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Pentagon Weighs How To Budget For Interoperability 
By John M. Donnelly 

A debate simmers in the Pentagon over whether to put some acquisition authority in the hands of joint offices so the military can start buying combat systems that work together more effectively. 

Options are said to include vesting budget power with the Joint Forces Command of Norfolk, Va., which develops joint requirements; with the nine combatant commanders; or with a new agency. 

A Pentagon Inspector General analysis of the latest report to Congress from military testers, printed in February, shows 21 systems that can't operate harmoniously with other ones in the arsenal. The list of systems is found below. 

On Thursday, the top Marine Corps general told reporters he does not think the answer is to give joint offices budget power that now resides in the military services. 

If anything, Gen. James Jones said, service chiefs should have more authority over weapons purchases, not less, because the uniformed chiefs are held accountable for failures, as Jones has been for the V-22 Osprey's troubled development. 

"I don't believe you want to get the combatant commanders into the acquisition business," said the Marine Corps commandant. He suggested that the current system is working, with the Joint Requirements Oversight Council ensuring that the services' new systems work together and the combatant commanders making joint requirements known to developers and buyers. 

Apparently, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, top Joint Staff generals and others do not completely agree with Jones; they want to explore more joint funding possibilities. 

Rumsfeld reportedly has asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman, Air Force Gen. Richard Myers, to develop a plan to buy more "interoperable" battle-management systems. 

In a previously unpublicized Sept. 3 letter to the Pentagon Inspector General, or IG, discussing a new IG report on the U.S. military's unmet challenge of fielding interoperable command systems, Army Lt. Gen. John Abizaid, the Joint Staff director, put the issue in extraordinarily blunt language. 

"The IG report does not address the fundamental issue that the Department of Defense is not effectively structured to effect the `organizing, training and equipping' of joint forces," Abizaid said. "There is no joint process responsible and accountable for developing and acquiring joint command-and-control systems and integrating capabilities." 

In those two sentences, Abizaid contradicted years of testimony and speeches from brass contending that, despite challenges, the U.S. military was on the verge of transcending inter-service rivalries and was becoming ever more joint. Through a spokeswoman, Abizaid declined a request to be interviewed on the subject. 

The Inspector General's Oct. 17 report on interoperability said: 

"Without consistent guidance that makes combat and materiel developers analyze programs using an operational architecture view, the DoD is at risk of developing systems that operate independently of other systems and of not fully realizing the benefits of interoperable DoD systems to satisfy the needs of the warfighter as outlined in Joint Vision 2020," the IG said, referring to the Joint Staff's 2000 blueprint for fielding a joint force. 

Told of the IG's view and Abizaid's, Jones replied: "I think we are doing better than we're given credit for, and Operation Enduring Freedom is a pretty good example proving that." 

In Pentagon testing chief Thomas Christie's February report, 17 of the 21 systems with interoperability deficiencies are top-dollar programs. Yet Christie told IG auditors he is more concerned about less expensive programs and legacy systems, which receive less senior-level attention. 

Some of the programs cited in Christie's report may have corrected their problems since February. Below are the ones that needed work. 

Programs Facing Interoperability Challenges 
Testing: 

Central Test and Evaluation Program 

Army: 
Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System (AFATDS) 

Multifunctional Information Distribution System-Low Volume Terminal 2 (MIDS-LVT )

All Source Analysis System (ASAS) 

Battlefield Combat Identification System (BCIS) 

Force XXI Battle Command Brigade and Below (FBCB2) 

Maneuver Control System (MCS) 

RQ-7 Shadow 200 Tactical Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (TUAV) System 

Transportation Coordinators Automated Information For Movement System II (TC-AIMS II) 

Navy: 
Advanced Combat Direction System (ACDS) Block I 

Cooperative Engagement Capability 

E-2 Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Hawkeye 2000 

F/A-18E/F Super Hornet 

Joint Standoff Weapon 

Multifunctional Information Distribution System-Low Volume Terminal 1 (MIDS LVT 1) 

Navy Standard Integrated Personnel System (NSIPS) 

Air Force: 
F-15 Fighter Data Link (FDL) 

MILSTAR Satellite System 

Radar Warning Receiver (RWR) AN/ALR-56M 

RQ-1A Predator UAV System 

Wideband Gapfiller Satellite (WGS) 

Defense-wide: 
Joint Warning and Reporting Network (JWARN)

 

