisfy those .
needs. This analytical activity, or analysis engine, must provide a collaborative cnvi-
ronment that brings the views of the CoComs, Joint Staff, Defense Agencies, Ser-
vices, and OSD into a single forum and integrates all aspects of capabilities planning.
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Figure 2-6. New Roles and Responsibilities for Joint Needs
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The analysis engine, the heart of the Enhanced Planning Process, would perform
five key functions: defining joint needs, identifying gaps and excesses in current
and future capabilities, conducting top-level trade analyses in capability terms,
assessing alternatives that have been nominated by the Services to fill capability
gaps, and prioritizing these actions to ensure that the most pressing issues are
fully resourced.

To perform these functions, the analysis engine needs to do the following:

¢ Create and maintain the methodologies and tools required to conduct
capabilities analysis at the Department level

¢ Articulate outcome-oriented joint needs from a Department rather than a
Component view

& ldentify current gaps and excesses by characterizing current capabilities
with respect to assigned missions and tasks

¢ ldentify future gaps and excesses by characterizing future capabilities with
respect Lo operating concepts and projected missions and tasks

¢ Prioritize current and future gaps

¢ Assess the impact on capabilities of SPG, lessons learned,
experimentation, technical opportunities, study recommendations,
operating concepts, and emerging threats

+  Assess proposed alternatives to fill gaps in capabilities

¢ Present decisions, particularly those concerning major trades, for senior
leadership

¢ Create a “hiving” audit trail of capabilities decisions and associated
rationale 1 a transparent rofling capabilities plan
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# Translate joint capabilities decisions, where appropriate, into
programmatics for inclusion in the JPG.

The analysis engine would require substantial analytical support and warfighter
assessment. At the Department level, the analytical capability does not exist to
support all the activities listed above. Analytical support would need to be con-
tracted or moved from other parts of the Department. (Federally Funded Research
and Development Centers, or FFRDCs, are potential candidates for providing that
support.) Warfighters and analysts would need to be brought together in a struc-
tured way to populate the analysis engine with the necessary expertise.

As shown in Figure 2-7, capability teams would provide a forum of expertise to
accomplish the needed analytical support. These teams could be arrayed by capa-
bility category or by functional discipline. The goal would be to facilitate capa-
bilities analysis and planning, ensuring that the range of warfighting and
enterprise issues is addressed in the Enhanced Planning Process.

Figure 2-7. Department-Level Analysis Engine
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Improving the analytical capability at the Department-level through an analysis
engine would help identify cross-Service interoperability issues and concerns. The
analysis engine requires a counterpart activity, also at the Department-level, to
assess interoperability needs and communicate the technical standards to resolve
them. Systems engineering support would also be required, perhaps at U.S. Joint
Forces Command or OSD, to provide interoperability standards and harmonize
net-centric and command and control needs across the joint community.

The activities within the analysis engine occur throughout the year. The teams
would review study results, experimentation, lessons learned, threat changes,
technology opportunities, and capability needs documents to identify areas that
could affect the capabilities for which they provide analytical support. These ¢l-
forts would be included in each team’s rolling capabilities plan. Once a year,
these decisions would be captured in the fiscally constrained JPG and dissemi-
nated to the Department.
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Figure 2-8 summarizes the process that would occur inside the analysis engine.
This process is designed to capture the joint warfighting and enterprise needs of

the Department.

Figure 2-8. Analysis Engine Activities
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The process would address issues that fall within a single capability category or
cross capability categories. Cross-cutting issues would require ad hoc teams (or
“tiger teams”) to be formed from the analysis engine to assess the specific prob-
lem and present decision opportunities for senior leadership. Examples of cross-
cutting issues include determining global presence, operational availability, and
active and reserve component mix. The results would then be passed to the capa-
bility teams for integration into capabilities planning for their area of responsibil-
ity and ultimately translated into programmatic guidance.

To develop the JPG, the analysis engine would need to prioritize and integrate
needs and solutions, and ensure that all doctrine, organization, training, materiel,
leadership, personnel, and facilities considerations are addressed. Therefore, a fo-
rum must exist to harmonize recommendations and decisions before they are in-
corporated into the rolling capabilities plans. These recommendations and
decisions would be accumulated throughout the year, and when viewed in totality
for inclusion in the JPG, some may not be affordable and set aside. Determining
the decisions that should be resourced will be difficult, but setting priorities at the
front end should improve the process. Figure 2-9 illustrates the idea.
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Figure 2-9. Major Trades and Integration
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Many of the skill sets needed to populate the analysis engine are resident in the
Joint Staff and OSD. They are essentially a hybrid of today’s program review is-
sue teams and the Functional Capabilities Boards. The issue teams have been very
successful in solving problems by carefully framing each issue, representing all
views, and presenting alternatives for leadership selection.

The Functional Capabilities Boards have created a collaborative environment to
vet disparate views and provide a capabilities management function that develops
and maintains methodologies, metrics, and assumptions needed for analysis.
Bringing both skill sets together would create a powerful analytical capability.

After the analysis engine has a recommendation ready for decision, it would for-
ward the recommendation to a mid-level review board and then to a senior deci-
sion body (see Figure 2-10). Recommendations would be submitted in the form of
alternatives, with pros and cons, rather than a single solution. To the maximum
extent possible, senior leaders would be given the opportunity to choose from vi-
able and distinct alternatives.

Figure 2-10. Capabilities Decision Process
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The mid-level review body would consist of 3-star equivalents from the Services,
Joint Staff, OSD, and Defense Agency stakeholders. (CoComs may seek opportu-
nities to attend, but because this body meets weekly their attendance may not be
practical without an expanded presence in the Pentagon.) This body would review
all alternatives forwarded by the analysis engine and then send all comments and
recommendations, including minority opinions, to the senior decision body.

The senior decision body—currently the Senior Leadership Review Group—
would be chaired by the Secretary or Deputy Secretary of Defense and consist of
senior representatives from the Services, Joint Staff, OSD, CoComs (to the extent
practical), and applicable Defense Agencies. This body, which would meet less
frequently than the mid-level review body, would focus on selecting alternatives
and resolving major or contentious issues. To the extent agreeable to the stake-
holders, the senior decision body may return some decisions—such as approval
for concepts, study assumptions, metrics, methods, and capability plans—to the
mid-level review body.

“Born Joint” Resourcing Process

Decisions from the Department’s leadership would be captured during the year
and then incorporated in the annual JPG. The JPG is a fiscally constrained busi-
ness plan that addresses the totality of the defense budget, describes the capability
needs that were collaboratively developed during the Enhanced Planning Process,
and identifies the means for meeting those needs. It also communicates specific
programmatic actions on issues of concern to the Secretary of Defense and the
joint capability resourcing needs stemming from the Enhanced Planning Process.
Output-based metrics would be provided to ensure that the capability needs of the
joint community are met. The SPC would review the JPG prior to signature to en-
sure compliance with the top-down guidance contained in the SPG. The JPG
would also do the following:

¢ Comply with the Strategic Planning Guidance. The JPG would address the
extent to which the program guidance complies with the priorities, strate-
gic objectives, and risk tolerance conveyed in the SPG. Specific program-
matics contained in the JPG must clearly support the defense strategy.

& Provide directive guidance on selected joint capability issues. Program-
matic guidance would be provided in a format similar to a Program Deci-
ston Memorandum. Components are required to incorporate directive
guidance in their Program Objective Memorandums (POMS5s). Guidance in
this section may also be used to correct or maintain prior-year decisions.
Although this section of the JPG would be compulsory, it incorporates de-
cisions made during the Enhanced Planning Process. The Components
should not be surprised by the guidance contained in this section of the
IPG because they have been full participants in the capabilities planning
Process.
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& Identify programmatic areas that are delegared to the Components. The
vast majority of the defense program would be delegated to the Compo-
nents. Within the delegated guidance areas, the SecDef may elect to iden-
tify goals, objectives, or measures of effectiveness on resource allocation.
For example, the SecDef may require that a certain percentage of the
budget be dedicated to a specific program area such as science and tech-
nology. These metrics would be designed to coordinate the Department’s
resourcing efforts, while not being overly prescriptive of Service responsi-
bilities.

® Ensure fiscal adequacy. All guidance, directed and delegated, must be fis-
cally executable. This portion of the JPG would demonstrate that the
Components have not been given more guidance than they can resource.

With clear and fiscally constrained guidance in the JPG, the Services and Defense
Agencies would be given information to build POMs that are in the best, overall
interest of the Department. Ultimately, this practice should result in a less conten-
tious program review process, particularly because the Services and Defense
Agencies would only be given programmatic guidance that has already incorpo-
rated joint needs. Building in “bill payers” or “salami slicing”™ programs to sup-
port joint programs added late in the process should no longer be required.

The program review would focus primarily on ensuring JPG compliance and ad-
dressing fact-of-life issues and unforeseen events. The CoComs would need to
participate in the program review to assess the impact of fact-of-life changes. A
mechanism similar to a Program Change Proposal or issue paper may be required
to accommodate these views.

To further streamline the resourcing process, program and budget reviews should
be accomplished simultaneously. Doing so would shorten the amount of time be-
tween POM submission and the President’s Budget. Eventually, as the Enhanced
Planning Process matures, it may be feasible to delay POM submission until late
September or early October. The later these documents can be submitied, the
greater the likelihood that the Department would be able to incorporate emerging
fact-of-life changes.

Improved Assessment and Feedback Process

This portion of the process focuses on assessing how well the Department did
what it set out to do. The “providers,” primarily the Services, would report on
“what they actually got™ for the resources provided. The “users,” led by the Co-
Coms, would report on whether they were able to perform their missions with the
capabilities provided and whether those capabilities were sufficient to execute the
strategy. The results of the assessment would be be presented to the SPC for dis-
cussion, used as a mechanism to develop subsequent planning guidance, and



transmitted once a year to Congress as part of the Secretary’s Annual Report ro
the Congress.

Assessments would be prepared by an independent office, possibly supported by a
small staff. The role of the assessor would be to:

# Integrate assessments of current capabilities provided by the CoComs,
Joint Staff, Service Chiefs, Principal Staff Assistants, Agency Heads, and
team leaders in the Enhanced Planning Process.

& Assess whether the capabilities were delivered as expected and as directed
in the JPG (in both delegated and directive sections).

¢ Determine whether total capabilities were sufficient to meet the strategy as
a whole.

The performance assessment process would take two forms: periodic briefings
and a written annual report. Both would address warfighting and enterprise activi-
ties and be organized around the capabilities categories and objectives outlined in
the SPG and JPG.

The primary audience for the periodic briefings on program execution would be
the SPC. These briefings would be based on capability metrics defined in the En-
hanced Planning Process. The annual performance assessment report, intended for
both internal and external audiences, would summarize overall performance and
relate it to the Department’s goals. It would be at a high level of aggregation and
use a Balanced Scorecard framework. After full transition to the new process, the
report would become the basis of the Annual Report to the Congress.

Process Timeline

Figure 2-11 provides an overview of the major activities of this process. The
process would begin with a spring SPC meeting to develop top-down guidance for
the SPG 1o be released in the fall. The top-down guidance would be based on
feedback from the previous cycle and issues developed by the SPC members. In
the fall, the SPC would review the draft SPG to ensure that top-down guidance
was incorporated.
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Figure 2-11. Activity Calendar
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SPG-directed issues and studies then enter the Enhanced Planning Process. Deci-
sions from the Enhanced Planning Process would be captured in rolling capabili-
ties plans and then articulated in the annual JPG. The SPC, in its spring meeting,
would review the draft JPG to ensure compliance with the SPG. The Services
would incorporate the JPG into their POMs, which are submitted in the fall,

Program and budget reviews would be accomplished simultancously with a
budget submitted to the Congress in January. Budget execution would occur dur-
ing the next fiscal year. After execution, an assessment would be provided to the
winter SPC on how well the Department acquired desired capabilities to meet the
defense strategy. Feedback would be used to influence the next SPG, and the
process repeats.

One of the key concerns in this process is balancing workloads throughout the

year. Care must be taken not to overburden the system, particularly during pro-
gram and budget reviews when the SPG would be published.
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Chapter 3
Organizational Alternatives

The Study Team identified two levels of organizational alternatives that address
the structural changes needed to implement the new capabilities-based process.
First-order organizational alternatives address the changes needed at the Depart-
ment/corporate level to support capability-based planning. The second-order or-
ganizational alternatives address changes within major enterprise functions (such
as acquisition and logistics) to accomplish the end state planning and execution
processes. For both levels, the Study Team developed a set of moderate, aggres-
sive, and radical alternatives, based on the extent of the needed change.

DEPARTMENT/CORPORATE LEVEL
(FIRST-ORDER ALTERNATIVES)

The Study Team developed detailed recommendations for each of the processes
within the four major end state phases: strategy, enhanced planning, resourcing,
and execution and accountability. The Team then assessed whether organizational
change was needed to better identify joint needs and deliver the capabilities to
satisfy those needs, in accordance with the end state processes. The Team con-
cluded that organizational changes were not needed to support the proposed proc-
ess changes to the strategy and resourcing phases, but changes are required to
achieve the end state in the other phases. Figure 3-1 illustrates this distinction,

The Enhanced Planning Process would require a Department-level organization
capable of identifying gaps and excesses, and leading DoD-wide trade analysis
across warfighting and enterprise functions. The analytic function would comprise
the “engine” around which the headquarters planning activities should form. The
options presented in this section address alternative organizational structures for
carrying out the functions of the analysis engine, while potentially reducing the
total headquarters staffing.
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Figure 3-1. Overall Process with Organizational Change Requirements
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In addition to addressing Enhanced Planning Process (analysis engine) functions,
the organizational options discussed below include proposed changes to accom-
plish the execution and accountability phase. The goal is to create the ability to
perform independent assessments of the capabilities actually delivered and to
formulate judgments about whether those capabilities met the strategic objectives.

These first-order organizational alternatives would not involve changes to the Ser-
vices or the CoComs. However, in all of the options, the CoComs and Services
would play a different role than in the current planning process:

¢ The CoComs would have an increased role in defining joint needs and pri-
orities.

¢ The Services/Defense Agencies would focus on providing solutions to
joint needs.

Although internal changes to accomplish these roles should be left to those or-
ganizations, both would be encouraged to align themselves to support the new end
state. CoComs in particular may require an increased presence in the Pentagon to
participate more fully in the new process.
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The question that drives the alternative organizational options is how to most effi-
ciently structure OSD and the Joint Staff to interact with the key stakeholders in
leading the definition of needs and determining the right solutions to those needs.
The following are other design criteria for the organizational alternatives:

¢ The roles of the SecDef and the CJCS would not change.

+ Top-level needs, gaps, and excesses would be identified by un organiza-
tion with a DoD-wide view.

*

Both warfighting and enterprise areas would be considered

*

The size of the headquarters staff would not increase.
Alternative 1: Enhance the Functional Capability Boards

The first alternative, depicted in Figure 3-2, leverages the current Joint Staff
Functional Capability Board initiative to analyze warfighting capability needs and
solutions using an ad hoc format with broad stakeholder participation. This alter-
native would build on that structure by expanding it to include enterprise func-
tions. The OSD divisions with expertise in the enterprise functions could sponsor
the additional Functional Capability Boards. These boards would be co-chaired by
the Joint Staff and OSD.

Figure 3-2. Alternative 1—Moderate Change
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To enable the Functional Capability Boards to accomplish their objectives, they
should have dedicated analytical tools, provided by redirecting the efforts of cur-
rent Department analysis centers, refocusing the efforts of FFRDCs, or using
other contracted analytical expertise. The CoComs and Service staffs would be
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required to provide additional subject matter expertise to these capability boards.
In this organization, the Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation (DPA&E),
working with J-8, would perform the analysis scoping function that identifies top-
level gaps and excesses. It would also integrate the output of the analysis engine
and translate it into programming guidance.

DPA&E would lead the execution and accountability process, and the CoComs
and Joint Staff would perform the assessments of military and operational capa-
bilities. The Services would execute the programs, and provide feedback through
their existing reporting processes.

This alternative would rely on issue teams to analyze and assess joint capability
needs to inform programming decisions. This alternative would use ad hoc team
members, drawn from organizations with an equity stake in the outcomes. With-
out a formal reporting structure, this option would be relatively more reliunt on
leadership personalities to achieve corporate-level joint planning.

Alternative 2: Establish a Corporate Planning Staff

This alternative, shown in Figure 3-3, is an aggressive change that moves away
from the ad hoc nature of the joint planning organization. It would merge existing
staff elements into a Joint Capability Planning organization under the direction of
a Principal Staff Assistant for Capability Planning—PSA(CP). It would include
most of the other principal assistants on the OSD staff and be the single Depart-
ment headquarters entity performing capability planning. It would serve both the
CJCS and SecDef. This organization would be formed by dual-hatting personnel
from the Joint Staff (primarily J-8) and merging them with elements of the current
PA&E and potentially other OSD organizations. The DJ-8 on the Joint Staff
would be dual-hatted as the Deputy Director for Capability Planning (o provide
senior warfighting expertise and a direct reporting path to CICS. Service and Co-
Com participation would be the same as for Alternative 1.

This alternative would add an independent performance assessment division that
reports directly to the Secretary. The division would lead the excecution and ac-
countability phase of the process. It would be small, formed from elements of
other OSD divisions, and draw on information provided by the Services, Apen-
cies, CoComs and Joint Staff.

A separate capability planning division would combine operational and analytic
expertise from both warfighting and enterprise functions into a single, corporate-
level organization. This organization would have the skills needed (o conduct De-
partment-wide analyses and capability planning, with the participation of the
Components and the CoComs. It would also consolidate and integrate analyses (o
support corporate-level decision-making. This alternative enhances the CJC§
role. Although the alternative recommends a realignment of Joint Staff resourees
the Chairman would gain access to an expanded analytic capability, with 4 viey ’
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of enterprise and other Department-level issues. Initially, some organizational
turbulence would be associated with the staff mi gration.

Figure 3-3. Alternative 2—Aggressive C hange
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Alternative 3: Streamline the Executive Staff

This alternative, shown in Figure 3-4, would provide a completely revised and
streamlined Executive Staff organized around the principal tasks and implementing
functions for Department headquarters. The number of Under Secretaries of Defense
would be reduced to four and charged with overseeing the planning and military
operations tasks, and the resourcing and enterprise implementation functions. The
Executive Staff would be formed and streamlined by merging large portions of the
current Joint and OSD staffs, with the option of using CoCom representatives to
form the core of the Operations Staff. Current redundant staff functions would be
reduced by having military members of the Executive Staff dual-hatted to serve both
the SecDef and CJCS. Military Deputies to the PSAs would provide the direct
reporting path to the CICS. The CJCS would retain a smaller joint staff, with
dedicated support in areas directly related to operational planning and execution. The
capability planning staff in this alternative would have the responsibility for
capability analysis and integration, as it would in Alternative 2.

This alternative would reduce the overlap of functions between OSD and the Joint
Staff, The OSD staff would focus on policy and oversight functions, while the
Joint Staff would concentrate on military planning and operational issues. This
reduction in duplication could result in a smaller staff for the OSD and Joint Staff.
The interaction needed to manage cross-cutting issues would be achieved through
increased use of matrix management and issue-oriented teams. Within this alter-
native is the option to change the role of the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
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Staff to include serving as the Operations Director. Title 10 changes may be re-
quired if this option is pursued.

Figure 3-4. Alternative 3—Radical Change
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Like Alternative 2, this alternative includes an independent performance assess-
ment division to lead the exccution and accountability phase of the process. This
organization would be small, formed from clements of other OSD divisions, and
report directly to the Sccretary of Defense and CJCS.

This radical change alternative would provide the analytical capability neceded to
execute the end state process, have the greatest potential to significantly reduce
the total headquarters staff, and allow for greater integration of the operations
tasks with the implementation and oversight functions. At the same time, this al-
ternative has implementation risks: it could require Congressional approval in ar-
eas pertinent to Title 10 (especially dealing with the “independent™ nature of the
support to CICS for hus military advice responsibility), and it involves significant
staff migration and realignment. The dual-hatted nature of the staff and reporting
paths from the military deputies to the CJCS are designed to meet the Chairman's
military advice responsibilitics. Properly effecting the realignment would require
regular leadership involvement and oversight.



()rgcmzf:e:n‘mm! Alternatives

FUNCTIONAL LEVEL
(SECOND-ORDER ALTERNATIVES)

A targ§ percentage of DoD’s resources is devoted to enterprise operations. Those
operations encompass a wide range of necessary and vital support functions, such
as acquisition, facilities management, and recruiting, that enable the Department
to prepare for, deploy to, execute, sustain, and rapidly recover from its military
operations. The Department’s investment in enterprise operations, and the result-
ing capabilities, must be accounted for in a comprehensive and fiscally disciplined
SPG, Enhanced Planning Process, and JPG.

Currently, the assessment and management of the Department’s enterprise capa-
bilities are decentralized among OSD, the Services, and other Component leaders,
with varying goals, time horizons, and risk strategies. Many of the issues within
the functional elements of enterprise operations are often addressed “after the
fact,” and critical decisions on major warfighting capabilities are often made
without full consideration of the enterprise implications.

The Enhanced Planning Process calls for a comprehensive assessment of all De-
partmental capabilities, including the enterprise functions. In this effort, the Study
Team focused on five key functions: acquisition; research, development, test, and
evaluation (RDT&E); logistics; infrastructure; and workforce planning. Under the
existing organizational structures, a comprehensive assessment under the Enhanced
Planning Process would be difficult and inefficient because enterprise responsibili-
ties, information, funding, and overall control are dispersed throughout the Depart-
ment and resident in multiple Components.

The five functional elements addressed by the Study Team are important to both
the planning and the execution and accountability phases. It is imperative to have
an established means to monitor the results in these areas against the desired
(funded) capabilities and validated joint needs. The following subsections discuss
some of the organizational changes needed to improve the visibility of those en-
terprise operations at the Department level, assess alternative strategies for sup-
porting joint needs, and provide necessary feedback on program execution Lo
Department leaders. Each alternative is consistent with the broader first-order or-
ganizational alternatives.

Acquisition

The current acquisition process is largely Service-based and lacks a direct link
between identifying, programming, and delivering needed joint capabilities. Re-
cent changes are beginning to shift the focus to a capabilities-based approach 1o
identifying requirements. These changes are designed to streamline a rigid, event-
driven, and lengthy process. But even with the recent changes, the acquisition
planning process separales the customers, particularly the CoComs, from acquisi-
tion decision makers. Other shortfalls, such as an inability to capture life-cycle
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and support costs during planning, as well as the difficulty in canceling programs
that are not cost-effective, hinder the Department’s joint capability-based process.

The following alternatives would leverage the ongoing changes within the De-
partment’s acquisition community and provide organizational constructs to facili-
tate the planning, development, and delivery of needed joint and Service
capabilities. Each alternative attempts to provide a more effective means to estab-
lish continuous customer-user engagement in the planning process.

ALTERNATIVE 1: MULTIPLE JOINT PROGRAM EXECUTIVES

The moderate alternative to the current acquisition process entails establishing a
Joint Program Executive (JPE) for each of the functional capability categories,
reporting through the Service Acquisition Executives (SAEs). The JPEs would
work within their Component’s corporate-decision structure to provide input on
current joint in-development, in-production, and legacy programs. They would
manage resources for their specific programs provided by the Components, as
stipulated in the JPG, and they would participate in the enhanced planning
process. The Defense Acquisition Executive Summary (DAES) would be
transformed into a virtual, cross-Service process to allow for Department-wide
management across capability categories. This DAES transformation would
permit the establishment of a cross-cutting Defense Acquisition Board (DAB)
organized by capability category.

This alternative has several additional features:

¢ JPEs would provide input to the Defense Acquisition Executive (DAE)—
USD(AT&L)—on current programs, linking the acquisition process to

Joint needs planning and development.

¢ JPEs would oversee resources allocated from the Components® total obli-
gation authority to support directed joint programs (JPG-directed guid-
ance) to ensure compliance with the JPG. SAEs would retain resource
control for Service programs under the delegated guidance within the JPG.

¢ DAE, with JPE and SAE input, would develop a comprehensive acquisi-
tion strategy that leverages the JCIDS process to clearly articulate goals
and objectives to meet departmental joint capability needs. A comprehen-
stve acquisition strategy would allow for immediate, near- and long-term
programmatic planning to meet joint capability needs.

The major advantage of this alternative is that it would provide increased interop-
erability and better materiel solutions because it focuses on capabilities rather than
on platforms. In addition, the defining. planning, and delivering of joint capabilities
would be improved with increased connectivity between “requires” and “acquires.”
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ALTERNATIVE 2: SINGLE JOINT ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE

The aggressive acquisition alternative would establish a single Joint Acquisition
£xeclltlve (JAE) with oversight and decision authority on all joint developmental,
in-production, and legacy programs. This authority would include management of
all funds appropriated for joint programs. The JAE would be supported by ex-
panding the responsibilities of a selected acquisition agency. Portions of selected
Component organizations would need to be migrated into this entity. As with the
moderate alternative, the JAE would participate in the Enhanced Planning Process
by providing input on the development of a comprehensive acquisition strategy.
The corporate decision structure would be transformed along capability categories
to allow the JAE to manage cross-cutting joint capabilities within individual pro-
grams, while the overall program is managed by a Component.

Some of the additional features of this alternative include:

¢ JAE and SAEs, through the cross-cutting DAB, would provide input to the
DAE on current joint in-development, in-production, and legacy pro-
grams. This approach would establish a direct link between central over-
sight and the acquisition process for joint needs planning and
development.

& Appropriate portions of the Components’ staffs—Services and Agencies
such as the Defense Contract Management Agency, Defense Information
Systems Agency, and Defense Logistics Agency (DLA)—would be mi-
grated into an entity that acts as the JAE field activity.

¢ As with the moderate alternative, the JAE would participate in the devel-
opment of a comprehensive acquisition strategy. and the DAB would be
transformed along capability categories to align cross-cutling joint capu-
bilities.

A significant advantage of this alternative is that it would create, from within an
existing organization, an execution arm for joint capabilities, with a field activity
to manage joint programs. It also would provide improved planning, greater coor-
dination, and more efficient means to deliver joint capabilities. However, this al-
ternative could result in a loss of authority by some Components and be seen as
usurping some of the Services’ Title 10 authority.

ALTERNATIVE 3: MULTIPLE CAPABILITIES ACQUISITION EXECUTIVES

The radical acquisition alternative would establish Capability Acquisition Execu-
tives (CAESs) for each of the joint capability categories. The CAEs would have
oversight and decision authority on all defense developmental, in-production, and
legacy programs. The overall acquisition process, management, and structurc
would be realigned by capability category. The CAEs would control all acquisi-
tion resources for their respective capability categories. The Services would estab-
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lish Service Program Executive Offices (SPEOs) to manage their unique ACAT
and 11 programs. The SPEOs would report to CAEs on all programmatic issues.
The CAEs would be directly involved in the development of a comprehensive ac-
quisition strategy to meet Department capability needs.

This alternative also includes the following:

& The CAEs would reside in a dedicated joint entity (agency or field activ-
ity) developed to support this concept and organized from existing acquisi-
tion agencies.

& The comprehensive acquisition strategy would leverage JCIDS and Ser-
vice-unique requirements to clearly articulate goals and objectives to meet
Department-wide capability needs.

The advantages to this alternative are similar to those of the aggressive alterna-
tive. However, the establishment of the CAEs would remove control of program
development from the Services, which clearly has Title 10 implications. In addi-
tion, completely realigning the current acquisition structure to support a capabil-
ity-based approach would be a significant undertaking.

[&E

The Department’s RDT&E resources and infrastructure are decentralized across
the Components. In fast-moving technology areas, this decentralized approach to
planning, programming, and execution results in inefficiencies, duplications,
missed opportunities, and the inability to mass critical expertise in emerging ar-
cas. Currently, several AT&L offices and the Director, Operational Test and
Evaluation monitor Component RDT&E programs within the Department, but
they have limited ability to effect major transformational efforts.

The following alternative management structures would provide for more effective
and efficient end-to-end planning and execution of the Department’s RDT&E invest
ment. These alternatives support the Enhanced Planning Process and are intended to
result in an RDT&E management structure that optimizes Department resources.

ERNATIVE 1 COORDINATED INVESTMENT

The moderate approach to RDT&E reform would be to take advantage of initia-
tives already underway. The Department is required by law to develop a single
performance review process, applicable to all Military Departments, for rating the
quality and relevance of the work pertormed by DoD labs. The first step in this
proposal would be to evaluate the recommendations from the studies directed by
Section 913 of the FY 2000 National Defense Authorization Act. The intent is to
more closely link technology development to the acquisition process and to the
CoComs’ joint needs. A second step would be to formalize the technology transi-
tion process, including binding agreements between Science and Technology

&
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(S&T) sources and specific program offices. Funding managed by the Director
Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) to support the transition of technol-
ogy development efforts—such as the Advanced Concept Technology Develop-
ment programs—would reduce the likelihood of “orphaned”™ technologies.

The development of a comprehensive DoD S&T strategy that is capability based
but Component driven would be a significant improvement over current practices.
Additionally, this alternative would provide for a better transition of technology
from S&T to acquisition and improved utilization of the S&T and T&E invest-
ments through a single review process, with no changes in current legislation.

ALTERNATIVE 2: CENTRALIZED FUNDING AND CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE

A more aggressive approach to RDT&E reform would be to centrally manage re-
sources in an Integrated Process Team (IPT) process. The Joint and Service Acqui-
sition Executives, who control R&D resources, would work with the Defense
Technology Executive (DTE), who controls S&T resources, to provide innovative
capability solutions through representation on each of the capability tcams. In ad-
dition, this alternative would include those activities described in the moderate al-
ternative. Centers of Excellence {COEs) would be established within the current
DoD/Service lab resources (including the universities doing basic research) to con-
centrate S&T and R&D efforts in specific areas. Although specialized, COEs could
invest in several areas to provide competition for “best-of-breed” selection. They
could do both S&T work for the DTE and R&D work for the JAEs and SAEs. The
COESs would be challenged to present proposals for different governance options
such as federal corporations or government-owned, contractor-operated (GOCO)
entities that are more conducive to broadening the business base.

As with the moderate alternative, this alternative would provide for the develop-
ment of a comprehensive DoD S&T strategy that would be capability based and
centrally managed, while optimizing the S&T investment and reducing duplica-
tion through a single review and allocation process. The transition of technology
from S&T to acquisition would be accomplished through an IPT process linking
capabilities, technology, and acquisition. One disadvantage of this aggressive ap-
proach would be the dichotomy of centrally funding S&T programs while leaving
labs and R&D centers the responsibility of the Components.

ALTERNATIVE 3: CENTRAL DOD LAB SYSTEM

A radical approach to RDT&E reform would be to centrally manage all resources
between the CAEs and DTE in an IPT process. COEs would be established within
a central lab system to concentrate S&T and R&D efforts in specific arcas. Al-
though specialized, COEs could invest in several areas to provide competition for
“best-of-breed” selection. A single Office for Basic Research with a defense re-
search lab would manage and execute all basic research for DoD.



Logistics

A central DoD lab system would support a more comprehensive and coordinated
DoD RDT&E strategy. The CAE and DAE would have the authority, resources, and
infrastructure to better support DoD warfighting capabilities and the spiral develop-
ment of technology uniquely designed to meet DoD capability needs. However, a
complete realignment of RDT&E structure and the loss of Component control of
RDT&E resources could pose a significant challenge. Legislative changes would be
required to authorize a DoD Office of Basic Research, alternative governance char-
ters for federal corporations and GOCO entities, and a change in reporting authority
of DTE (DDR&E).

Currently, no single logistics entity within the Department can provide the infor-
mation and assessments needed to support capability planning, operations, and
execution. The existing logistics responsibilities are a mixture of centralized and
decentralized capabilities. No central planning function integrates the highly re-
lated logistics support functions of supply, maintenance, and transportation. In
addition, current logistics planning reflects fragmented approaches among the ac-
quisition process, Service and Defense Agency supply systems, and organic capa-
bilities. Decentralized execution is needed at the operational and tactical levels.
Nonetheless, strategic-level logistics planning, like operational planning, is
needed to provide the comprehensive and interactive capabilities needed to best
support joint operations.

The following alternatives present three options for managing the end-to-end
planning and execution of the Department’s logistics capabilities. These alterna-
tives are consistent with the Enhanced Planning Process and maximize efficient
use of Department resources.

ALTERNATIVE 1 STRENGTHENED DEFENSE LOGISTICS EXECUTIVE

This alternative would strengthen the role of the Defense Logistics Executive
(DLE) as the single Logistics Global Supply Chain Manager with oversight and
decision authority for defense materiel, maintenance, and visibility of movement.
This alternative would not require major organizational changes because it simply
expands the recently established duties of the USD(AT&L) as the DLE, by adding
the responsibility for joint programs.

Under this alternative, the DLE, with the assistance of the Joint Logistics Board,
would set policy for logistics (and logistics-related transportation matters) and
would control funds for joint logistics efforts. The joint logistics efforts would
include in-theater operations, Department-wide logistics programs, and organic
repair and manufacturing. The DLE would also take the following actions:

¢ Establish a joint office for in-theater management in support of military
operations.

oy
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¢ Manage the organizations that accomplish joint logistics programs.

¢ Oversee sustainment plans organized by joint capability missions, not by
Service or Agency.

¢ Integrate sustainment planning and execution across the Department and
focus them on warfighting support and readiness.

& Plan for efficiencies in operations, such as eliminating excess capacity in
organic repair facilities.

¢ Engage and direct strategic, operational, and enhanced capabilities plan-
ning that addresses logistics and supply chain considerations uand develop
a strategic logistics plan with performance parameters. This plan would

> articulate performance goals and provide a road map to meet them;
> drive input to the operational plans development; and

» provide a holistic view of departmental logistics requirements and how
they support DoD needs.

¢ Be consistent with guidance stipulated in SPG.

+ Leverage best practices and processes used by DoD, coalition partners,
and industry to improve efficiency and quality with the global supply
chain.

The strengthened DLE alternative would provide for improved oversight of the
logistics supply chain and enable the planning and assessment needed to support
the Enhanced Planning Process. This alternative would not address all logistics
areas. The Services, Joint Staff, Transportation Command, and Defense Agencies
would continue to control most of the resources and line of authority. This alterna-
tive would further retain the current, decentralized infrastructure that supports the
logistics operations (depots, repair facilities, and organic manufacturing).

ALTERNATIVE 2: CENTRALIZED LOGISTICS/JOINT COMMAND

This alternative would further centralize logistics planning and management by
establishing a single Logistics Global Supply Chain Organization (Joint Com-
mand/Agency) with oversight and decision authority for all defense materiel,
maintenance, movement, and transportation. The organization would control the
funding for Service and joint materiel. Consolidation of the organic repair capa-
bilities would greatly improve their operations and efficiencies. This alternative
also would do the following:

¢ Consolidate all funding for joint and single Service materiel and logistics
support by creating an appropriation authority; execution authority would
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be performed by newly established entities previously part of Services and
Defense Agencies

# Provide total asset visibility and accessibility for all DoD materiel

¢ Create Department-wide policies and procedures for common logistics
practices and procedures, including financial investments

¢ Incorporate all duties and responsibilities of the proposed DLE.

This alternative would enhance warfighter support and readiness by consolidating
management of key Department logistics capabilities. The organization would be
a critical part of the planning process for strategy, operations, and capabilities.
The disadvantages of this alternative include (1) it restricts Service flexibility in
the key Title 10 areas of equipping and sustaining and (2) it would require reallo-
cating Component assets to create a large agency or command to manage logis-
tics.

ALTERNATIVE 3: CORPORATE LOGISTICS

This alternative would adopt radical governance structures to meet Department
logistics requirements by retaining core or critical operations and using non-DoD
assels to meet remaining needs. Most logistics responsibilities would be removed
from the Services and Defense Agencies and be placed in an entity (Command
structure most likely) reporting to OSD. The alternative structure could include
public-private partnerships, federal government corporations, and Employee-
Owned Stock Ownership Program (ESOP) entities.

Atan extreme, the retained functions could be limited to combat logistics or in-
theater operational support. Overall, the intent would be to find the best means
and provider through a comprehensive business case analysis that includes the
flexibility and reliability needed to support the joint warfighter. Innovative con-
tracts and incentives would be needed to fully implement this alternative.

This alternative would also do the following:

¢ Divide logistics services along functional lines (such as combat logistics ané
operational support) with selected items remaining in DoD. These operation
would be run on a commercial basis with a term appointment (for example, ¢
years).

¢ Develop and publish a Strategic Logistics Plan and coordinate execution
with subordinate Command entities.

¢ Integrate best business practices into the logistics planning and execution
processes, along with commercial-like entities to perform the mission.
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Given the variety of options available, this alternative offers great flexibility and
optimizes logistics investments for the Department. The disadvantages include the
possibility of increased fragmentation of the integrated supply chain, major im-
pact on DoD and Service organizations, and the need for Congressional consulta-
tion and approval for some of the changes.

Infrastructure

As with the other enterprise functions, the responsibilities, information, funding,
and overall control of infrastructure is dispersed among multiple Components,
with little or no strategic capability planning. Infrastructure planning is focused on
the maintenance and support of existing facilities, with little emphasis on consoli-
dation and divestiture. Recent direction suggests a greater emphasis on joint-use
facilities, but implementation of this concept in DoD-wide capabilities planning
has been minimal.

The proposed infrastructure alternatives are designed to provide organizational
changes that would increase the participation of infrastructure owners/managers
in the Department’s capabilities analysis, decision, and integration processes. The
goal is to develop DoD-wide infrastructure plans that are integrated 1o meet joint
needs, are efficiently organized to reduce cost, and directly support current and
future operation and capability plans.

ALTERNATIVE 1: JOINT FACILITIES DIRECTORATE

The moderate alternative to the Department’s infrastructure organization entails
the establishment of a Joint Facilities Directorate (JFD). The JFD would be organ-
ized by modifying the current OSD staff to better participate in the Department’s
capabilities analysis and integration processes. Portions of the OSD staff would be
realigned to support the JFD, which would reside in OUSID(AT&L). The JFD
would become the focal point within the Department for infrastructure issucs (o
meet joint capabilities and serve as the lead for infrastructure related issues within
the Enhanced Planning Process. It would head a Joint Facilities Board (JFB),
which would lead the effort to define needs across the Department and coordinate
execution activities. Special emphasis would be placed on facilities that most di-
rectly support the joint warfighter, such as depots, training ranges, and certain
bases. However, Components would still maintain execution authority for as-
signed infrastructure.

Additional features of this alternative are as follows:

¢ The JFD would develop and publish a Strategic Infrastructure Plan (build-
ing on the work in the Defense Facilities Strategic Plan) that

> contains a comprehensive view of Department assets and how they
support joint needs,



> is consistent with the SPG, and

> integrates best business practices into the planning and execution
processes.

¢ The JFD would develop and publish appropriate directives to manage joint
infrastructure requirements.

¢ The process would link to other enterprise functions (such as logistics) for
planning.

The major advantage to this alternative is that it could reduce costs through better
utilization of resources such as eliminating excess capacity and maximizing joint use
of facilities. In addition, it would provide a centralized integrated planning structure
for all Department infrastructure requirements. A disadvantage to this alternative is
the requirement to realign current organizations to meet staffing requirements.

ALTERNATIVE 2A: ASD, INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT—JOINT

The Study Team identified two aggressive infrastructure alternatives. Both alter-
natives would create an Assistant Secretary of Defense (ASD), Installations and
Environment, within OUSD(AT&L), but with different responsibilities.

In this first aggressive infrastructure alternative, the ASD would resource and di-
rect selected joint infrastructure functions across the Department. The ASD staff
would have facilities planning and oversight functions for the Department and
resourcing and directive responsibilities for those facilities and activities that most
directly support the joint warfighter. To facilitate these actions, the ASD would
maintain and direct a percentage of the overall DoD infrastructure budget to sup-
port joint needs, with financial reporting to track execution and performance.
Exccution authority would remain with the designated or appropriate Service or
Agency. The ASD would provide directed guidance on joint infrastructure needs
and delegate guidance to Services and Agencies on the management of assigned
infrastructure.

The ASD would develop and publish a biennial Strate gic Infrastructure Plan
(building on the work currently done in the Defense Facilities Strategic Plan), that

¢ links to logistics requirements,

¢ provides a comprehensive view of departmental assets and how they sup-
port joint needs,

¢ s consistent with the SPG, and

*

integrates best business practices into the planning process.
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Having an ASD that directly supports the capabilities-based focus of the Depart-
ment’s joint infrastructure needs is a significant advantage of this alternative. As with
the moderate alternative, the Department would reduce its costs. This alternative
would provide centralized resourcing, direction, and integrated planning for all joint
infrastructure requirements. A disadvantage is that this alternative would require re-
alignment of existing OSD organizations and could generate legislative issues.

ALTERNATIVE 2B: ASD, INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT—DOD-WIDE

In this second aggressive infrastructure alternative, the ASD, Installations and En-
vironment, would resource and direct DoD-wide infrastructure functions across the
Department, while execution authority would remain with the designated or appro-
priate Service or Agency. The ASD would have facilities planning and oversight
functions for the Department and resourcing and directive responsibilities for all
DoD infrastructure. The ASD would also provide directed guidance on specific
infrastructure needs and delegate the remainder to Services and other Agencies for
management of assigned properties. To facilitate these actions, the ASD would
maintain and direct the overall DoD infrastructure budget, with financial reporting
to track execution and performance. As with the previous alternative, the ASD
would develop and publish a biennial Strategic Infrastructure Plan.

The primary advantage of this alternative is that it would provide a centralized,
single manager who directly supports the capabilities-based focus of the Depart-
ment’s total infrastructure needs. Costs would be reduced through better utiliza-
tion of resources, focused on eliminating excesses and maximizing joint assets.
This alternative would require realignment of existing OSD organizations and
significant changes in DoD policy. In addition, significant legislative issues would
arise with the redirection of infrastructure resources away from the Services and
Agencies to the ASD.

ALTERNATIVE 3: DOD CORPORATE INFRASTRUCTURE

The radical alternative would merge all DoD infrastructure under an OSD-led ¢n-
tity. Ownership would be removed from the Services and other Agencies and be
placed under the responsibility of this OSD entity. The infrastructure services
would be divided along functional lines (such as housing, hospitals, airficlds, and
ports), regional lines (west, east), or a combination of functional and regional
lines. The OSD entity would oversee alternative governance structures for the
various infrastructure services as appropriate. Those structures could include per-
formance-based organizations, cooperative partnerships, federal government cor-
porations, GOCO entities, and public-private partnerships or ventures. Under this
alternative, OSD would develop and publish a Strategic Infrastructure Plan.

The advantages to this alternative are that decisions would be insulated from Ser-
vice or Agency agendas, the return on the facilities investment would be maxi-
mized, and the alternative governance structures would provide increased
flexibility in personnel and acquisition matters. However, the profit motive of cer-
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tain governance structures could conflict with DoD’s needs. In addition, this al:
ternative would require new organizational structures, and the potential exists for
fragmented support from using a multitude of service providers. More impor-
tantly, some of the required changes would require Congressional approval.

Workforce Planning

As with the other functional elements of the enterprise domain, workforce devel-
opment is often reactive to decisions concerning joint capabilities, rather than be-
ing fully considered when those decisions are made. To effectively support the
new planning processes, human capital needs must be addressed systematically
and proactively. Two major changes are required to achieve that goal: workforce
and training requirements must be fully incorporated into the analyses of alterna-
tives for all capabilities, and the pool of experts available to perform those analy-
ses must be greatly expanded.

The current organizational structure is adequate to support the Enhanced Planning
Process. However, the scope and depth of workforce analyses must vary to sup-
port the broader Department- and corporate-level alternatives for the planning
process (see Appendix M).

In all alternatives, workforce requirements (e.g., number of people, skills, and
training) would be systematically included in the analyses of all options to fill ca-
pabilitics gaps or to reduce overlaps. Projections of future requirements of civilian
and contractor personnel would augment current Service planning, which focuses
almost exclusively on military manpower. OSD (Personnel and Readiness) would
consolidate Service and Agency projections for military personnel, civilian em-
ployces, and contractors, (o produce a Department-wide picture of future needs.
All' human resources planning would take into account active and reserve roles in
future operations. Steps would be taken to better link single-Service training
cvents to joint warlighting needs, as established by the Joint Staff and Joint
Forces Command.
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Chapter 4
Implementation

WHY CHANGE

The United States cannot definitively predict who its next adversary will be or
where the next conflict will occur; nevertheless, its military forces must be able to
successfully meet the uncertainties of this new era. The Department of Defense
may have produced the best armed forces in the world, but its processes do not
optimize the investment in joint capabilities to meet current and future security
challenges. The time is ripe to improve DoD’s processes for determining needs,
creating solutions, making decisions, and providing capabilities to support the
joint warfighters. A capabilities-based approach to making those improvements
would mitigate much of the uncertainty by emphasizing the nation’s ability to
shape the battlefield, regardless of whom we fight or where we fight.

The Joint Defense Capabilities Study Teamn examined past and current studies
and developed recommendations for streamlined processes and for alternative or-
ganizations to better integrate defense capabilities in support of joint objectives.
If implemented, these recommendations would dramatically change the way the
Department does business because they focus on delivering capabilities to meet a
wide range of security challenges rather than defeating a specific adversary. The
next step is to bring about the necessary changes in the Department by imple-
menting the recommendations, an important and challenging task that is critical to
successfully meeting the security demands of the future.

LEADING CHANGE

John P. Kotter, professor of leadership at Harvard Business School, has written
extensively about change. In his book, Leading Change, he writes that although
the need for change is widely recognized and acknowledged, creating that change
and, more important, making the change “stick™ are extremely difficult. Kotter
details eight common errors in organizational change efforts:

. Allowing too much complacency

2. Failing to create a sufficiently powerful guiding coalition

3. Underestimating the power of vision

4. Under-communicating the vision

5. Permitting obstacles to block the vision

4-1



6. Failing to create short-term wins
7. Declaring victory too soon
8. Neglecting to anchor changes firmly in the corporate culture.

For most organizations, the biggest challenge is leading changei. Only leade‘rshjp
can blast through the many sources of bureaucratic inertia; motwate‘the actions
needed to alter behavior in any significant way; and get change to stick by anchor-
ing it in the very culture of the organization.

But leadership cannot be confined to one larger-than-life individual who chz}rms
thousands into being obedient followers. Large organizations like DqD are far too
complex to be transformed solely by the strength of a single personality. The
leadership effort includes many senior leaders from across the Departmentf
Principal Staff Assistants, CICS, Combatant Commanders, Service Secretaries,
and Joint Chiefs—who must push the new agenda within their sphere of activity.
These leaders and their staffs are the stakeholders in the new joint capabilities-
based process and must take ownership of it to ensure its successful adoption.

The recommendations and actions found in this report will demand a dedicated
effort to ensure successful implementation. Given the broad nature of the proc-
esses and the extent of the changes being recommended, a strong commitment to
implementation is critical for success. Without leadership’s strong commitment to
implementation. not only will results be suboptimized. but the current, ineffective
processes will continue to our detriment,

CREATING AN IMPLEMENTATION TEAM

Critical to uny successful change imtiative is the change management or imple-
mentation team that works with the leadership to keep change efforts on track.
The head of this team should have direct access to the leadership of the Depart-
ment, especially the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. The head of the
team and supporting staff will need to establish a Department-wide governance
process to drive the change effort. This process should clearly spell out what
needs (o be done, who needs to do it, and when it needs (o be completed. Regular
progress reviews should be given to the Department leadership.

Equally important is the need to communicate the need for change. the goal of the
change effort, and the organization’s progress toward meeting that goal. Both in-
ternal and external communication steategies need to be created. and the imple-
mentation team, working closely with Public Affairs. should spearhead these
etforts. These communication strategies should educate, train, and enable the
stakeholders to fully embrace the new capabilities-based approach. For general
awareness and widespread access, a website dedicated to the new process should
be ereated. More traditional methods such as pamphlets, press releases. and
speeches also should be pursued. The audiences for these communication efforts



Implementation

should include DoD’s workforce, the “school houses,” industry and trade associa-
tions, and the Congress.

Not all of the proposed changes involve processes; some changes to the organiza-
tional structure will be needed as well. With the initiation of a joint capabilities-
based process, the planning process will require a fundamental realignment. Or-
ganizational changes involving the planning process could range from changes
within existing organizations to the creation of totally new organizations.

Regardless of the nature of the change, the results should be captured in the for-
mal documentation of the Department. Directives, instructions, manuals, and
other documents will need to be altered to reflect the process and organizational
changes. These documents should be reviewed and updated, and the new docu-
ments widely distributed. These actions are critical particularly as the responsibil-
ity for change transfers over time from the implementation leader—who sets the
process and organizational changes in place, guides the transition process, main-
tains the focus and key principles, and establishes a Department-wide governance
process— to the stakeholders themselves.

Through his experience in observing change efforts in many organizations, John
Kotter has developed an eight-stage model for implementing change. Each stage
is associated with one of the eight fundamental errors (listed above) that under-
mine transformation efforts:

¢ Establish a sense of urgency

¢ Create the guiding coalition

¢ Develop a vision and strategy

¢ Communicate the change vision

¢ Empower a broad base of people to take action

¢ Generate short-term wins

¢ Consolidate gains and producing even more change

¢ Institutionalize new approaches in the culture—in other words, to ground
the changes in the corporate culture and make them stick.

This eight-stage model could provide the foundation for the Department’s transi-
tion to joint capabilities-based planning and ground the changes in the corporate
culture and make them stick. In secking those objectives, the Study Team further
recommends that DoD make a concerted effort to follow this cight-stage model
and to “hand off™" as much responsibility as possible from the implementation



leader to the process owners within the next year. The handoff (depicted in Fig-
ure 4-1) includes the following key activities:

# Change agents develop around new processcs and organizations
& Leaders inherit institutional knowledge and principles

¢ Responsibility for oversight of remaining change is transferred to new
process owners and organizations

¢ SECDEF manages through the governance process.

Figure 4-1. Successful Change Effort with Handoff

Process Owners

Implementation
Leader

Responsibility for Change

Time
SUMMARY

The success of moving to a joint capabilities-based process depends on leadership
support and involvement, and on a strong implementation team. Together they
need to communicate Department goals, map out what it takes to achieve the
goals, und hold people accountable for meeting them. These are the essential in-
gredients to implementing change.

[t DoD works through these steps, it will be successful. The recommendations for
change found in this report are only one part of the change process. The follow-
through that takes place in the implementation phase is crucial to getting to the
finish line and making the changes stick. This effort is too important to the De-
partment of Defense not to see it through to a successful conclusion.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DC 203011000

T 31 20

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMMANDERS OF THE COMBATANT COMMANDS
DIRECTOR, PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Initiation of a Joint Capabilities Development Process

In view of the challenges we face now and in the future, | have decided to change
how we develop and execute programs to ensure that our programs serve joint needs and
effectively balance current and future risks. This memorandum provides initial guidance
for the transition to the new process.

The way forward was discussed by the Senior Leadership Review Group
(SLRG) on September 12. The goal is a streamlined and collaborative, yet
competitive, process that produces fully integrated joint warfighting capabilities.
While some organizational changes may ultimately be needed to optimize the new
process, its initial implementation will be carried forward by existing organizations.
Changes will begin this fall with the introduction of several new features:

¢ InDecember, | will issue the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG), a single,
fiscally-informed document that will replace the policy/strategy sections of the
Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). The SPG may include programmatic
guidance on 4 few issues of paramount importance. (Lead: Mr. Henry).

s Between now and next spring, an enhanced, collaborative joint planning
process will formulate and assess major issues and present them for my
decision (Co-Leads: Mr. Krieg; LtGen Cartwright; Mr. Henry). This process
will result in decisions on major issues and metrics and measures of sufficiency
for other elements of the Defense program. To initiate this process, Mr. Henry,
in conjunction with Mr. Krieg and LtGen Cartwright, and in consultation with
the membership of the SLRG, should provide me a list of candidate major
issues by November 14™,

O U18136 /03



Implementation Memoranda

e In the spring, I will issue fiscally constrained Joint Programming Guidance
(JPG) that will record the decisions reached in the enhanced planning process.
The JPG will replace the programmatic elements of the DPG and will include a
demonstration that the totality of the programmatic guidance provided in the
SPG and JPG is fiscally executable. (Co-Leads: Mr. Krieg; Dr. Zakheim).

* Inthe fall, the defense resourcing process will conclude with an integrated
program/budget build and a review to ensure that the program and budget are
fully responsive to the SPG and JPG (Co-Leads: Mr. Krieg; Dr. Zakheim).
This process will include negotiation of DoD top-line budget authority with the
Office of Management and Budget (Lead: Dr. Zakheim).

These changes will support a simplified resourcing process, in which programs and budgets
are developed in response to the JPG and are reviewed for compliance with it.

In practice, success will depend on feedback from an annual review of how well
program implementation and budget execution are meeting identified Joint warfighting
needs. (Leads: Mr. Krieg; Dr. Zakheim; LtGen Cartwright; Mr. Henry). The
organization of the review and the communication of its results will be greatly improved
by development of a common structure for articulating joint capabilities. While this
year’s transitional process will begin with the capability categories recently developed by
the Joint Staff, those categories will require further refinement to support the end state as
the joint operating concepts evolve. Further development of refined categories should
begin immediately (Co-Leads: Mr. Henry; Mr. Krieg; LtGen Cartwright).

In all of these activities, the designated leads should consult the standing three-star
group that supports guidance development and the program and budget reviews. | expect
all stakeholders in the Department to participate in these efforts to address joint
operational needs effectively and to improve the management of Defense resources.
Further detail and additional guidance will be provided in separate memoranda. My paint
of contact for this matter is Mr. Ken Krieg.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 203011000

0CT 27 203
MEMORANDUM FOR THE COMBATANT COMMANDERS

SUBJECT: Integrated Priority Lists

With the FY 2006-2011 program development cycle, we will introduce a
streamlined and refocused Integrated Priority List process that reflects the Department's
emphisis on capabilities-based planning.

The goal of the revamped Integrated Priority List is to produce a succinct
statement of key capability "gaps” that could hinder the performance of assigned
missions. The Integraied Priority Lists should thus be limited to those critical issues that
you believe need the personal attention of the senior department leadership, including the
Chairman and me. The revised process will include several new features:

s In licu of defining programs or assels, the Integrated Priority Lists will identify
potential capability shortfalls that could limit the ability of your commands to
carry out responsibilitics identified in the Contingency Planning Guidance,
Security Cooperation Guidance, or Defense Planning Guidance. Each capability
gap must be linked to specific guidaiice.

¢ [n addition to your writtcn Integrated Priority List submissions, you will have the
opportunity to brief me and the Chairman.

s Any deficiencies identified in the Integrated Priority Lists will inform the Strategic

Planning Guidance for FY 2006-2011.

Please submit your Integrated Priority Lists by November 17, In developing the
Integrated Priority Lists and the bricfing for the Chairman and mc. you should focus on
the capability categories recently identified by the Joint Staff. Within that general
framework, you may modify the categorics as necessary to address your specific
CORCEnS,

Additional puidunce will be provided separately by the Director for Program

Analysis and Evaluation,
o 7

2
ﬁ uiz242 /03
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Senior Leadership Review Group Brief (12 Sep 03) i B-7
Senior Leadership Review Group Brief (31 Oct 03) e B-14
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Study Team Briefing 1o the SecDef (19 Jun 03)

] JOINT DEFENSE
B I\CAPABILITIES STUDY

A DoD “Process” Study for
Enabling Joint Force Capabilities

Briefing to the Secretary of Defense
June 19, 2003

Agenda

Assumptions

“As Is” — what problems are we trying to
solve?

Desired “End State” attributes

Process definition — what would be
different?

Next Steps - options to get to “End State”




Products for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

Current Process: Steatogy
Today’s process is repetitive, adversarial, and labor- Blanning
intensive. Despite producing the best-in-the-world  Resourcing
component forces, today’s process is not as cost-
effective as it should be.

“Execution |

Desired End State

Streamlined, collaborative yet
competitive, efficient process
that produces a fully integrated Stratagy
Joint warfighting capability.

Planning
voui o ond - / . Resourcing
oving to the end state requires a realignment o Exacution &

rocess fevels
process levels of effort Accountability

Assumptions

* Implement for FY06 FYDP; 80% solution is acceptable

= Study will assess processes first, then consider implications for
organization, etc.

« Services and Combatant Commanders will remain intact

« Capabilities must be optimized across the Department, not within
Components, to support near and far term joint warfighting needs

= Decisions must be based on open and explicit analysis

» Response times for innovation, decision making, and
implementation must be shortened

= The choice of acceptable level of risk needs to be made by senior
decision makers through a collaborative process, not through a
consensus-driven process at lower levels

= New processes must remain viable with level or reduced resources
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Process

Changed In developmoent ang execution
fﬁ LA

The “As Is” Baseline

Inpdspondent POMs
PR RN

9

Lar a;ﬂilw %&:nqas
' i e

independent Programs and Budgsts

Problems

« Ho single siatement of what needs to be done and how the
Deparimerd should do it

 Joint needs and guidance are not infegrated, prioritized,
or fiscally informed.

« Components bulld programs before guidance is received

+ Components Tured all of the g 8.

+ Brograms optimized to meel Service [ Agency
requirements and varying Interpretations of the guldance.

« Combatant Commander input to “Requirements” is
ungven, nearterm f d, and overshad d by Service
influence.

« 8kitl va. need planning mismatch in the workforce.

¢ Mo pi to allow tradeotfs between Components.

« Loadership engages too late to effect large changes.

» Gaps and overlaps in Joint capabliities.

« Sarvice capabilities “forced” Jolrd, not “bom Joint.”
« Tradeoff of capability within, not across Services.

= Total program does not maximize cost-effectiveness,

= Measures doflar input vice capability outcomes.
+ Schedute siips, cancellations, reductions in quantity.
« Cumbersome processes discourage non-traditional

g ] R suppliers.
N e - « Ovarall program is not as cost effective as it should be. 4
B N S
MR

“As-ls” Versus End State

Major o fe B b ,
_Maj “Ag-ls” Probleris End State Attributes
Procoss ;
« Buitipls decumests * Bingls trsnslation of NSS into Depariment objsctives,
s Juint nesds and i 16 vt . i priiities snd gk tolers
Btratogy or Hacally inforaed - Conceptunl framework and focus lor planning and
capabitity develoginent
i > Resource inforrsed Strategic Planning Guidance
« Defonse B G Basied {0PG} g p bate * “Jointnens” is bom 9f the beginning of the process
and s not fscally conutrained « Joint Prog g Guid i i easly and is
« DPG 16 divelopod by 08D fiscally constrained
Planning « The DPG makes Hltis, I any, provisdon far tradeoffs 08+ pod coilat iwely, with oxte i by
among Songonants e [+ s and
* Articulates a single stateraant of joinl needs that reflocts
decisi on fg among Comp

Rosourcing

= Componenin’ programs cinnet conply with sl of the
regiirsments of the 094

> Adversatial, shor-intensive process

* Bonbot lnaderahip forcee “ Jolntiuss” fifo the
Process at the ead, with great effost.

* Baps and rodandancios in Joint capabilith
the Dafonse progeam costdneflective

renvder

* Collsborative. efficient process produces sarly deciiions

+ Bonior leadership sttends to isgues of complistics and
execatabllity

Exetution and
Accountatility

v Facuis on ¢ H 10 pegul

« Profonged and corplicated prociess o produce new
capahitities

» Huwai capital planning and coste sre not stdrgssad

= Logisti s & acquisition cycle tinv ang suppert gre
0 tiely of cost-efeciive
+ Exsoution data not useful for docision waking

« Focus on geronnance ! resuls

* Reduted cyclodime so that capabilities are doveloped to
et arverging needs

« Human capital managed strategicaily

« Full costs (scquisition and togistice s stainment}

[4 and ¢ ¥

* £ xacution performance serves as a starting point for next
planmiog cycle




Products for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

End State Process [¢ wormmn

g « Horlive SECDEF engagoment

ENHANCED EXECUTION &
STRATEGY PLANNING RESOURCING ACCOUNTABILITY

Operational

Planning
T ‘ Military
Operations
A Joint Defense 1
rogramming Resourcing
Guidance Process > —_ L
T L] Support
: 1 : Operations
E Enterprise 5
: Planning :
: :
: .
: :
: ¥
SO W Feedback dutingnexteysle. . meeieeeeeeeenienns el
WHAT HOW WELL
| T0DO? | HOWTO DO IT? | DIDWEDO? |

I 1 1 16

What’s Different?

* New Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG) and
Joint Programming Guidance (JPG)

* SPG and JPG are fiscally achievable

* OSD, JCS, Services, and CoComs have shared
values and objectives

* New collaborative process to achieve Joint
capabilities

= New process measures output rather than input

* New process allows Services to compete to
provide capabilities; and the Secretary of
Defense to make early trade-offs among
Components
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Next Steps

»  Phase 1 Determine Study

* Phase 2 Build Alternatives : (July - August)
» Develop allernatives to meet the desired end state
» Determine the resource, organizational, process, and other implications of each

alternative m rolic e

Bt

- o - Deveeloct spticry
5 « Pty ¢ grvfindys i
Seops of change o ,;Qm,i;zﬂ d
Lo _—
toderate Aggl[ﬁﬁsive _ﬁimgm;
124 BECDEF Bipet

v Phase 3 Evals s (Septemboer - October)
L
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Products for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

Senior Leadership Review Group Brief (12 Sep 03)

&1 JOINT DEFENSE
71 \\CAPABILITIES STUDY

Joint Defense Capabilities Study

briefing to the

Senior Leadership Review Group

September 12, 2003

%ﬁﬂggﬁsgwm Study Charter and Membership

Commissioned by Secretary Rumsfeld in
March 2003 to:

Provide streamlined processes, alternative
functions, and organizations to better
integrate Defense capabilities in support of
joint warfighting objectives

Study Team Membership
Study Lead- Pete Aldridge
Study Director- Mary Margaret Evans
Study Team- Representatives from:

Joint Staff, USJFCOM, Services,
USD(C), USD(P&R). ODPAE, ODA&M

B-7



NT DEFENSE . -
‘é%AB:unEs soy Assumptions and Guidance

+ Implement for FY06 FYDP; 80% solution is
acceptable

. Capability-based processes identify joint needs
up front; Services supply these needs

+ Capabilities must be optimized across the
Department, not within Components, to support
near- and far-term joint warfighting needs

+ Acceptable risk levels should be identified up

front by senior decision makers in a
collaborative, vice consensus-driven, process

+ Combatant Commanders’ input is critical

Focus on processes first,
then consider organizational implications

8JJOINT DEFENSE
| CAPABILITIES STUDY Study Phases

-

Phase 1- Develop “as-is” baseline and desired end state

-

Phase 2- Build draft process alternatives and their
attributes to meet the desired end state

- ldentify critical actions for POM 06 ‘-\
- Engage Combatant Commanders in process
- |dentify alternatives

- Determine evaluation criteria

Phase 3- Refine and develop organizational alternatives,
based on SECDEF direction
Phase 4 Implement Decision (November — December)

~ Study Leader recommendation to SECDEF

— Provide a transition / implementation plan

Brief Today

-

-
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Products for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

 JOINT DEFENSE Elements of {f{e Joint Defense
| CAPABILITIES STUDY Capabilities Process

* Strategy - What we want the DoD to accomplish - an
integrated, resource-informed statement of the SECDEF's major
Joint strategic objectives

* Enhanced Planning - How we want to accomplish the
objectives of the strategy - A collaborative, competitive analytical
process, leading to specific program goals

* Resourcing - Provides a fiscally executable program and
budget that responds to prioritized Defense needs identified
through the planning processes.

*+ Execution & Accountability - Reports from Military
Departments and Agencies on how well the Department goals
were met, in output terms

'#1.JOINT DEFENSE i -
71\ CAPABILITIES STUDY The Desired End State
Current Process. Siratagy
Repetitive, adversarial, and labor intensive Planning
Produces best-in-the-world component forces, Resourcing

but is not as cost-effective as it should be
/ Execution

Moving to the
end state requires
a realignment of
affort

Stratogy

Desired End State

Streamlined, collaborative yet competitive,
efficient process that produces a fully Planning
integrated joint warfighting capability.

Rewourcing

Exgcution &
Aceourdalsility
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JOINT DEFENSE
CAPABILITIES STUDY

“End State” Process

& - secoEs dcinn pore
e alive SECOEF engagenent
Enhanced i Execution
Stiratagy Planning Resourci out
OV Accountability
) ) JUN
{As Required) JUL DEC APR
\ Opergione | Y] \ \
Pgrving
‘ ‘ Prograrm .
3 Duafanss Exscution
1sd | Rasourcing = & N
[ " Process Parformance :
Buids + Reportirg :
(Resource - ' - i
infarmed) Erdorprisy (Fiscaily : (Continuous process)
4 ] constrained) i :
H {Continuous process) R - o
i y 3 i Component | Feedback during i
: H | Program / | next cycle H
: v ‘_g Budget r”
; : {Process | :
WHAT HOW WELL
| Jo007 | HOW T0 DO IT? | DIDWEDO? |
7 1 + {

K@) JOINT DEFENSE
7{WCAPABILITIES STUDY

& 5e00EF ucmon pants

End State Timeline

Eﬂ iteralive SECDEF angagemiant

SECDEF
Eirwiegic

Detense

HE v
SECOIE s S .
‘ 4 fuee Y (Update)
BYRATEGY o Blenieg
ENHANCED z
PLANNING g K
PROCESS g n
d
RESOCURCING
EXECUTION & 2 """"""""""""""""""""" _ﬁpﬁgram Exs\cmion and Performance Tracking fconnnuous)
ACCOUNTABILITY Py

2008

B-10




Products for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

JOINT DEFENSE What’s Different?
2 /\CAPABILITIES STUDY ; N _
+ SECDEF Strategic Planning Guidance - What to do?

— Single, unified, resource-informed strategic guidance
that begins the planning cycle, not ends it
— Separate from programming guidance

» Enhanced planning process where capabilities
are “born joint” — How fo do it?
~ Collaborative, but competitive, process involving all users and providers
- Considers a wide range of alternatives and trade options
— Capability categories express trades in meaningful terms across DoD
+ SECDEF Joint Programming Guidance ~Fiscaily constrained, directive
guidance on key joint capabilities — Do it/
~ Remainder of program delegated to Services, with associated metrics
- Up-front decision making prevents the Program/Budget Review “train wreck”

+ Annual performance review — How well did we do?
— Focused on outcomes and meeting current and future joint warfighting needs

Defense program driven by current and future joint needs
Combatant Commanders engaged throughout the process

¥ JOINT DEFENSE Characteristics of the Organization

Z/\CAPABILITIES STUDY to Support the End State )

+ A strong analytical planning and programming organization
leads DoD capabilities-based planning and resourcing
processes with a common framework, language, and toolset

» OSD and JS organized to support capabilities-based planning
and resourcing processes, and trade-offs across functional
and organizational lines

- Both warfighting and infrastructure/support capabilities to be considered

+ Need for independent program execution monitor

Standard Joint Capability Categories should be used for
consistent organization and communication acrogs the
Department




JOINT DEFENSE
|\ CAPABILITIES STUDY

Why Capability Categories?

+ Provide a common framework to address Joint warfighting objectives

+ Support the assessment of programs on the basis of their contribution to
Joint capabilities, rather than their merits as an individual program

« Allow the identification of trade areas to support gap analyses and
evaluation of program contributions to the capability

» Foster a "capabilities culture” that:
- Simultaneously considers costs and needs

- Provides a wide range of choices and competitive solutions to meet
Joint warfighting needs

- Timely consideration of risk by senior decision makers

Addresses both near and far term needs

[

Considers divestiture in tandem with initiatives

&

10

2 JOINT DEEENSE Moving in the nght Direction-
CAPABILITIES STUDY ~ Further Action is Needed

- MID 913 is a good start -
- Two year budget cycle
- Single Program/Budget database
- Performance metrics

- Current DPG studies share characteristics of new process -
- Increased Joint, CoCom, and Service collaboration

« Action required to -
- Provide resource informed, prioritized, strategy guidance
Implement capabilities-based planning
- Connect planning decisions to programmatic action

Provide for iterative SECDEF decision making
throughout the process
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JOINT DEFENSE : : . ’
equired Acti -06
cAPABILITIES sTupy  ReqY tions to Affect POM-06
. Responsible | Required
Action Office(s) By

Joint Capabiiity Categories - Develop standard joint capability JS, ODPAKE, Al 3000 88
definitions and a framework to express rades in meaningful oUsSHP) possible
terms across the Department.
SECDEF Strategic Planning Guidance (85PG) < Provide OUSD(P), JS. Dec 03
unified, resource-informed strategic objectives, key ODPAKE
assumptions, priorities, fiscal projections. and acceptable risiks
Identity selected Joint capability focus issues for analysis during
FYDP 06. Focus on “what’ needs to be done, not “how *
Capability Planning / SECDEF Joint Programming Guidance ODPALE. Apr 04
(SJPG) - identify metric-based, outcome-focused capability QUSDIC)
needs on selected major joint issues. Assess competing options
to meet the needs. Provide fiscally constramned programming
guidance to implement SECDEF decisions
Congressional Engagement — Begin discussions with key Study Team, Fall 03
Congressional staffers regarding the presentation of budget OUSDIC),
information. ODPASE,

OASDILA}

All stakeholders (CoComs, Services, etc.) will
participate at each stage
12

=Y JOINT DEFENSE Moving Towarff‘s the End State:
71 \CAPABILITIES STUDY Transition Year

+ Tasking memoranda to outline specific near term actions by 08D and Joint Staff
- Priorities are Joint Capability Categories, SECDEF Strategic Planning Guidancs arid
SECDEF Joint Programming Guidance
* Study Team to develop organizational options

Enhanced Exocution
o hesourcing
Strategy Plannin Resourcin out
Accountahbll
MAR 04 bR o DEC 04 APR 05
oy / \l
Erograrm ‘
Ceterse £ xorution
Regourtmyg | &
Process Partomance
Haponing




Senior Leadership Review Group Brief (31 Oct 03)

JOINT DEFENSE
7N CAPABILITIES STUDY

Joint Defense Capabilities Study
briefing to the

Senior Leadership Review Group

October 31, 2003

8] JOINT DEFENSE
B INCAPABILITIES STUDY B Agenda

* September 12th SLRG Recap
* Decision Process Details

* Implementation of the Process
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#1/OINT DEFENSE

B/ \CAPABILITIES STUDY “End State” Process

Strate Enhanced - Ex
» Planning Resourcing t;%tion
Accountability
Operational
Plarning
Program
Dotenss Exaéutmn
Resourcing |- Pertormance
Procuss ance
Repaorting

Enteipise
Plarring

% — = ~ Joint Capability Categories Provide Common Effects-Based Framework = = « o

Based on top- Conduct analysis to affect Ensure planing Understand what
down guidance capability trades for decisions are outcomes are achieved

warfighting and transiated and for the resources
Produce unified, enterprise resources communicated in provided
resource-informed Identify needs, gaps, the budget process

strategic direction and overlaps

Combined program/ ’ ,
Assess alternative budget review capabiiity achiovement

solutions to Joint needs

Conduct cross-DoD
asspsgmaent of

=Y JOINT DEFENSE Required Actions to Effect POM-06
7/ \CAPABILITIES STUDY from 12 SEP. 7 ,
Action Lead Office(s) | Required By

Joint Capability Categories ~ Refine joint capability category ODPARE Mov 03
definitions from those developed by the Joint Staff fo best support QUSDP)
the evolving Joint Operating Concepts and end state process JS{0J8)
SecDef Strategic Planning Guidance (S5PG) - Provide unified OUSDE) Dec 03
resource-informed strategic objectives, key assumptions, priorities,
fiscal projections, and acceptable risks. Programmatic guidance on
issues of paramount importance only.  Focus on “what” needs to be
done, not “how ”
Capability Planning - ldentify metric-based, cutcome-focused OUPARE Idaritify issues
capability needs on selected major joint issues for FY08. Assess OEDP; 14 Hov 032
competing options to meet the needs and present for SecDef JE(BJ8; Assess options
decisions. Apr G4
SecDef Joint Programming Guidance {8JPG) ~ Provide fiscally ODPALE, Apr 04
constrained programming guidarnce to implement SecDef decisions CUSD(CY

All stakeholders (CoComs, Services, efc.) will
participate at each stage
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JOINT DEFENSE trateqi nni uncil
O ol ot STUDY ’Strategtc Planning Co

+ SecDef Chairs
i i ¢ G Principals plus
Strategic Planning S5LR
Council (SPC) CoCom Commanders
S
e

.

2

2

>

Ciporiisral ' 1 &

Hgnriing

. Program
Detarise Exacution
Ragourcing e &
Erocess Perforrrance
Reporling
{Regource )
;s Enturpittn A (Fiscally
informod) Faving | Tioen acsas b constrained)

i - Copabdites !

§ » Componsrts i
T - Warkighting & r
| Enterpnve i

________

Corporate Board of Directors that:
» Drives strategy and frames major planning issues
» Reviews foint needs and solutions fo ensure congruency with strategy
+ Assesses feedback on execution performance 4

8] JOINT DEFENSE
CAPABILITIES STUDY

SPG Development Process

m TS The SPG is produced as needed to
Cam’g*}g‘g;’ﬁ;m communicate Defense strategy, top priorities,
— risk tolerance, and broad capability guidance. it
g% is top-down and resource informed.
Defense Strategy Priorities and Risk Capability Guidance Other Guidance
s Strategy construct « SecDef prioities + Major enterprise « Studias list
{eg. 1-4-2.1) for the Depadtment and warfighting « Kay asgsumptions
» Koy strategic goals {includes metrics) needs. gaps. and on threats and
and objectives « Risk tolerance by overlaps opportunities
« Force size, posturs, tatagory, theatar, + Broad guidance for » Broad resource
and response times and mission grea each capability constraints (TOA
« Link to National category increasefdacraase
Strategy 17 and end strength) y

Yop-Down Procaess

{‘ﬁ!’lﬂf;‘m‘i; oatito ‘{ Stratogic Planning - . B ey
i’&ii&ifiﬁi’.‘g““ Caun?i(ffl(? { SPG ‘ Stramgic Planning %
Trmltlonn BPG . Like Process 3 {Draft) . ;;o,‘;‘,'n,‘;:u;,(;s?{?)m,, ;g
e ; Working o ‘ Validate compliance SecDef
Capssitis ‘g Groups with top-down guidance Decision
< Dapmiimen

<
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Producis for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

Capability Decision Process

* All stakeholders participate — OSD, JS, Components, CoComs
* Transparent forum for capabilities deliberation - all views shared
* Presents alternatives (vice a single recommendation) to leadership
* Provides a standard vetting process for capabilities-related issues
- Capability needs, gaps, and overlaps
- Study scenarios, assumptions, metrics, etc
- Concepts and architectures

Major Inputs Identify Needs, Review Alternatives, Select
Assess Trades/Solutions, Provide Commaents Alternative

« Title 10 docs » Present Aiternativag & Minority Opinions
« Major studies |

[
« Lessons learmned [I
+ New concepts ‘ M ‘ Mid-Levet Senior ‘
= Experiments ﬂ Review Decision
« Tech push i3 Board Body
- Threat changes t SECDEF
- Plan analysis ) A Decision
- IPL/JQRR items Analysis SecDetiDepSechof

Engine Chairs

JPG Development Process
Organized by The JPG captures joint capabilities decisions
Capability Category made over the year in the Enhanced Planning
Process and translates them into fiscally
C?a constrained programming guidance.
Compliance wiSPG Directive Guldance Delegated Guidance Figcal Adequacy
+ Evaluate extent (o = PDMAlike direction + Davelops medrics « Developed with
which JPG meeis for a handfui of and measures of Camnponants
objectives specified joint capability issues sufficiency for « Demonsy atos that
in SPG + SecDef special remaindet of program fop lines arg
« Describe reasons interest items « Collaborate with adecuats 6 execule
for differences (e.g. « Maintains/corrects Compeonents to all guidance—SPG
fact of life changes, prior year decisions addfe’ss all ;ogts of (if any} and JPG
execution feedback)p‘ y directive guidance
iderity Newds. Risviow Altesmatives ’ H;r;'s"n\_ -
A‘;::m Aeraatives :‘:r:i:ﬁ';@;ﬂiwi Tl penT E .
| | Strategic Planning JPG
vet Benicr | i ; A ‘I
» L » Duciin | ‘ JPG | Council (8PC) ” (Final)
i Lo (Drafty e
iy v ) Validate compliance SacDef
Capability decisions made with the SPG Decigion
throughout the year




Resourcing Process

» Streamlined program/budget review
» Common framework for managing resources information across
the Department.
* Program and budget displays designed for DoD decision makers
and external audiences
- Organized by capability categories

Decisions from
Enhanced Planning

JPG - budgets budget reviews budget

SECDE
/ / Decision ‘

L Publish Cdmplat@ programs | ‘Stréamlined program ,Q Finalize
F I

integrate directed, + Ensure compliance with JPFG

delegated programs + Fact of life changes " s
» Decisions via PDMs, PBDs, President’s
but no new major initiatives Budget

Performance Assessment Report
Development Process

T rgonire by Assessment of how well the Department met the
_ Capability Category guidance in the SPG and the JPG; tees up issues for
e = the SPC to discuss as they consider the future.

Perlodic Internal Management Review (internal assessment)
Foasibility of the Strategy

Status of Dotogated Status of Directed Joint + Aanually Assessment of whether the
Gapabiitios Capabilitios totatity of current/planned capabilities is
« Gomponents roport + Assessment of “big sufficient to execule the current siraleg
pragressiprobloms issues” . topics staggered within risk tolerance
meating sufficiency through the yoar  identifies selected capabilities
goais in the cuirent issues for SPO discussion
JBG
IN

=

Annual Performance Assessment Report (external report)

: Annual

Summary Assessment | Link to QDR and Strategic Defense ]

» Surmaty of fiscal year end Goals R o
status by capabllity » Describe links batween epo

categories using batanced I capability categories and L_/J

scorecacd agsessments, pwj % goals of the current SPG

trsennee

&G
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Products for Secretary of Defense and Senior Leadership Review Group

JOINT DEFENSE | "
CAPABILITIES STUDY POMO06 Approach

- FY06 SPG: strategic focus; programmatic guidance on issues of
paramount importance

« Enhanced planning: conducted by issue teams and Functional
Capability Boards (FCB)

+ JPG: - directive guidance on major issues
- delegated programming authority with metrics
- proof of fiscal adequacy

« Execution/Performance

« Near term actions:
- Sign Implementation Memo
- Establish corporate decision making
- Define interaction of issue teams and FCBs to address warfighting
and enterprise issues/trades
- Refine capability categories and their application
- Define POMOB Strategic Issues 10




Appendix C

K

e

ST

ey Assumptions and Guidance; Other

JOINT DEFENSE . c
N capasiimes sty AssumEtlons and Guidance

* Implement for FY06 FYDP; 80% solution is
acceptable

* Capability-based processes identify joint needs
up front; Services supply these needs

* Capabilities must be optimized across the
Department, not within Components, to support
near- and far-term joint warfighting needs

* Acceptable risk levels should be identified up
front by senior decision makers in a
collaborative, vice consensus-driven, process

¢ Combatant Commanders’ input is critical

Focus on processes first,
then consider organizational implications




JOINT DEFENSE

i3

wm

CAPABILITIES STUDY

Joint Concept of Operations
LiGen James Cartwright (J8),
load

DSH Task Force on Enabling Joirt
Force Capabiliies
Gen Larry Welch and Dr Bob
Hermann, co-chairs

Strearnlining Decision Processes
(PPBES)

Mr. Mike Dominguez (USAF),
isad

Beyond Goldwater-Nichols
Dr. John Hamre (CSIS), lead

Compstency-based Management
'Brigﬁen Rich Hassan (USAF),
a

Core Compstancy EHorts by Services
Mr. John MacDonaid (USA)
M. Mike Dominguez (USAF)

Related Efforts

=

o

%=

O8DAUS Core Competencies &
Collaboration
Mr. Marty Hoffman, chair

Project Equinox (Organizational
Approaches to OSD!
Jeff McKitrick (SAIC), lead

Options for improving Logistics
Mr. Brad Berkson (AT&L), lead

MID 809 - Supply Chain Study
Mr. Brad Berkson (AT&L), lead

1BM Study on Supply Chain
Transformation

Mr. Brad Berkson (AT&L), lead

Business Management Modernization
Program

Ms. Joann Boutelle (OUSDC),
lead




Appendix D
Strategy: Outline for Secretary of Defense Strategic
Planning Guidance

This appendix proposes an outline for the Secretary of Defense Strategic Planning
Guidance (SPG).

Objective — Define strategic objectives, key priorities, risk tolerance levels,
overarching assumptions and operational/organizing concepts that support the
National Security Strategy and Policy and the execution of that strategy by
Combat Commanders and other DoD components. The strategic direction
contained in the SPG must provide the key, corporate level direction needed for
the operational, enterprise, and capabilities planning processes. The objectives,
priorities, risks and assumptions described in the SPG will drive the trade analysis
conducted in the Enhanced Planning Process, which in turn will result in Joint
Programming Guidance.

I. Define National Security Strategy/Policy Requirements. Provide u
unified, outcome-focused strategic direction for Combatant, Functional
and Component Commands.

a. Describe force employment concepts to achieve the objectives of the
National Security Strategy, incorporate feedback from program
execution--including Readiness Reporting (DRRS)--and identify
needed changes to current program execution.

b. State strategic priorities, show integration of theater strategies and
priorities, and provide a global focus that integrates theater and
functional mission priorities.

¢. Identify the joint capability categories that will provide a common
framework and consistent definitions, support the assessment of
programs on the basis of their contribution to joint capabilities, and
allow the identification of trade areas to support gap analyses
(essential for the first cycle, FY06).

2. Identify ROM fiscal and other constraints. The strategy, and the plans
that support it, should be consistent with the resources expected to be
available for the timeframe of the plans. The planning guidance should
indicate, as specifically as possible, the fiscal and other resource
constraints to be used in developing plans; it should also be the basis for
DoD’s business strategy. Any other constraints (e.g., political,



organizational) that directly affect planning processes should be
highlighted.

Provide a framework for Enhanced Planning.

4.

Incorporate an assessment of the future geo-strategic security
environment. The assessment should be consistent with the best
projection of the capability and the methods of future adversaries to
provide a baseline for all planning efforts. Key threat assumptions,
such as weapon system proliferation rates, asymmetric application of
low-tech equipment, and ability to attack information systems, should
be included.

Establish and specify strategy objectives (including the SecDef
transformation policies and objectives).

i)

i)

Identify capability objectives that enable the strategy (e.g., defeat
adversaries who can neutralize current/emerging stealth
technology; target capital ships from 1000nm; deny APOD/SPOD
access; neutralize satellites; disrupt SIPRNet; and target the United
States or allies w/WMD).

Identify the decisions desired, by capability category, for the time
frame of the guidance and the analytical efforts required to support
those decisions.

i1} Describe and prioritize desired near- and long-term capabilities and

v}

operational characteristics of the Joint Force and Components.
Based on the results of the Enhanced Planning Process, capabilities
should be quantified to the extent the strategy demands (e.g.,
deliver “x™ amount of strike to “y™ areas with 96 hours warning;
control “x™ fucilities/airficlds/ports within 96 hours: project “y"
ground forces ashore to “n™ nm within 10 days of warning; and
perform forcible entry operations at the brigade level in x days
without host nation support).

Specify, by operational theater (CoCom AoRs), expected force
postures to execute the strategy. including how regional
partnerships should be factored into planning (including integrated
global footprint and Security Cooperation Guidance).

¢ Component roles should be indicated as appropriate (e.g., total
strike capability should be “x percent ™ by Naval forces in
these AoRs. “y percent” by USAF: 7 percent” of total ISR
should come from space assets by 2010 in the following
theaters. . ).



C.

V)

Incorporate the decisions and priorities of the Nuclear Posture

Review by Functional Mission Area (e.g., strategic forces,
logistics, and intelligence).

*

The future size, readiness posture, and response times of
nuclear deterrent forces.

The type and persistence required of ISR capabilities by
operational theater.

Identify the strategic concepts for planning future enterprise functions
(e.g., work force strategy, business practices, and infrastructure).
Provide the organizing principles and new concepts for future
enterprise management. Those principles and concepts should be tied
to concepts for future joint operations (JOCs) and incorporate specific
priorities and goals of the Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG).

i) Identify strategic approach to workforce planning and
management.

*

Identify criteria for utilization of military personnel, and the
decision strategy for choosing between use of active and
reserve component personnel.

Identify criteria for utilization of civilian employees rather than
contractors.

Define, describe, and establish metrics for personnel
management functions (including planning functions).

i) Identify strategic approach to “overhcad™ support functions.

*

*

Identify strategic goals of central support functions.

Identify criteria for choosing among options.

iii) Identify strategic plan for such areas as bases, ranges, and housing.

L

Identify criteria for maintenance priorities, consolidations,
closings, and new facilities.

Define, describe. and establish metrics for infrastructure
management (including long-range planning).

iv) Identify strategic plan for acquisition enterprisc operations.

4

L 4

Identify strategic approach (e.g., spiral development).

Identify acceptable levels of technological risk.

D-3



d. Articulate risk tolerance. Risks are currently characterized as force
management, operational, future and institutional. The planning
guidance should state where and how much risk is acceptable in each
risk area and theater or mission area. The SPG should indicate where
we can afford to accept more risk or, conversely, where DoD needs to
reduce risk. The trade analysis conducted in the Enhanced Planning
Process will be conducted consistent with this guidance.

4. ldentify operational and organizing concepts for future Joint Force
Operations to structure experimentation, research and development,
and capability planning. These concepts may come in the form of the
JopsC, but they should provide the direction for development of new
capabilities that may change the way the Joint force operates in the future.
The concepts should incorporate the transformation goals and objectives
of the TPG.
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Appendix E
Enhanced Planning

| JOINT DEFENSE
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JOINT DEFENSE i ine
/W CAPABILITIES STUDY Analy SIS Engm

[

l Set Up DoD-wide trades ; | DoD-wide, fiscally constrained T

~\

s 8PG

* Study results

» Lossons Learned
* Experimentation

Capability Categories
[ i

i 1
3 . | ) §

okt iy Category 2 (Warlire)

Joirt Capanitty Colegory 5 (Narlaret ]
E = X ¥ 4 i

okl Capabiily mém; 8 (Erlorpise) 1

- L —
Joird Gapabitily Calogory 7 {(Enterprise] : |

2« Aiternatives

. ] T ¥
Tech Push Co!amw Seivices  Agenciss asp Joint Staff
Fusiction
Sentiatin Avadytis Ad il s Lfebrics art
Suppext ard Caraspta Rty

*» “Joint needs” defined as required effects, not platforms
* Services offer capabilities proposals to meet needs

* Transparent analysis with full Service participation
* Analysis intended to produce a set of alternatives
* Approval through new DoD “corporate structure”

.4
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Appendix F

] JOINT DEFENSE
CAPABILITIES STUDY

Capability Framework

November 3, 2003

N )
o fiectsion sl
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[&] JOINT DEFENSE |
%mmwungs STUDY Purpose

“Flesh-out” the September 121" SLRG decision to develop
joint capability categories. These categories should enable

us to:

* Focus on outcomes and effects

+ Manage and plan for capabilities

» Conduct trade analysis to determine best solutions
* Track performance and share information

Pro-Decisional

03 JOINT DEFENSE
/N CAPABILITIES STUDY The Problem Today

If you want to answer...
« What? How Much? When? Then...
At the Department level, you need to:
» Elevats the discussion above the platform and “single solution” level
* Communicate consistently, with a shared vision and common language
» Have a single set of facts and assumptions to guide analysis and decisions

« Currently no linkage to commonly defined
Joint capabilities

+ Difficult to do cross-Service capability trades

* Services define Joint capability needs

e

e

* Joint community defines Joint nasds
* Allows Services o map to Joint capabilities

* Facilitates analysis by capability @

ProeBoc i iosial




Capabiliry Categories

JOINT DEFENSE Capability Categories
7{W\CAPABILITIES STUDY Two Approaches

+ Capability categories can be based on functions or operations

- Functional categories focus on how military activities are to be enabled such
as command and control, logistics, and force application.

- Operational categories focus on military activities to be performed such as major
theater war, nuclear war, special operations, stc.

* Functionally aligned categories:

- Allows a fewer number of more enduring categories

- Provides a basis tor organization and covers warfighting and enterprise capabilities
- Reduces redundant reprasentation of platforms and systams

- Better for capabilities planning or management functions

* Operationally aligned categories:

- Provides the basis for conducting cross-Service trade analyses

- Easier to link platforms and weapon systems to required tasks and missions
- Better for translating CoCom needs into capabilities

- Clearer link to an outcome/effects-based orientation

Both approaches are necessary to plan and manage the
full spectrum of a capabilities-based approach to warfighting

Prsdlnginional

Functional Capability Categories

T DEFENSE
) Py Basis for quagemept

27 /\ CAPABILITIES STUDY

E Capability Categories {transition yrj
! 1 1 ] A 1 ok
' | Farge Apphication ]
. X . 1
J | Protection ]
; X X 4 3
(B | G and Gontrol ]
18 X ! | | y
' [ Battespate Awaranass i
All ‘e 4 3 i X “X
3 I Logisiks j
Stakeholders | 3  § 4 | ¥ ]
I Warkiorgs
Represented | i, . 2  Hoktoe ey
- | Infiastrucius . ]
: CCotme Soces Agorcies 0N somieiiSintogtation
¢ B X s Funislian
: F‘muw frptcat| | Rt I [T
' Sapport s Comanps Maitrbbopes
+

« Experts organized to assess alternatives for joint capability needs ?

*» Responsible for maintaining capabilities-based tools and methodologies:
- Metrics, attributes, architectures, and concepts
- Capabilities roadmaps

» Fewer, broader categories are needed to translate between Components,

Interagency Agency and Coalition pariners - a forum for collaboration

Fro fasiniiotel
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JOINT DEFENSE Functional Capability Categories
CAPABILITIES STUDY Across the Processes

Strategy
o L ]
" 1 ] 1
B ! i - : ‘ 1 1 ]
[—r 1 - . T — ]
N I T T T
i , s
1 1 T T T
[ i ]
| ACEA | 1 T I
[ j

‘ : . Vmusa o

Feedbac'k

Capability categories track across processes, from Strategy to Execution

« A common structure for articulating joint capabilities

* A consistent message across the Department

* Clear lanes for roles and responsibilities

+ A framework for capability assessments and trade-off analyses

* Supports senior leadership decision making on capabilities resourcing

Feedback informs decision makers throughout the process

Prs-Dacisional
AL

JOINT DEFENSE Operational Capabilities
CAPABILITIES STUDY Basis for Trade Space

t Dator aceorsanas and rotuco the neod for milllsry force 1o achiovs national objoctives

M UCh gf@atef iy mber 2 Proven tho inflizhion and sscalation of anoad contlict

3 frwroase the capabilily of allien/coaiition partvers 15 assist i achioving security objoctivies
5 H 4 [istend tho United Siates agains! onaemy missily aftack
that Change Over “me § Profoect DoD porsonnod, doepardens taciitios, and hstallationg from toradst of othor sfascks
(‘(;()C oy oy i\l@ﬂ) 1 memo sz'l gxmmy thay . af : lmldmy‘ 5 )
7 Locats arud idoniify fha capabiliios of potential non-mililary ardvorsaries
8 idartity tho & ons of il rrdlitary adk
G tgontify the rgantions of potortial nore military adversatios
0 Maintain o uso of the son gl itorals for U 8 miitary objectivas
§1 Blaintain the uso of the o for U § military cBijectives
17 Walntas e uso of space for U 8 rmilitary shiscives
13 Baintain the uso of Bloanation amd e alscimmagnetic spactaum for U 8 millary objoctives
i4 Dany the use of the sen arsd Hitorals 1o adversarios
¥ Dony the use of 1he alr 1o advarseniss
16 Dany the uss of space 1o advorsarioy
vF Deny the yse of rdormation and the elschomagirelic spoctrur 16 advergarias
18 Doloct. ooate and dostroy adversary WD capabilty
19 Lovate and doeslroy hart and doeply buris tangats
20 Doty adversarios tho use of their indtallations taclities. ard idrastructure
#t Locats. denlify. dard dosiroy moving and timo sohsitive targets
elza anwd contrd torain
Doy adversarion sanctusry o1 rlan areas
24 Doy sarcluary to ndividusis asd sioall groups
26 Desty of noulralive alvarsary maditary capabilitios
36 Contrad the behavios mibatants wilhaut five use of bithal lorce
27 Dony sapciiary i oo s intorminglisd with noncombatants
28 Stabiize and maintain orde 3 Nalions and non Siats areas
) Protact doploved lorces frorm alr . ses space land. and pformation aftack

« Operational capabilities are trade areas — required tasks and missions
» Every functional category contributes to each trade area

* When scenarios and concepts are applied, trades can be determined
« Experts from each function work together to determine trades

Pro- Decizional




Capability Categories

| JOINT DEFENSE Trade Areas and Functional Capabilities
7| \CAPABILITIES STUDY o Working Together

CoCom
Demand
Signal

For each trade area, scenarios and operating
concepts are applied to determine the
functional capability needs, gaps, and overlaps

Supply Decisions
§ = = EE E=l Functional capability gaps/overlaps
== 5= B= ES are translated into programmatics
» for weapon systems, manpower,
training, organizations, logistics,
infrastructure, etc.

=51

e (e | }
P ezt Ay

« Decisions are made in trade areas and are tracked along functional
lines until they are translated into programmatics
» Functional capability roadmaps are kept current as decisions are made

Pra Dusistoina .

Sy JOINT DEFENSE Trade Areas and Functional Capabilities

Y\ CAPABILITIES STUDY A Notional Example
Based on CoCom Example: Deter potential adversaries from initiating
Operating nuclear hostilities (ensure US response can
Concepts and ) .

Agreed Upon levy unacceptable consequences)
Scenarios
Guls-Bub
Sub-Category Catagory E".ysmw%sour@
Muchsal Uningnrend Kisudarmian 1
Trdarst 08
3 B TLAMN
: Missite Deferge | Homelard T8
Wational C2 A mo HAGC
TACAR )
Surveitlance Iigsite Dotection OGP Batatitos
; Ground Radam
“;]; Weapons Supply | Mudes Warhoads | 887
j Agtive Duty HWuglenr Spociaifles | Oporiforg
Fairginoie
Air Basss Weapons Storigs | Noledy Huokens

Ultimately, capability decisions must be translated into programmatics

Py o Liesizisions o
i




JUINT DEFENSE . s ‘
CAPABILITIES STUDY A Holistic Look

Current and Future Joint Needs
{Heavy CoConmi Influence and Participation)

Future concepls Threst Curront missions

Techinology and expeiin i Logs {earned
Notional Trade Areas

Demand Signat
{Effects-based tasks that

change over time) /f J{ &
G

:;f jj f"f f /;f ¥ Determine

ff fﬁiﬁ /] Excesses and Gaps

Forge Aﬂ jort // ’
Forge Prgtectibn / 4 1. Excess
Conymant and Conlrof 2. Maintain current
/] advantage
t.ag!stics 3. Hedge against
i & emerging threats
Noilcna‘l Joint Bat‘iLasp&:e Awareness 0‘,‘*’!‘ 4. “Big Bets"
Capability Homan CP e < that change the
Categories e ,@«4‘ character of
infr 'srruéture [ & warfare
7 Pro-Decisisial °
JOINT DEFENSE

77N CAPABILITIES STUIDY. What Needs Ta Be Dane

* Heach a common definition of “capability” and associated terms
* identity capability categories and frade arsas
* Develop & hierarchy of capabilit y categones that supoort
- Cross Service trades
- Strategy guidance articulation
- Inclusion of operational and support ¢ capabilitips
- Gap analyses and evaluation of program contnbutions 1o the capability
- Assessment of program execution
* Develop a compatitle planning and mrograrnming amework
* Foster a “capabilities culture” that consic cers divesture In landem with
inltiatives; integrates risk: considers near and far term ngedds; s fiscally
responsible

32
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Appendix G
Resourcing

JOINT DEFENSE
CAPABILITIES STUDY

Resourcing Process

w= | input from Enhanced Planning {EP}
g. Pecisions from ha R:a!fm EP f.-!ovclnlom based oo " "
c Enhanced Plannig (EP) process +“Fadt of Lbe” changos snd] W
£ {Closs to fiscally-baanted) * Exucution feediack )
e Ongolig Sanice
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. A planfing and POM
Beece 0B EEEREVBUTEGE D W’-’r i
f; [EXEAAE AR A LTI TERY R RN EEREREE R s closaly %
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o 8 Ag;usln‘w'mn i‘or»achlwe!m:al balancs Joint Prograveming Gaidance (JPG} planning and
T e . “eccm.ué xh:z :f’ input snd Oéh&:s!‘ + (hirstive "Rk guidanee on majQr 9
; & tmuslma&e adjustrments to provide Joing caprabitties progrommin
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Outline for Secretary of Defense Joint Programming Guidance

Objective — To define Joint, Component, and CoCom programming objectives (o
support SecDef decisions recorded in the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG) and
developed in the Enhanced Planning Process. The Joint Programming Guidance
(JPG) will provide Program Decision Memorandum-like directive guidance for
selected major joint issues. It will delegate authority to develop the remainder of
the program to the Components and CoComs, with associated performance
measures and metrics.

I. Implementation of the Strategic Planning Guidance. The SPG is a
multi-year document. This section of the JPG will summarize the
objectives outlined in the SPG that are to be addressed in the current
programming cycle and identify any issucs associated with key SPG
objectives that will not be accomplished in this cycle.
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a. SPG Objectives Addressed in the Programming Guidance. This
section will identify SPG objectives to be addressed in the current
programming cycle, whether the capability will be fully or partially
addressed, and the rough costs associated with providing the specified
level of capability.

b. SPG Objectives Not Addressed in the Programming Guidance. This
section will identify SPG objectives that will not be addressed in the
programming guidance and the reasons for not addressing them.

¢ Risk Assessment. This section will assess the risk associated with the
total program for this cycle and compare it to the risk guidance in the
SPG.

Directive Guidance for Joint Capabilities. This section will provide
PDM-like detail to implement the decisions made by the SecDef during
the enhanced planning process.

a. Organization. This section will be organized in accordance with the
capability categories and issues in the SPG.

b. Content. This section will specify which Component will execute the
program, the quantities of personnel or systems to be provided, and
milestones for the delivery of the capability.

Guidance for Delegated Programming. This section will provide
guidance on the portions of the program that are delegated to the
Components and CoComs. The delegated programming will contain
performunce measures or measures of sufficiency for capabilities.

4. Organization. This section will be organized in accordance with the
capability categories and issues in the SPG.

b. Content. This section will speeify the outcome or level of effort
required, and identify how compliance or success will be measured.

Reconciliation of Guidance and Resources Available. This section will
demonstrate that the sum of the fundi ng requirements imposed by the JPG,
and SPG when applicable, is less than or equal to the resources available
for the programming period.
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Outline for Secretary of Defense Performance Assessment Proce

Objective — To integrate user and provider assessments of current capabilities and
risks in order to provide an overall review of current and planned future
capabilities relative to the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG) and the Joint
Programming Guidance (JIPG); determine whether those capabilitics are sufficient
to execute the strategy; identify capability and resourcing issues for discussion by
the Strategic Planning Council (SPC); and inform decisions (o be incorporated in
subsequent planning and programming guidance.

I. Format. The performance assessment process will take two forms:
briefings and a written annual report. Both forms will be comprehensive:
that is, cach will include all capabilities and activitics in the Department,
They will be orgamzed around the capabilities categories and objectives
outlined in the SPG and addressed in the JPG.
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One form of assessment will be periodic briefings to the SPC to
support regular internal management review. The briefings will be
based on capability metrics used in the Enhanced Planning Process.

The second form of assessment will be an annual Performance
Assessment Report (PAR), intended for both external and internal
audiences. This report will summarize overall performance and relate
it to the Department’s overall goals. It will be at a high level of
aggregation and based on a Balanced Scorecard approach.

Reporting responsibilities. Assessments will be made by an independent
assessor, possibly supported by a small staff. The role of the assessor will
be to (1) integrate input concerning current capabilities that is provided by
Combatant Commanders, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Service
Chiefs, Principal Staff Assistants and Agency Heads, and analysis engine
team leaders; (2) determine whether the capabilities are being delivered as
expected and as directed in the JPG (in both delegated and directive
sections); and (3) decide whether the total capabilities are sufficient to
meet the strategy.

&

d.

Combatant Commanders report to the assessor as to whether the
capabilities they have are sufficient to meet their Joint Operational
Requirements.

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff reports the capability of the
United States as compared with those of its potential adversaries: this
assessment is made for all warfighting capabilities.

For enterprise capabilities, the PSA may be an Under Secretary or
another designated person (such as the DoD Human Capital Officer for
workforce cupabilities and the Chief Acquisition Executive for
acquisition capabilities). The PSAs report whether the current levels
and expected longer term changes in enterprise capabilities are
sufficient to support the strategy enunciated in the SPG and JPG for
enterprise capabilities. They also report whether any efficiencies or
capabilities they are directed to provide under the Directed
Programming Guidance are being achieved as specified in the JPG.
Finally, the PSAs, together with Agency Heads, supply all input not
provided elsewhere, so that the assessor receives reports concerning
the totality of DoD spending.

The Service Chiefs report whether the capabilities they are directed to
provide under the Directed Programming Guidance are being achieved
as specitied in the JPG. They also report on the sufficiency measures
specitied in the delegated guidance section of the JPG.
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Performance

e. The analysis engine team leaders report on the results of their
evaluations of the achieved levels of capabilities in their areas of
responsibility.

b

Briefings to the Strategic Planning Council

a. The assessor will periodically brief the SPC on (1) whether the
program is executing in accordance with guidance, {2) what
capabilities are being provided, and (3} whether those capabilities are
sufficient to support the strategy. The assessments of capabilities will
be based on the metrics and measures (objective and subjective) used
in the SPG and JPG, and the requirements set in those documents.

b. One SPC briefing each year will be comprehensive (include all
capabilities and risk} and occur in May, in time to inform SPC review
and comment on the current JPG. This briefing will also serve as a
major input into the next SPG. The SPC and the participants in the
Enhanced Planning Process then must decided whether to modify
capability delivery plans (including resourcing), change the capability
mix, or change the strategy.

c. The briefings to the SPC that occur between the annual comprehensive
assessments will focus on selected capabilities and be staggered so that
all important issues are reviewed over the course of a year. The
briefings will be based on the stakeholder reports provided for the
annual comprehensive brief, as well as any more recent information
that is readily available (e.g., through execution reviews).

4. Annual Performance Assessment Report

a. This report, which will be transmitted by the Secretary to Congress
and the public, will summarize the strategy and capabilities of the
Department of Defense. It will cover accomplishments of the previous
fiscal year's budget, in capability terms.

b. The PAR will explicitly link the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
to the SPG and JPG.

The PAR will follow a balanced scorecard approach for major goals,
with an overall determination of “red-yellow-green,” relative to the
guidance in the SPG and JPG. It almost certainly will not use the
metrics and measures of each capability category, and may not asscss
capability categories individually.

o

After full transition to the new process, the PAR will become the basis of the An-
nual Defense Report transmitted to Congress every January.
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Appendix I
ﬁSteering Group Members

Mr. William Haynes
Department of Defense General Counsel

Mr. Peter Geren
Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense

Mr. Ken Krieg
Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation

Mr. Larry Lanzillotta
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Management Reform)
Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)

Mr. Philip Grone
Principal Assistant Deputy Installations and Environment
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics)

Ms. Jeanne Fites
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Program Integration)
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Personel and Reudiness)

Mr. Brad Berkson
Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and
Logistics)
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Lieutenant General James Cartwright
Director for Force Structure, Resources, and Assessment (J-¥)
Joint Staff

Lieutenant General James L. Lovelace

Director of the Army Staff
United States Army



Licutenant General Benjamin S. Griffin
Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8
United States Army
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Mr. Pat Tamburrino
Assistant Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Resources, Requirements and As-
sessments) (NEB)
United States Navy

Major General Jim Battalini (USMC)
Director, Expeditionary Warfare Division (N75)
United States Navy

Rear Admiral Kevin Cosgriff
Director, Warfare Integration and Assessment Division (N70)
United States Navy
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Mr. Michael Dominguez
Assistant Secretary of the Alir Force
(Manpower & Reserve Affairs)
United States Air Force

Muajor General Ron Bath
Director, Strategic Planning (AF/XPX)
United States Air Force

sF s ez e

| Mr. Joe Masciarelli
Assistant Deputy Commandant for Programs and Resources (P&R)
United States Marine Corps
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Dr. Tom Allen
Former President
Military Operations Research Society

Mr. Tont Morchouse
Consultant
Institute for Defense Analysis



Steering Group Members

Mr. John Tillson
Senior Analyst
Institute for Defense Analysis

Dr. Kathy Webb
Policy Sciences Group Manager
RAND Corporation

Mr. Chris Wiltliams

Consultant
Center for Strategic and International Studies
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Appendix J
Study Team Members

The Honorable E.C. Aldridge, Jr.
Study Leader

Ms. Mary Margaret Evans
Executive Director
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tecl

Mr. Robin Farley
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Com

Ms. Judy Fernandez
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel

Dr. Vance Gordon
Office of the Secretary of Defense (Program Analysis

Mr. Frank Leaming
Directorate of Administration and Manager

Mr. Steve Reeder
United States Joint Forces Command

Colonel Mike Morgan
Joint Staff, J-8

Lieutenant Colonel Jim Mathis
United States Army

Captain Wilhelm A. Hansen, Jr.
United States Navy

Colonel Robert Suminsby, Jr.
United States Air Force

Colonel Nathan Webster
United States Marine Corps
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Mr. Yvonne Whichard
American Telephone & Telegraph
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Mr. Rick Jackson
Logistics Management Institute

Ms. Elaine Simmons
Logistics Management Institute

Mr. Simon Hernaez
Logistics Management Institute

Mr. Rick Wallace
Science Applications International Corporation



Appendix K
Chronology/Decision Poin

Date Major Event

03 APR 03 SecDef commissions Mr. Aldridge to conduct study

19 MAY 03 Study Team formed — study begins

17 JUN 03 As-isfend state briefing presented to Steering Group

19 JUN 03 Mr. Aldridge briefs SecDef on as-is/end state

20 AUG 03 Mr. Aldridge briefs SecDef on the Study Team's proposed proce:

10 SEP 03 Study Team presents process brief to the Steering Group

12 SEP 03 Mr. Aldridge presents proposed process to the Senior Leader Re
Group

14 SEP 03 Overarching memo recording the agreements made during the 8
coordinated throughout DoD

19 OCT 03 Study Team presents process brief to OPSDEP Tank
Mr. Aldridge meets with SecDef to discuss the status of the over:

230CT 03 memo and level one alternatives

30 OCT 03 Capabilities-based processes brief presented to Defense Science

31 OCT 03 Mr. Aldridgg presents capabilities-based processes brief to the §
Leader Review Group

31 OCT 03 Secretary Rumsfeld signs directive to implement specific sieps tc
end state process for POM 06

25 NOV 03 Mr. Aldridge submitted draft final report along with his final recom
tions to SecDef

JAN 04 Final report published.
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Organizational Alternatives—First Order

JOINT DEFENSE Analysis Engine
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JOINT DEFENSE Performance Assessment Development Process
| CAPABILITIES STUDY

Integrate stakeholder assessments 1o produce an overall
review of current capabilities/risks compared with the goals in
the SPG and the guidance in the JPG; tee up issues for the

| SPC to discuss as they consider future SPGs and JPGs.

Organized by
Capability Category

Feasibility of the Strategy
» Annually: Assessment of whether the
totality of curent/planned capabiliies is
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Status of Directed Joint
Capabilities
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Organizational Alternatives—First Order
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JOINT DEFENSE General Observations
CAPABILITIES STUDY s

Basic characteristics of all three options--
¢ Roles of SECDEF, CJCS and Services do not change

» Top-level needs, gaps, and excesses are identified by
an organization with a DoD-wide view

+ Consideration of both warfighting and enterprise
capabilities

» Collaborative effort with all stakeholders, including
CoComs and Services

Pra-dycisional
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JJomT DEFENSE  Enterprise Planning - Acquisition

|\ CAPABILITIES STUDY
Alt 1 - Moderate ~ Multiple JPE Concept

{ Qgﬂgﬂm Establish Joint Program Executives (JPE} for each of the designated Joint Programs. ]

v Dgsigrais Joint Program Executives (JPE) (repons thicugh the Bervice Acquisition Executive), one for each Joint Capabiliies
Categoty (JOC), ttirough the Joirt Capabliity Boards (JCB) and the Defense Acquisiion Board (DAB).

 Brouigh input ts the Delenge Acquisition Exscutive (DAE} (USD {ATELY on current joint in-develapossnt, in-production
prograns. Thig nks (he aoquigiion process W joint neuds planréng and develspment.

« Flggouicss pullad o tha Components for Joint Programs (JPG directsd guidance) with oversight by JPE, reparting o DAE.
SAEs ratain rosouicas oy Serdos programs.

* DAL, with JPE and SAE input, develops a comprehengive aogusiion sURIBgylan which lsverages the JCIDS process o
claarty arliculate goalsiobjectives o mest departmantal joint capability needs. A comprehensive acquisition stategy allows for
immadiate, near terys and long Wim programematic planning to mest joint capability needs.

+ Tranglorm the Deforve Acquisiiion Exacutive Summary {DAES) into a Vintual, cross semice process to allow for Department
wits rgragorment acrGss capabiiity catsgories and within specific platioms. This DAES wansformation permits the
aglatdishmant of g cross culting DAB

Bros:

* Ingroasgd interoperabiiity and malgdal solutions exscution due (v capability focused vice platform cantric planning and
PHGgraITng

» improved glanning and coordirgtion te meed joint capability needs.

» impraved ehiciency in defining/delivaring joint sysiems dus to & belter connectivity betwaan “requires” and “acquires.” as welt
g a more focused planning ard uplont ressureing lor joint programs.

Cons

« Appotiionimont of resources specifically for joint programs could create gaps

« Would grable bul not ansure Service cross trade

* Still deperident on gxisting Service or Agancy 10 execute Joint Programs.

JJOINT DEFENSE  Acquisilion Alternatives Organizational
\ CAPABILITIES STUDY

DAE
USIHATAL)

JROC
(JCB) @ doint Programs

Wardiphling
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Organizational Alternatives—Second Order

i W CAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 2 — Aggressive — Single JAE Concept

Description: Establish a single Joint Acquisition Exscutive with oversight and decision authority on
alt joint developmental and in-production programs.

JOINT DEFENSE_ Enterprise Planning - Acquisition

« JAE and SAES, through JCBIDAB, provide inpia to the DAE on current joint in-devslopmiant, eprotiutlion programs. This
provides a divect link with central oversight io the acquisition process lor joint nesds planning and development.

» Acquisition resources for joint programs maneged by the JAE would be supportad by expanding the meponsibiiies of a
selectad acquisition agency (o act as the JAE field activity. An appragriate postion of Conpenant SganizRitns weould e
integrated info this joint entity.

« DAE, with JAE and SAE input, devetops a comprahansive acquisition strategy/plan which § gos the JCIDS p 38 1
clearly aniculate goals/objectives o meet departmentat oint capability neads. A comprehansive acquisition strategy allows for
immediate, near term and jong term programmatic planning 1o meatl joint capability needs.

« DAD transtormed along capability categordas 1o align ¢ross cutting join capabilifies, 6., aireraht canier command and sontat
would be managed by the JAE, white the overall program is managed by the Navy.

Pros:

« increased mteroperability and material solutions exacution due to capabiiity focusad vice platiorm centrie planning and
programming.

« tmproved planning and coordination o mest joint capability needs through 8 single JAE.

« More efficiency in defining/deliverdng joint systems due to & better connectivily batween “roquires” ant “aouuies,” 8 wall 88 8
more focused planning and upiront resourcing for joint programs.

» Creates an execution am for joint capabiliias with & fiald activity 1o manage joiat programs without cragling a new
organization.

Cons:

« Loss of authority by Components. Services may argue this uswrps some of theit Tite X authodty.

JOINT DEFENSE Acquisition Alternatives Organizational Char!
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| JOINT DEFENSE =nierprise Planning - Acquisition

NCAPABILITIES STUDY ,

_Alt 3~ Radical -~ puitiple CAE Concept

| Description: Establish Capabilities Acquisition Executives (CAE) for each of the established Joint
Capabilities Categories. The CAE would have oversight and decision authority on all Defense

davelopmental and in-production programs,

« CAEs, through SJCB/DAB, provides Inpul 10 e DAE o cyrem in-development, in-production, S&T and sxperimenia)

programs. Acquisition plocess, manageanent and Sifictiyg drsctly support Dol capabilily needs development. All acquisiton

régources controlied by CAES for thelr reSpeclive capabiliy catagodes. As with the aggressive allemative, a joint entity or field

activity would be established o aupport 116 CAES.

* DAE, with CAE and SAE ingut, dewelops 8 comprohansiva acquisition strategy/plar which leverages the JCIDS and Service

uniqus requiremants 1o ceddy arficulats Gualvobiectives o meet departmental capability meeds.

« in addition to astablishing an “sxpanded DOMA” a8 responsitie for joint requirements acquisitions, ssiablish an Agency which

hiis oversight for Service Prograr Exscullve Offices (S8ECs) The BPEOs would Fanage ACAT | and |1 programs, through

fhe Service Acguisltion Executives.

Pros:

*« Developmant of 4 comprehentive and seamiess départmantal ST through acgidsition systen corpleta with resources and

agulfigrily.

* Iricraangd Interoperabliity and matenial SolUSons execution of all Dol wardighting capabiliies

+ Agquisition planting uniguety designed to mest DOD capability needs.

¢ Impraved afficiency in delining/delivering joirnt systems dus 1o & fully integrated system of “raquires” ard “acquires.” as well as

& more fogused plarning and upfront resoureing for joir progrars

Canp:

« Compaie realignment of acquisiion structute.

* Ceniralization under single acquisition eXscutive could cause loss of focus on BUPPOIT [HOGrams

* Loss of Service control of program development,

JOINT DEFENSE ~ Acquisition Alternatives Organizational Chart
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Organizational Alternatives—3econd Ornder

&) JOINT DEFENSE
N\ CAPABILITIES STUDY

Enterprise Planning - RDT&E

Alt 1 - Moderate ~ Coordinated Invesiment

Description: Establish through DOR&E, a coordinated investment sirategy that would support the
Joint Capabilities Categories and provide information and oversight of RDOTAE prograns.

« Spction 8132 of the Nationat Delense Authorization Aot tor FY 2000 required BECDEF to sonduet & porformance review of ke
refevance of the work perormed by DoD fabs. Additionally, i raquired Dol o develop & single porumanud ravipw prodets.
applicabia to ait miitary deparments, for rating the quality and relevance of he wark performad by Dol labs. This proposal

assumes fult implamentation of recommendatiens from Section 913 studies nclud

ing # pedonnante rvew MOtuss.

« Sanvics S&T Exscutives organize to support Joint Capabilies Categodes CIOCT T wouls moes Qosaly Ink lsehndioy
devalopmeant o the acquisition process and to COCOM gsnerated joint needs planning and dovalopment.

* Devalop & P

rocess to afiow affective ansition from S8T to acquisitan. Prosess would ineiude formal, binding agrsamiints

tetweon S&T sources and specilic program offices, as wall s transiionat funding managed by DORSE o suppont e

ransition. {BA1-S is S&T and managed by the SAT community, BAS-? is RAD managed by

the DOTAE communityl

actuisition ang TRE managed by

« Beaglign ACTD funding process to Dol budget cydle io make transiion 1o aequisiion more sfficiant by using nvesttant funds

managed at Q80

« Fuity imptement the authorties of the Dalense Test Resowce Managomer Cemat {DTAMC), cramhod by e 2003 Natieng
Deterse Authotzaliion Act (NDAA} lor ovarsight of TAE polioy, processes, parsonngl and inlrastiuchie. Thie MO&A charars

the DTRMD Director with protucing a “Strategic Plan” and cestitying
budgets. ingentiize T&E organizations lo gel ineoived aarier in the acquisiion
Pros:

e "adequacy” of TRE

oparsting and fhaintenaiie

cydhe to speed defvary and raduct ohEt.

« Deveinpment of 8 comprehensive Dol S&T strategy fhat would be capabitty bases but Componeal driven.

« Better ransiion of technalogy from S&T (o acquisiton and maimize the S&T and T&E invesiment frough @

CIOCRsS.
« Mo lagistation requirad.
Cong:

St ravisw

» tmpact of improved processes and aversight would not be fulty reafized if Componants stil awn i@ FESDUNCES.

SRS JOINT DEFENSE
9% /N CAPABILITIES STUDY
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JOINT DEFENSE Enterprise Planning — RDT&E

/i CAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 2 - Aggressive — Cenlfralized Funding and Centers of Excellence

tian: Charige How of RDT&E resources through Defense Technology Executive, Defense
Acquisition Executive and DOTLE directly (o the Bervice S&T/TAE agencies vice through the
Services, Establish Centers of Excellence within the current DoD Lab structure that would
concentrats 84T and R&D investment.
« AETRE resouncas contully managsad by the JAE, SAE's and DTE Ini an IPT process (o provide innovation eough competifion
and soandess ransion thiough a8 phiasés of developsment o sustainment. Technology Readingss Levels woudd be uniformly
griloread 1o Ghisura appropriatengss of BEY vs. RED funding ang ACTODS would be fifly integrates into the process. Process
wieuld Indode covsdinated S&7 o nent by reprasentalion on pach of the cagability teams gromoting transiion funding to
spiral teehngiongy theough RED diractly intp jolst and Serdes progrars.
* Garitars of Excalfonce would be established within the curent Co0/Serdcs lab resources {induding the Universities doing
Basic Nesgdrch) o concentrate S&T ang BED effors in apedific dreas. COE's could also retate workiorce for protessional
deveopmant ard cormpels 1or “best of bread” decigons. They coult do both SAT work for the OTE and BED work for the
JAE'S and BAE's. (CUE'S would bs chalfsnged to present proposals for diftersnt governance option such as Federgt
corporationg or Govermment swhedicomricior operatad entites that are rare corducive 10 broadering the business base )
STRE resmpcas would be ruinaged trough the DTAMO under the auspices of DOTEE. Note: Developrmental testing is done
by the acguisiion community. incentivize T&E comirunily 10 get velved earier io speed delivery and reduce cost.
Proy;
= Davelopment of 4 compretentdve DoD S&7 sirategy that would be capability based and centratly managed (WETP recerly
reslruciurod slony capability categories)
» Maximize (e S&T invesiment and redice duplication thiough a single review and aliocation process and better transition of
technology from S&T (o aoquisiion trough an 1PT process linking capabiliies. technslogy and acquisition
* Aligrirmant with COCOMWJICE pricrlies would provide chécks and balances noeded to compensate for DTE ‘special interasts”
*QONe;
* S&T would e centrally funded but FAD funds would still be allocated to the JAE's and SAE's
+ Althaugh Componant 857 erganizations would be centrally funded for programs. infrasbruciure costs would remain B
ragponaibiflty of the Componenis

JOINT DEFENSE RDT&E Alternatives Organizational Chart
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| JOINT DEFENSE Enterprise Planning - Logistics
CAPABILITIES STUDY
Alt 1 — Moderate — Strengthened Defense Logistics Executive

Dogcription: Uss the Defense Logistics Exscutive (DLE) as the single Logistics, Global Supply Chain Manager witth
ht and i y fot Dt material and maintenance, with visibility of movement.

o

« Combing logistes retated regponsibiites (matadal managemant, repair, gverhall ang transportation] unders the DLE with
authoriy [ set policy, control joirt funds and support the warlightar and readingsy. Position to be pan of a USD level {already
axisling as ATAL) and supported by a Joint Logistics Buarg This individual would:
» Detariming e 06D Logistes Totat Obligation Authonty {TOR) for jpint togistics programs and acgquisiions {TOA
araourt and % for Joint TBO) as identified by the capabilites process
 Egtantish a Joirt Office, for in theater managemsnt in suppon of military operations.
« Marage the srganization which accomplishes Joint Log Programs, 6.4, DLA.
s Ovarases sustainmant plars srgarized by joint capability missions, nol by Service or Agency
+ Agsponsible for integraion susiainmant planning and exacution across the Dlepariment, focused on warfighting suppon
and reatingss
« Pran tor eficencies in operations, 6.4 , sliminate excess capacily in organic repalr facilities.
= Engage and diract sirategic, sperational and snhanced capabilities planning, presenting logistics! supply chain
considerations and devetops Strategic Log Plan wath pedormance parameters (seg Radicat altemative tor details)
= Lgverage best practicss and processes froms within DoD). coalition parirers and industry to inprove efficiency and
quatity with the glabsal suppty chain.
*Pros:
« improves ovarsight of logistics supply chain by elevaling work 1o a USD level manager
+ Enhancas joint warlighter suppon by ensuring comprehernsive departrent wide policles and direction.
« Sirengthens suppor operalions in execution phass by having upfront, comprehensive planning.
« Eliminaies sxcess capadtios and duplications.
s Separate POM for Joint Logistics
« Lifigs of autharity and majority of resources remain fragmentad through Sendcas, joint stafl, TRANSCOM and DLA
» Trus savings not realized unless infrasiruclure is taken into account.

JOINT DEFENSE Logistics Alternatives Organizational Chart
|\ CAPABILITIES STUDY
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Organizational Alternatives—Second Order

JOINT DEFENSE
CAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 2 - Aggressive ~ Centralize Logistics/Joint Command

Enterprise Planning - Logistics

Description: Estabiish a single Logistics, Global Supply Chain Organization (Joint G dlAgency) with oversight
and decision authority for all Defense material, mal 1CE, MO and portation.

« Combine all logistics related activity (material management, repair, overhaul and transportation) inte a single Cotmand with
authority to set policy, issue and distribute matenial, for wadighter support and readiness. The antity, either Command of an
Agency, to report at the USD tevel with J-4 (3 star) as deputy who is dual raporting. This Command/Agency wil:
« Consclidate all funding for joint and single sarvice matenals and logistics support by craating an appropration authofity.
Execution authority is performed by nawty established entities previousty part of Services and Dafanse Agancies.
« Own all materiet avaifable across DoD with total asset visibility and accassibility.
« Croate departmant wide policies and procadures lor commen loglstics practices and procadues, 10 include financial
investrments.
« Cambing organic repair capabilities, which drves pateatial inputs to the current BRAC process.
« incorporate all duties & responsibifities of the proposed Datense Logistics Execulive {DLE) such as davelops Strategic
Log Plan with performance parameters (see Radica! altarnative for datails).
*Pros;
« Enhances joint warlighter support and readiness by ensuring comprehansive depariment wide polictes and diraction
» Makes logistics and supply chain full partners in the planning phases Tor stralagy, operations and capabilitios
« Gains grealer efficiencies in arganic repair capabilities through involvament with BRAC
*Cons:
« Spiits the Services {as users) from critical logistics support.
« Creates large organization under the USD which may be difficult to establish
« Possible Title X issues ~ Services' rasponsibilities

« Establishmant of either Agency or Command has separale implications and noads 1o ba sxamined which is proper

Logistics Alternatives Organizational Chart
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ol JOINT DEFENSE
71\ CAPABILITIES STUDY
Alt 3 ~ Radical ~ Corporate Logistics

Bascription: Under the osmm CGmmandMgﬁncy pursue alternalive governance structures for the various activities to
support department | g ‘core’ or critical operations. Besi alternative gnvmnce structure

sefsetion and omrsight mside wilhin 080, Appoxm io & term position, with fi sl pert Tves.

Enterprise Planning - Logistics

o Mot jogistics ownarship removed from Sarvices @nd other Dol agendes, and is placed in gn entity (Command structurs
most fikaly) that reports to OSD. OSD selects the approptiate govemancs strutturs 1o support the raquirernant,  Division of
logistics services would be established along funciional fings (e g. combat logistics, aperational support. efc ) with fimited
salected Hems as nesded remalning in Dol Run on g commarcial typs basis with a term appoiniment [8.g.. § year)
« Atemative govermancs giructures include PBOs, cooperative partnarships, ledsral governmant corporations, government-
cwmad conlracior operated (GOCO;, public-pdvate parinership or joint venture, and ESOPS.
+ 080 davelops and publishies 4 Strategic Logislics Plan and coordinates execution with subordinate Cormvnand, entity or
antitigs.

« Articufales goals and roadmap to meet ihem in published perormance plans.

» Drtveg input 1o the Operaticndl plans devetopment.

« Holistic view of daepartmental logistics requirerments and how thay suppor! Dol needs.

* Consigtent with guidancs stiputated in the Stratagic Planning Guidance (SPG).

* intogratas “best business practices” into the logistics planning and exacution processes
Prog:
« ingylated from Component agendas
* Maximizes raturn or logiatics investments.
» Alternative governance struciuras provide increased iexbility in personngl and acquisiion matters.
Cang;
* Varglions of risk associated with each govermance structure, 6.g., profit motive of certain govermance structures might
eontlict with DoD nesds.
« Requires new organizational siructures; potenilal to fragmert suppon from a mulitude of senvice providers.
* Congressionsl approval requited for several of the alsmative govemance struciures.
* A stap ramoved from the intagrated supply chain concept as it disparses logistics funciions.

| JOINT DEFENSE Logistics Alternatives Organizational Chart
\CAPABILITIES STUDY
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Organizational Alternatives—Second Order

CAPABILITIES STUDY ‘
Alt 1 — Moderate - Joint Facilities Directorate ,

Dascription: Modify current OSD staff to better participate in the Department’s capabitilies analysis and integration
processes. OSD staff to be realighad/augmented with Service, CoCOM ant othar Dob sgancy headguarter slatl
members to provide 8 deepar analytic capabliity. This staf! becomes the focal poiat within the Dapariment on how
infrastructure issues meet joint capabilities.

%mﬂrr DEFENSE Enterprise Planning - Infrastructure

« Directorate resides within AT&L and is staffed with reprasentatives trom the Services, CoCOMs and dther Dol) agendies.
Gomponenis maintain management responsibilities for assigned infrastructurs
« Directorate heads a Joint Fagilities Planning Board that jaads the effod to dofing neads acrass tho Department and ovorsees
and coordinates execution activities. Spedal amphasis wi be placed on those facilities that most disactly support tha joint
warfighter such as depols, training ranges and faciities. joint use bases., and CoGom taclites.
« The siall develops and publishes a biennial Strategic tnfrastructure Plan {building on the work dong in the Detense Facitittes
Stratagic Plan).
» Holistic view of deparimental assats and how they suppor joint needs.
« Consistent with guidance stipulated in the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG).
» Integrates “best business practices” into the planning and axeculion prOCBSSESs.
« The staff develops and publishes appropdate directives to manags joint infrastruclure FOQUITIMBNES.
« Links 1o olhar Entarprise functions {such as logisties) for planning
« Linked 1o the Capability Board responsibie for infrastructune.
Pros:
« Cost reductions through better utilization of résources,
« Focused oversight allows identification of axcesses.
« Joint approach maximizes assais
« Centralized intagrated planning for all infrastructure requirgmants.
Cons:
« Raquires realignment of currant organization(s).
» Stailing requirgments.
» Limited ability to change current oparalions

JOINT DEFENSE Enterprise Planning - Infrastructure
PZINCAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 2a — Aggressive — ASD installations & Environment (Joint)

Description: Create an ASD (Instaliations & Environmant), within AT&L, that would resouree and dirget astoctod jolnt
infrastructure functions across the Department.

« ASD stah has facifities planning and oversight nctons tor the Departmant and reseurting arid diactive mwmu!’n:ia!ms tat
those faciliies and activities that most dirpetty support e joint warlighter £ xocution aulloily elays with the
designated/appropriate Service ar agancy
« Provides directed guidance on joint Infrastruciure needs, and detegatod guidance 6 Seidens and olhor agencies on
management of assigned infrastructure
» Maintains and directs percardage of infrastruciure budge! (o suppoit joirt inifrastructur caphbhiites, vath tnancdl fpoting 1o
track exaculion and pertormance
+ ASD develops and publishes a biennial Strategic infrastructure Plan {building on the work done in the Defense Faciblics
Strateqic Plan). with particular linkage to logistics requirgmeots

« Holistic view of departmental assets and ow thay suppornt joint needs

« Consistent with guidance stipulated in the Strategic Planning Guidarics (8P0)

- infegrates “best business practices” inta thi planming process
Pros:
« Supponts the capabiiites-based tocus of the Department [vice Component-based locus)
« Cost reductions through better vtilization of resources

« Eocused ovarsight alicws igantification of excasses

« Joint approach maximizes joint assets
. Centralized resourcing. dissclion and intsgrated planning for all joint intrastructure VB GITIEOHS
Cons:
« Realignment of existing OSD organization
« Possibie legisiative issues




JOINT DEFENSE Enterprise Planning - Infrastructure
CAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 2b - Aggressive — ASD Installations & Environment (DoD Wide)

tigr: Craste an ABD {instaliations & Environment), within AT&L, that would resource and direct DoD Wide
infragtructure functions scroBs he Department.

= ABD gialf has faciliies planning ard oversight furctions for the Oeparment and resourcing and directivé respongibiliies for
tacilitles and actvities. Execution athrity staye with the designated/appropriate Service or agency.
« Provides directed guidance on specilic infrastructure aseds, and delegales remainder to Services and other agendes on
rigriagerment of assigned infragiructuse.
« girtaing ang directs Infrastructure budget to support capabilities, wilh financial reporting to track execution and perfarmance
« AGD deueiops and publishes & tenria Strategic Infrastructure Plan (building or the work dore in e Defense Fadliies
Stralagic Ban}, with particular linkage t0 logistics requirements.
+ Holistic view and enforcement of deparirantal assets and how they suppon capability needs.
» Conshitunt with guidance giputated in the Strategic Planning Guidance (5PG}.
« intagrates "best business praciices” into the planning process
Prog:
« Buppons ihe cdpabiites-based focus of the Deparment (vice Component-pased focus).
« Cest raductons tuough better utitization of regourcEs.
¢ Eocusad oversight alloves identification of axcesses
« Pty wide approach mamizes assels.
« Caniralized dicaction and integrated planning igr alt infrastructure requlrements.
Gons:
« Heatignment of existing OS0 srgarizaton.
+ Pogsible legidiative issuss.

JOINT DEFENSE Enterprise Planning - Infrastructure
CAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 3 - Radical - DoD Corporate Infrastructure

. Morge all Dob sifragtructurs functions under one OSD-1ed sntity. OSD would then pursue aiternative
govoraanced strutturos for the varlous activitles as appropriate. Alternative governance structure selection and
avarsight raaide within OSD.

» Inbraatfucture ownarship ramovad tiom Sorvices and other DoD agencies. and is placad in an entity that raports o OS0
D40 selacts the gppropHats govamancy siiucture {6 suppod ihe requirermant Ciivision ot infrastructure services would be
astabilshad atang kincional and/ot reglonal lines (8.9 housing. hospitals, aifields. pors, .}
« Altomgtives governance structures include PBOS, cooperatve partherships, foderal govemment cormorations,
governmatit-ownad corractor sparated (GOCT, public-phvate parnership or joint ventur, and ESOPs
+ OG0 dovelops and pubiishes a Strategic infrastructure Plan gnd coordinates exgcution with subordinate entity or sntities
« Articutaios goale and roadinap 10 Most ham.
» Holigtic view of daparimental nssets and how they suppod Dol nesds
« Consistant with guidance stipulsted i the Strategic Planning Guidanes {SPG)
s integrates bost butinass pructices” info the planning arvd oxpcution Processes
Prog;
« Ingutatod from Component agendas
« Mgrizes retuin on laclites investiments
« Altpmative goveIancs structuras provide \neraased fexibilty in personnet and acquisition matters
Cons;
« Profit motive of certain governance siniciures might condlict with DoD needs.
+ Raguires new organizational structuras; potential to fragment suppon from a muttituge of service providers
« Congrassional approval required

=
=




Organizational Alternatives—Second Order

JOINT DEFENSE )
B I\ CAPABILITIES STUDY Workforce Planning Process

Alt 1 - Moderate — More Strategic Approach

Des?ription: Strengthens strategic workforce planning. Strengthens links between joint
warfighting and unit training in the Services.

. USD(P&VR) and J-7 are mandated to actively participate on all Functional Capability Boards and
cross-culting study groups when alternative solutions have major implications on worklorce costs,
numbers, training, or skills.
» For strategic planning purposes, USD({P&R) coltects and intagrates Service projections concerning
future numbers, competencies, and skill requirements for military personnel, for civilians, and for
contractors used as staff extension.
= All human resources planning would take into account rebalanced active/reserve rolas in future
operations,
. _Tasks trained in single-Service unit training exercises are linkad directly to the Universal Joint Task
List maintained by Joint Staff.
« JFCOM has increased content control over joint training curricuta in Service training and aducation
courses.
Pros:
« Enhances integration of operations and enterprise planning.
« Expands strategic planning to all parts of the workforce.
« improves links between Service training events and joint warlighting tasks.

ons;
« Increases workload due to more analysis of workiorce implications of capabilities decisions.

&) JOINT DEFENSE Workforce Planning Process
27{\\CAPABILITIES STUDY

Alt 2 — Aggressive — Integrated Workforce Planning; improved
Joint Content In Training

Description: Integrates workforce planning across different types of persormnel. Strengthens
links between joint warfighting and schoolhouse and unit training in the Services.

* USD{P&R} and J-7 are mandated to actively participate within Functional Capabiiily Boards and cross-
cutting study groups to ensure that all alternative solutions presented 1o decision-makers on capability
issues accurately and fully capture workforce impications -- costs, strength, skill requiremens, 8io

« Based on input from the Components, OSD{P&R) produces a single Integrated stritegic workforca
roadmap for combined requirements for military, civilian and contractor parsonng! used as stafll exlension
« All human resources planning would take into account rebalanced activefresarve roles in future
operations.
« Training curricula at all organizational levels in the Services {including individual lraining) dirocily support
the Universal Joint Task List maintained by Joint Staff

« JECOM certifies Service training. both individuat and coll
« Parsonnel databases document joint training Courses takan by civilians as wo
Pros:

+ Expands strategic planning 1o all parts of the workiorce

« Strengthens joint training.
« Improves visibility of indiv
Cons:

+ Requires more complex workforce and fraining manag

active, as having appropriale joint contd
i as military

iduals with joint skills/education

araent




JOINT DEFENSE

| cAPABILITIES STUDY Workforce Planning Process

Alt 3 - Radical -~ JFCOM Manages All Joint Training and
Education

Description: Integrates workforce planning across different types of personnel. Fully
integrates Service iraining curricula and the Joint National Training Capability.

s USDHPER) and J-7 are mandated 1o actively participate within Functional Capablility Boards and cross-
cutlling study groups to ensure thal all alternative solutions presented to decision-malkers on capability
igsues accurately and fully capture worklorce implications - costs, strength, skill requirements, elc.

« Baged on input from the Components, OSDIP&R) produces a single Integrated strategic workforce
roadrmap for combined reguiraments for military, civitian and contractor parsonnet

« Al human resources planning would take Into accound rebalanced activefreserve roles in fulure
oporations.

« Jolint National Training Capability (JNTC) expands o include all schoolhouse training and Professional
tilitary Education for joint specialiies/missions/strategy.

s JNTC Managemaent Offics in JFCOM has figcal control of alt joint exercises, joint courses (including
sehopthouse and distance learning), and joint and coalition schools

Pros:

» Fully integrates workforce and fraining into joint capabifiies planning and execution.

« Greatly increases workload and requires new competencies in the JNTC Management Office
s Will ancounter significant opposition from the Services.
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