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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose

Based on the current world situation with extremely high-tempo operations in the context of the Global War on Terror (GWOT), United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) must increase both capacity and capability to do our nations will.  For that reason, USSOCOM needs to explore options to decrease the burden on an already overworked force.  On 16 July, 2004, USSOCOM directed Joint Special Operations University (JSOU) to conduct an independent evaluation of the Marine Corps Special Operations Command, Detachment ONE (MCSOCOM Det) “Proof of Concept Deployment.”  The stated objectives were: “… determine the viability of the current force contribution and the optimal conditions for future force contributions with respect to command relationships, location, organization, and operational employment.”  This report is written to answer to that tasking.

Background

In February of 2003, USSOCOM and the USMC entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to establish an initial Marine Corps force contribution to USSOCOM.  In a subsequent Deployment Order, the Secretary of Defense tasked both the Commander of USSOCOM and the Commandant of the USMC to provide a recommendation for this force contribution to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, no later than January, 2005.  To support this requirement, USSOCOM chartered Joint Special Operations University (JSOU) to conduct this evaluation, while the Marine Corps chartered the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA) to conduct a similar study.

Study Method

JSOU formed a Study Team comprised of 8 members representing expertise in variety of relevant areas.  To best meet the objectives of the evaluation, the study team sought to answer three key questions:

· What was the “Proof of Concept Deployment” intended to demonstrate?

· What did the “Proof of Concept Deployment” actually demonstrate?

· What was the value (cost vs benefit) of this “Proof of Concept Deployment?”

To address these questions, the study team used numerous research methods including: review of archives and operational summaries, theater site visits, interviews, questionnaires, and electronic surveys of selected officers and NCOs.  

Findings

Where possible, assessments in this study are made using defensible criteria and empirical evidence is presented to support findings.  The study findings are:

· The preparation and interoperability training prior to deployment were adequate.

· The operational effectiveness of the MCSOCOM Det was high.

· The MCSOCOM Det provided a number of critical attributes and resources that directly supported operations in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF).

· The tactical C2 relationship of the Proof of Concept Deployment was effective.

· The Detachment identified specific organization and equipment shortfalls.

Considerations

Some assessments are subjective in nature because of insufficient or inconclusive data, or externally imposed limitations.  A number of questions cannot be answered unequivocally, but elements of discovery in this study point to potential outcomes.  These questions, referred to as considerations are listed below:   
· Can a MCSOCOM Det operate effectively as a stand-alone Special Operations Force (SOF) component under a Joint Special Operations Task Force (JSOTF)?  

· What SOF core tasks can the MCSOCOM Det accomplish?

· Can the MCSOCOM Det perform effectively in the full spectrum of operational environments?

· Could an aviation element be a valuable addition to the USMC force contribution?  

· Who will validate “SOF unique” individual training and certify USMC-contributed units as ready to deploy?  

· What is the fiscal impact on USSOCOM if a future USMC force contribution is approved?

· What should the arrangement for legal authorities be?

Conclusions

· Viability of the current force contribution:  Research and analysis strongly indicate that the initial force contribution was an overall success and should be continued.  The Marine Corps successfully demonstrated the ability to interoperate with SOF during combat operations.

· Optimal conditions for future force contributions.

· Command and Control (C2):  Combatant Command (COCOM) should be shifted under USSOCOM and permanent Operational Control (OPCON) under a USMC SOF Service Component.  A temporary, ad-hoc arrangement is necessary during a transition period as determined by USSOCOM and HQ USMC.

· Location:  Proximity to support interoperability with associated SOF units and unit training is a primary consideration.  Ultimately the decision on a basing location must be deferred to the USMC who will bear most of the infrastructure cost.

· Organization:  Maintain current detachment structure with minor changes from lessons learned.  To be a viable option for USSOCOM, the Marine Corps force contribution should be sized and organized to provide continuous availability of a detachment to USSOCOM.  

· Operational Employment:  The trial deployment demonstrated the MCSOCOM Det could effectively conduct Direct Action (DA) and Special Reconnaissance (SR) in conjunction with a Naval Special Warfare Task Group (NSWTG).  Given their personnel qualifications, training and equipment it is reasonable to suggest the Detachment could also conduct or support Foreign Internal Defense (FID), Counter Terrorism (CT), Special Activities, selected Theater Security Cooperation Plans (TSCP), and other tasks as required.  If USSOCOM desires the future USMC force contribution to relieve the burden on existing SOF components, then the ability to operate independently under a JSOTF must be developed.  If USSOCOM desires only selected skill sets (i.e. Human Exploitation Teams (HET) and Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) assets) to augment existing SOF components, then the stand-alone leadership is not required.   

Recommendation

Continue and increase Marine Corps support to USSOCOM (consistent with SOF Truths) in a phased approach with defined decision points.  A gradual approach will add capacity and capability to USSOCOM without mass producing them.  Accordingly, an incremental approach will allow proper planning, programming and budgeting as well as manning, training and equipping the force.  Specific steps in this approach include:

· Establish a valid USSOCOM requirement for a permanent USMC force contribution to USSOCOM.

· Place the USMC force under COCOM of USSOCOM.

· Exercise OPCON through a temporary, ad-hoc organization with USMC leadership using resources and assistance from an existing SOF service component until a USMC SOF Component can be fully stood up. 

· MFP-2 and MPF-11 responsibilities and the specific timeline for transition to a USMC SOF component should be defined inside service Memorandums of Agreement (MOA).  

· Maintain the current Detachment with a plus up from 98 to 130 personnel, increasing manning to address personnel shortfalls identified during the Proof of Concept deployment (see figure 7-1).  

· Establish a requirement for continuous availability of an MCSOCOM Det at the soonest time practical.  

· Locate the MCSOCOM Det at Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, CA

· Employ the MCSOCOM Det to conduct and/or support:

· Direct Action (DA)

· Special Reconnaissance (SR)

· Foreign Internal Defense (FID)

· Counter Terrorism (CT)

· Special Activities

· Other tasks as required

· Set conditions for establishing a more robust Marine Corps contribution to USSOCOM at a predetermined interval if approved.

1 Chapter 1 - INTRODUCTION
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1.1 Purpose and Audience

The purpose of this study is for Joint Special Operations University to conduct an independent evaluation and provide Cdr USSOCOM an evaluative judgment on the Marine Corps Proof of Concept Deployment.”  This endeavor is based upon a Memorandum of Agreement signed on 20 February 2003 between USSOCOM and the USMC which established a USMC force contribution to USSOCOM (see Appendix A).  In a subsequent Deployment Order, the Secretary of Defense tasked both the Commander of USSOCOM and the Commandant of USMC to present a recommendation for this force contribution to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, no later than January, 2005.  To support this requirement, the USSOCOM chartered JSOU to conduct this evaluation, while the Marine Corps chartered the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA) to conduct a similar study.  The primary target audience for this report is Cdr USSOCOM.  A number of other constituencies within and outside the Department of Defense are potential consumers of the information contained in this report.

1.2 Limitations

A number of conditions affect the scope and comprehensiveness of this study:

· Lack of a validated USSOCOM requirement for a USMC force contribution.   The historical context of how USSOCOM was formed, and why the USMC elected not to contribute forces at that time is discussed in Appendix B.  Since USSOCOM does not have a stated war fighting requirement specifically identifying the need for a USMC contribution, the Proof of Concept Deployment represented a “self generated” requirement.  Without a validated requirement, it is difficult to measure the merit of a contributed force against any defensible criteria.  Unless and until a validated USSOCOM requirement is established, it will not be feasible to justify any permanent USMC force contribution to USSOCOM.  Such a justification must pass the scrutiny of the Special Operations Command Requirements Evaluation Board (SOCREB), the SOCOM Board of Directors (BOD) and ultimately the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

· Late tasking of the evaluation (July 04).  When JSOU was formally assigned the task of evaluating the Proof of Concept Deployment, the deployment was already in progress.  This timing presented a number of challenges in examining the pre-deployment process, and in gaining access to members of the detachment.

· Limited time for evaluation.  Related to the late tasking of the evaluation is the accelerated timeline for research and analysis.  The deployment officially ended in early October 04, and the deployment After Action Review (AAR) didn’t occur until 17 November 04.  Irrespective of the deployment timeline, the SOCOM/Marine Corps Board was held on 20-21 September 04, and the Warfighter’s Conference took place on 1-2 December 04.  Planners for both these senior-level meetings desired conclusive information upon which to form recommendations for their respective command and service leadership.  Thus there was limited time to sufficiently examine input from operational leaders for incorporation into the JSOU evaluation to support a USSOCOM position on future force contributions.  

· Limited Funding.  Because JSOU received no additional funding to conduct this independent evaluation, there were limited resources available to accomplish the technical and administrative support normally required to conduct an exhaustive research effort.  

· Specified conditions for the deployment.  The conditions for the deployment were predetermined in the MOA and in the JCS deployment order.  Consequently, the task organization and force composition were set ahead of time with little or no opportunity for variation.  For example, the MCSOCOM Det was closely integrated with Naval Special Warfare Squadron ONE.  This arrangement created an artificial condition in the sense that the detachment was not designed or required to operate in an independent manner.  Therefore, no conclusive data can be gathered that shows whether they can or cannot operate as an independent SOF component under a JSOTF. 

1.3 Overview of Written Report

Chapter 2 discusses the study charter and strategy.  A brief discussion of the charter origin and the driving purpose behind the study is followed by a description of the strategy and the phases of evaluation.  Guiding principles provided by the study advocate, BG Paulette Risher, President of JSOU, set the stage for the overall conduct of the study.  An explanation of how the evaluation type and approach were selected along with an outline of the specific phases of evaluation.   

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the study focus and methodology.  This overview explains how the study team narrowed their effort to the scope of questions and concomitant research limited to the study charter.  Once the focus is established, the key questions are introduced that lead the reader to understand the types of information collected and how it was collected from the various sources.  From there, chapter 3 provides an explanation of the chosen for analysis and how the team arrived at the findings discussed in the succeeding chapter.

The individual findings of the study are outlined in Chapter 4.  These findings, five in all are based upon irrefutable evidence gathered during the study.  The findings provide the foundation for the conclusions and recommendations found in subsequent chapters.  Where appropriate, illustrations are provided to graphically depict the empirical evidence which supports the findings.

Chapter 5 presents a number of questions that remain unanswered.  These questions attempt to provoke discussion of the important considerations related to the MCSOCOM Det that are subject to interpretation, and require some speculation on the part of the reader, because of incomplete or inclusive data.  The considerations, coupled with findings, prepare the reader for the conclusions which follow in Chapter 6.

Chapter 6 provides a consolidated overview of the study conclusions.  The conclusions by necessity are limited to the study charter, which addresses the “viability of the [current] force contribution and the “optimal conditions for a future force contribution.  

Chapter 7 closes the report with a proposed “way ahead” for USSOCOM.  Based on the findings, considerations and conclusions of the study, JSOU recommends specific steps to achieve successful integration of USMC assets to support USSOCOM. 

Appendix A contains the MOA that was effectively the genesis of the MCSOCOM Proof of Concept deployment and the origin of the requirement for this evaluation.

Appendix B provides a historical discussion of the origin of U.S. SOF, how they evolved into the force it is today and what factors affected the USMC’s decision not to contribute forces when USSOCOM was formed in 1987.

Appendix C provides a comparative overview of Naval Special Warfare Squadron ONE as configured for the Proof of Concept deployment and a standard Naval Special Warfare Squadron.

Appendix D includes a descriptive overview of the object of this study, the MCSOCOM Det.

Appendix E outlines the list of interviews conducted as part of this study and provides some tabulated results from the ethnograph analysis to be described in Chapter 4.

Appendix F outlines the surveys conducted as part of this study and contains a rendering of the survey responses.

Appendix G contains an alphabetical list of terms with definitions and acronyms used in this report. 

2 Chapter 2 – CHARTER AND STRATEGY
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2.1 Charter Origins

On 16 July, 2004, Joint Special Operations University was directed by USSOCOM to conduct an independent evaluation of the Marine Corps, Special Operations Command Detachment (MCSOCOM Det) “Proof of Concept Deployment.”  The requirement for an independent evaluation originated in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) signed on by Deputy Commander U. S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM), Lieutenant General Bryan D. Brown and Deputy Commandant United States Marine Corp for Plans, Policies and Operations, Lieutenant General E. R. Bedard.
   The MOA established the requirement for USSOCOM in conjunction with USMC to “determine measures of effectiveness” and designated COMNAVSPECWARCOM as “executive agent” for the initial Marine Corps force contribution to the United States Special Operations Command.  

The United States Marine Corp chartered the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA) to conduct a separate study of the Proof of Concept Deployment.  The CNA study along with the JSOU study are intended to support Commandant, USMC and Commander, USSOCOM respectively in developing recommendations for a future force contribution, to be presented to Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff no later than January 2005.

2.2 Formal Definition of the Charter

JSOU will conduct an independent evaluation of the Marine Corps SOCOM Detachment Proof of Concept Deployment and provide a report to USSOCOM on …

“the viability of the [current] force contribution and the optimal conditions for future force contributions with respect to: ”

· Command relationships

· Location

· Organization

· Operational employment

2.3 Strategy for Achieving Charter Objectives.

2.3.1 Guiding Principles.

Specific guiding principles were provided by Brigadier General Paulette M. Risher on the overall strategy and approach to the JSOU evaluation.

· This is an internal evaluation for and by USSOCOM

· The evaluation is for SOCOM decision makers but will be read by other stakeholders and constituencies.

· SOCOM can evaluate what is good/bad, helpful/unhelpful for SOCOM, not what is good/bad, helpful/unhelpful for the USMC.

· We will have learned some things from the on-going MCSOCOM Det experiment, but there are things we cannot learn because of the artificialities of the experiment.  Care must be taken from extrapolating from experiment to habitual.

· Evaluation team’s role is “to illuminate, not to dictate, the decision.”  Helping SOCOM Senior Leaders “to understand the complexity of the issue, not to give simple answers to narrow questions, is the role of the evaluator.”

· SOCOM Senior Leaders (clients) do not have a preconceived notion of the evaluation results or of the future of the SOCOM/USMC relationship.  The evaluation team’s job is to provide thoughtful information, insights and analysis to help the decision makers make informed decisions.

2.3.2 Evaluation Type and Approach.

The Military Decision Making Process (MDMP) was specifically not the chosen as the system for evaluation.  Instead, the study draws from the formal field of evaluation using the classic text Program Evaluation, Alternative Approaches and Practical Guidelines, by Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen as the guiding reference.   Per the text, evaluation is “the identification, clarification, and application of defensible criteria to determine an evaluation objects value (worth or merit), quality, utility, effectiveness or significance in relation to those criteria.”
  “Valuing is the sine qua non of evaluation.”

2.3.3 Selection of evaluation type.

There are two general types of evaluation, formative and summative.  The summative evaluation was selected for the Proof of Concept Deployment Evaluation because of its suitability in providing information to assist in making judgments about program adoption, continuation or expansion.  The NSW/USMC Interoperability Study conducted by Naval Special Warfare Command in January thru June 2004 serves as formative evaluation input.

2.3.4 Selection of the evaluation approach. 

The evaluation team conducted an Analysis of Alternatives (AOA) in which they considered a variety of evaluation methodologies oriented to:

· Objectives

· Management

· Consumer

· Expertise

· Participant

· Other alternative approaches

The management-oriented approach was selected because of its applicability in supporting decision-makers in judging program attainments.  The management approach is a systems approach using inputs (data), processes (analysis) and outputs (report).

2.3.5 Evaluation Team

JSOU formed an evaluation team comprised of 8 members representing expertise in variety of relevant areas.   A core of the team came from the JSOU Faculty and Staff while other team members represented various associated organizations.   The team was supported by a number of adjunct members who provided expertise, research support and review of the study products.  Team and adjunct members are listed below.

Evaluation Team

Study Advocate

BG Paulette Risher (SOCOM SOKF/JSOU Pres)

Team Leader


CDR Mike McGuire (SEAL, JSOU Faculty)

Team Co-leader

LTC Roger Griffin (SF, SOF Chair at MCU)

SOCOM SME


CDR Ed Morton (SOCOM SCSO-J52)

NSW SME


LCDR Mark Divine (NSWG-1, conducted Formative Evaluation)

USMC SME


MAJ Brian Fuller (USMC Chair at JSOU)

Methodology SME

Mr. John Kepko (JSOU Educator, Lt Col, USAF (Ret))

Research Analyst

Mr. Tim Durst (JSOU Faculty), multi-USN/USMC deployments

Adjunct Members

Research Consultant 

Dr. Joseph Stuart (JSOU Dean of Academics)

Research Consultant

Dr. Lida Dahnke (USAFSOS Commandant’s Assistant)

Transcription Validation
MSG Blake Edwards (USAFSOS Course Director)

Transcription Validation
GMC Donald Nichols (JSOU Course Director)

Transcription Review

Capt Keith Linenberger (USAFSOS Course Director)

Transcription Review

Mr Dan Matizza (USAFSOS Course Director)

Transcription Review

Mr Danny Conley (USAFSOS Course Support)

Transcription Review

Mr Tim Wilkinson (USAFSOS Course Support)

Transcription Review

Mr Bob Phares (USAFSOS Course Director)

2.3.6 Phases of evaluation

As depicted in figure 2-1, the evaluation was conducted in four basic phases; focusing, collecting, analyzing and reporting.  

Phase 1 – Focusing.  Understanding the origin and context of the evaluation was the first the first step to focusing the study.  Focusing involved identifying and selecting the evaluation questions, criteria and standards that were most appropriate for the study.

Phase 2 – Collecting.  Early in the evaluation design, the primary stakeholders were consulted to identify their concerns and to define the scope of the study.  As the collection plan matured, it was necessary to:

· identify appropriate sources of information

· identify appropriate methods and conditions for collection

· specify procedures for data collection and compilation

Phase 3 – Analysis.  The aim of data analysis is to reduce and synthesize information–to make sense of it.  The evaluation team considered a variety of analysis methods to select those that best answer the questions of the study, and those most likely to be understood and credible to the audience that will receive the report.  Analysis methods are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.  

Phases of the JSOU Evaluation

	Phase
	Major Tasks
	Deliverables
	Approvals
	Media

	Focusing
	* Write a detailed description of the program to be evaluated

*  Develop a list of evaluation questions 

* Develop an Information Collection Plan
	*Detailed Description of the MCSOCOM Det experiment

* Evaluation Questions

* Information Collection Plan
	1st Level:  BG Risher

2nd Level: VADM Olson

3rd Level: GEN Brown
	VTC OK for BG Risher

In Person for VADM Olson and GEN Brown

	Collecting
	* Collect information
	* Compile docs
	JSOU Team
	SIPR Net, SOCOM Portal

	Analyzing
	* Conduct qualitative and quantitative analysis
	* Heading check   briefing
	BG Risher

VADM Olson
	In Person preferred; VTC acceptable

	Reporting
	* Parallel with collecting and analyzing, develop a Reporting Plan (who do we inform, how, where, when)

* Formal evaluation report..
	* Reporting Plan

* SOCOM Sr. Ldrs and others as directed
	BG Risher and VADM Olson

GEN Brown
	In Person preferred; VTC acceptable

Staffing


Figure 2-1

Phase 4 – Reporting.  This report provides a summary of the research conducted in the JSOU evaluation, and incorporates some data from the Naval Special Warfare Command interoperability study (January thru June 2004) that was terminated when this JSOU Evaluation was chartered.  Preliminary results of the JSOU evaluation report were presented to the study sponsor, VADM Eric T. Olson on 13 October 2004 and to the study client GEN Bryan Brown on 3 November 2004.  Feedback from the two leaders and the deployment AAR was incorporated into this final report.

3 CHAPTER 3 - FOCUS AND METHODOLOGY
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3.1 Focus

Methods for data collection and analysis used in this report are predicated upon the nature of the questions to be answered, the budget and personnel available for the analysis, and the environment of the study item.  The budget and personnel were fixed at the beginning of the study and the environment, a real war, was fixed in both location and time.  That only left determining the questions to be answered.

The desire of every member of the study team at the beginning of the project was to know everything about everything.  Likewise, a number of constituencies with various interests suggested many different questions for this investigation.  This natural tendency to want complete knowledge is a significant obstacle in setting the scope of any study.  Some questions posed were important but clearly outside the charter of this evaluation.  Other questions, simply arose too late to begin investigating because the MCSOCOM Det was already deployed.  Still other questions fell in the ‘nice to know’ category but didn’t make the cut in time, resources or priorities.  Some of the initial questions included:

“Was this the correct size and mix for the initial “Proof of Concept” Det?

“Can the Marine Corps generate another Det of this caliber?

…..etc.

Ultimately, the study team turned back to the “Management-Oriented” guidelines to determine which questions were most pertinent to the decision makers receiving this report.  That process provided a focus which resulted in key questions the study would answer.

3.2 Key Questions

As established in the previous chapter, the overarching imperative for this study is to determine two things:


1.  The viability of the current force contribution.


2.  The optimal conditions for future force contributions with respect to:



Command and Control



Organizational Structure



Location



Operational Employment

To operationalize these two overarching questions, the study team arrived at the following key questions.

What was the “MCSOCOM Det One Proof of Concept Deployment” intended to demonstrate?


What trial purpose was agreed to in writing?


What needs did USSOCOM/USMC leadership seek to fulfill?


What were NSWRON/MCSOCOM Det expectations?

What did the “Proof of Concept Deployment” actually demonstrate?


What was the actual employment configuration?


What was the level of operational effectiveness?

What was the value of the “Proof of Concept Deployment?”


What is the differential cost respective to funding, training time and other resources for

NSWRON ONE versus a standard NSWRON?


What is the benefit of this deployment? And to who?

3.3 Methodology for Collection

To answer the key and supporting questions of the study, the team looked to several sources: existing documents and records, formal observation, site visits, interviews, and surveys.

3.4 Existing Documents and Records

When JSOU initially received the tasking to undertake this study in July 2004, a significant amount of work had already been accomplished.  LCDR Mark Divine, on behalf of NAVSPECWARCOM, began an “Interoperability Study” in January of 2004 with a goal of evaluating the interoperability of MCSOCOM Det and Naval Special Warfare Squadron ONE (NSWRON-1).  When SOCOM decided to undertake a more formal evaluation through JSOU, LCDR Divine joined the JSOU evaluation team and brought along with him his work to date.  This work included initial correspondence such as MOAs, pre-deployment certification documents and various records on the formation of the MCSOCOM Det.  Since the actual deployment was already underway, there were numerous official documents available such as record message traffic to include: deployment orders, situation reports and operational summaries from the battlefield.  The existing documents were collected, while subsequent reports from the deployment were added as they occurred.  Other documents such as historical archives, congressional testimonies, various briefings and information papers were compiled into a body of documents for use in the study. 

3.4.1 Formal Observation:  Site Visits

Observations form the basis of any study and were essential to this effort.  The primary method of observation was the site visit.  The team conducted two site visits, the first by LCDR Divine in May of 2004 and the second by CDR McGuire and LTC Griffin in September of 2004.  The site visits enabled the study team members to both observe the MCSOCOM Det in planning and conduct of their missions and to interview key leaders on the deployment. 

3.4.2 Qualitative Interviews

The study team compiled over 40 interviews with officers and senior enlisted members who were an integral part of the MCSOCOM Det effort.  There was no effort made at sampling and consequently no statistical analysis of sample means.  However, because interviews were conducted with the vast majority of the MCSOCOM Det and NSWRON-1 key leaders, the interview results are considered to represent opinions of the group as a whole.  Exhibit E-1 found in Appendix E lists the interviews, when they were conducted and by whom.  Questions used by LCDR Divine and Mr. Shannon McCrary for pre-deployment and early deployment interviews are contained in Exhibits E-2 and E-3 respectively.  Questions used by CDR McGuire and LTC Griffin, during the late deployment interviews are contained in Exhibit E-4.  The latter set of interview questions were specifically focused to address the key questions of this study, while the earlier interview questions were less structured in nature.  In all cases, the interviews were intended to illicit candid responses to specific questions.  

3.4.3 Surveys


At the same time the team created questions for the formal interviews, they created two survey instruments, one for junior members and one for senior members.  A list of survey respondents is contained in Exhibit F-1 of Appendix F.    While interviews allowed for more open end responses, the survey questions put forth a statement; for example, “Command and control worked well,” and then asked the reader to select a response on a ‘Strongly Agree – Strongly Disagree’ on a Likert 5 point scale.  Also with each statement there was a block for additional comments.  These were not quantified but did offer the opportunity to explain or clarify a response or reinforce a conclusion.  The surveys were distributed by both paper and by e-mail to as many recipients as possible.  The intent of the survey was not to sample but to get as large a percentage of the study population as possible.  In the end, the team collected a total of 15 junior and surveys 7 senior surveys.  These results from the junior surveys were easily tabulated and the resulting data is depicted in Exhibit F-2.

3.5 Methodology for Analysis

Based on the nature of the key questions and the type and amount of dada collected, the study team conducted three types of analysis: historical, comparative, and interpretive.

3.5.1 Historical Analysis

A review of archives and historical documents was necessary to understand the context of how Special Operations Forces (SOF) were formed, and why the USMC chose not to participate when USSOCOM was formed in 1987.  Appendix A provides a summary of key historical events and the facts and issues surrounding the formation and evolution of SOF.

3.5.2 Comparative Analysis

To understand the unique aspects of the MCSOCOM Det and Naval Special Warfare Squadron ONE (NSWRON-1) in their deployed configuration, it helps to make a comparison of that organization with a standard NSWRON.  Appendix C provides a brief comparative overview of the structures of NSWRON-1 with a standard configuration, with some data on comparative costs in terms of training and resources and leadership invested.

3.5.3 Interpretive Analysis.  Turning qualitative data into quantifiable results - Ethnograph©

The body of qualitative data collected in this study, when analyzed and interpreted by experts in the subject area, provides compelling information.  Although many of the individual statements were profound and insightful, from a research standpoint, these responses must be treated as anecdotal evidence only.  However, when an aggregate of responses are the same or similar, their meaning is more significant in terms of evidential value.  It is important to include some measure of quantitative analysis so the study findings could never be claimed to be simply the opinion of the study team.  For that reason, the study team employed a software program called Ethnograph© which provides a way to conduct quantitative analysis of qualitative data.  In this manner, the analyst can identify trends among interview responses that can transform “strongly held opinion” into “commonly held opinion.  

The ethnograph analysis was accomplished in the following manner.  Interviews, questionnaires, and surveys were imported into the software tool as an electronic transcript.  The team then developed a list of code words that reflect all the issues being studied is created (C2, Interoperatbility, etc).  Code words defining attributes were also entered (Positive, Negative, Navy, Marine Corps, Officer, Enlisted, etc.).  Next a team of readers reviewed each document and marked up specific passages with contextual references.  For example, a Reader could highlight a passage and then attach code words (Command and Control – Marine Corps – Officer - positive) to the selection.  The Ethnograph© software keeps track of the occurrence of these markups in its database, which enables a user to perform queries of the various code words and attributes.  As a result, the study team can make a statement like, “Eighty five percent of the Navy respondents said that …” or “Less than two percent of everyone interviewed believed that…”  Every transcript was reviewed by at least two readers and validated by a study team member in an effort to remove any individual bias.  Data results from the Ethnograph analysis that pertain to the principle questions of the study are illustrated in appendix E.

4 CHAPTER 4 - FINDINGS
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As discussed in chapter 3, data used in this report was collected and compiled from a variety of sources.  Some data such as quantitative metrics derived from Operational Summaries (OPSUM) and assessments from the deployed chain-of-command, are unequivocal evidence of the detachments performance during deployment.  Other data sources such as interviews and surveys with Naval Special Warfare and MCSOCOM Det ONE leadership although subjective in nature, when viewed as a whole, convey a powerful, consensus based-viewpoint on the proof of concept deployment.  Consequently, findings in this report are derived through a combination of empirical data and evidence extrapolated from scores of responses to specific research questions.  Findings in this chapter establish the basic foundation for conclusions made later in Chapter 6 of this report.  After extensive research and data analysis, the study team developed five evaluative judgments or findings which are amplified in subsequent paragraphs.

4.1 Finding 1:  The preparation and interoperability training prior to deployment were adequate.

Activities during the pre-deployment Certification Exercise (CERTEX) were consistent with most applicable guidelines and directives.  During the CERTEX, the detachment exercised the critical interoperability mechanisms that were eventually used on deployment.  Members of the MCSOCOM Det were integrated into key positions on the Naval Special Warfare Task Group (NSWTG) headquarters.  Similarly, the support infrastructure for the MCSOCOM Det and NSWTG was consisted of both NSW and USMC representation.  Figure 4-1 illustrates the stratified responses to questions on the effectiveness of pre-deployment training, resulting from ethnograph analysis of nine leadership interview transcriptions.  However, it is important to note that significant shortfalls in preparation were identified by several members during interviews and surveys as discussed below.

4.1.1 Insufficient Time

Several members indicated the time allocated for training and workups was insufficient to fully interoperate as an integrated task group.  One frequently cited cause for the time shortage, was that members were slow in reporting for duty because of previous assignments and the competing requirements of OIF.  As a consequence, there was a corresponding delay in starting the individual and unit training, prerequisite to interoperability training.

4.1.2 Lack of Priority

Another recognized shortfall was that interoperability training received insufficient priority by both NSWRON ONE and MCSOCOM Det leadership.  The Joint MOA of 20 February 2003 established the requirement for a six-month period of interoperability.  Likewise, the JCS Deployment Order of November 2003 directed a four-month interoperability period.  In actuality, only three weeks of dedicated interoperability events occurred.  Due to the previously mentioned delays in the start and completion of individual and unit training, there was a conscious decision on the part of NSWRON and MCSOCOM Det leadership to abbreviate and/or forego portions of the originally planned joint interoperability training.

4.1.3 Late Identification of Employment Concept

A third shortfall that affected preparation for interoperability was late clarification of the employment concept.  Various employment concepts were proposed early on, in different theaters, conducting a variety of tasks.  Indeed, only after the Pre-deployment Site Survey (PDSS), in meetings with SOCCENT Forward and CJSOTF-AP, did the Detachment understand their command and control relationship and mission requirements.  It was at this late juncture that NSWRON ONE and MCSOCOM Det understood the role they would play and the scope of operations they could expect to support.  Fortunately, they were able to incorporate the C2 and environmental considerations into the final CERTEX design in time to practice in the conditions under which they would operate.
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4.2 Finding 2: The level of operational effectiveness of MCSOCOM Det was high. 

This finding is supported by positive feedback from supported commanders, the detachment’s significant war fighting contributions, and documented operational results.

4.2.1 Representative examples of positive comments from supported Commanders:  

· COL Repass, the CJSOTF-*AP Commander, “MCSOCOM Det should operate as an independent unit for me….”

· COL Pagan, CJSOTF-AP Commander, “They came in with a robust capability to conduct operations, perform C2, and support themselves.”

· CDR Wilson, NSWTG-AP Commander, “Raider’s (MCSOCOM) assault element is the equal of any of my SEAL task units.”

4.2.2 The MCSOCOM Det brought significant war fighting contributions to JSOTF-AP. 
While the MCSOCOM Det represented 10% of the total personnel footprint of SOF ground elements supporting the CJSOTF-AP, they comprised 20% of the forces allocated to DA missions.  At the same time, they provided roughly 29% of the Imagery Exploitation and Signals Intelligence support to the CJSOTF.
  Although there was variation in specific equipment capabilities, the intelligence products generated by all three service elements were used extensively in CJSOTF operations throughout the deployment period.  These DA and UW war fighting contributions by service are depicted in Figure 4-2. 
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4.2.3 The operational effectiveness of the MCSOCOM Det is reflected in the battle results reported in Operational Summaries.

The MCSOCOM Det conducted 23 Direct Actions (DA) Raids.  The raids can be characterized as well planned and executed and complex in nature.  All but one of the raids were conducted with support from one or more fires platforms and at least one other CSOTF-AP ground force.  85% of the targets raided yielded detainees or contraband, and one out of every 12 detainees were HVTs.  Of note, 9 insurgent cell leaders were detained or killed (1 was killed), and 7 Improvised Explosive Device cells were disrupted.  The statistical results of these operations are reflected in Figure 4-3. 
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4.3 Finding 3:  The MCSOCOM Det provided a number of critical attributes and resources that directly supported operations in OIF.

The CJSOTF-AP met many traditionally “SOF” mission requirements using similar or complimentary MCSOCOM Det assets.  These assets were high-value, low-density skill sets that were of premium importance to CJSOTF-AP operations.   Figure 4-4 lists these skill sets and their comparable SOF equivalent.

Low Density-High Value Skill Sets

	 Skill Set
	 SOF Element
	 MCSOCOM Element

	 HUMINT
	 ASOT Levels I-III
	 Human Exploitation Tm

	 Fires
	 ETAC
	 Fires Section

	 SIGINT
	 SOT-A/B
	 Radio Recon Team

	 Enabling LNO
	 CST
	 C2 and Fires cel


Figure 4-4

4.4 Finding 4:  The tactical C2 relationship of the Proof of Concept Deployment was effective.

This finding is supported by positive feedback from CJSOTF and NSWRON leadership.

The unanimous consensus among interview respondents was that the leadership functionality of the MCSOCOM detachment was seamless and effective throughout an aggressive series of sustained operations.  After multiple repetitions of successful DA missions, it was apparent that the MCSOCOM Det epitomized SOF planning and execution.  Figure 4-5 below reflects the interview comments by key leaders of the MCSOCOM Det and NSWRON ONE.
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4.5 Finding 5: The Detachment identified specific organization and equipment shortfalls. 

Specific personnel shortages included; additional junior officer leadership; Explosive Ordinance Detachment (EOD); intelligence; coordinated fires specialists and additional training personnel.   These shortfalls have been identified by the MCSOCOM Det and are readily addressed through USMC adjustment to Table of Organization (TO).  

Minor equipment adjustments were identified.  Some equipment shortfalls were attributed to the unexpected change in the deployment location from a mountainous environment to an urban environment.  Other shortfalls are easily addressed through adjustments in the USMC Table of Equipment (TE).

5 CHAPTER 5 - CONSIDERATIONS
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Findings discussed in the preceding chapter were derived from empirical data, and as such can be regarded as based upon irrefutable evidence.  Apart from the findings, some assessments are speculative in nature because of insufficient or inconclusive data, or because of externally imposed limitations.  This chapter poses a number of heretofore unanswered questions that attempt to explore key issues surrounding the proposed introduction of a USMC force contribution to USSOCOM.  The questions below are rhetorical in nature.  Each question is followed by brief discussion that points to a plausible response.  

5.1 Can a MCSOCOM Det operate effectively as a stand-alone SOF component under a JSOTF?

It is not clear whether or not the MCSOCOM Det could operate as a stand-alone SOF component because they were not tasked to, nor did they actually deploy in that manner.  It is also unknown to what extent of NSW leadership influenced on the success of MCSOCOM Det since their Command and Control and support infrastructures were integrated.  Some anecdotal evidence indicates that a future MCSOCOM Det could operate in a stand-alone fashion if certain conditions are met.  The net assessment from the deployment After Action Review (AAR) indicates that the MCSOCOM Det leadership requires additional experience to operate in a stand-alone manner.  In any case, for the MCSOCOM Det to be of maximum effectiveness on a future deployment, certain conditions are necessary as outlined below.  

5.1.1 Similar personnel

The selection process used to identify detachment members of MCSOCOM Det was extremely rigorous.  Over 350 applicants were screened from throughout the Marine Corps who possessed the aptitude and skill sets required for membership of the special operations detachment.   The applicants ultimately chosen for assignment in the detachment were exceptionally seasoned, with significantly greater experience than their average contemporaries.  A similar screening process is likely to produce the same effect in vetting members who are suitable for duty in a future detachment.

5.1.2 Equipment

Specialized equipment is required for the safe and effective conduct of special operations.  Specific weapons, body armor, optics and other personal protective equipment that are beyond the standard USMC equipment issue are mission essential.  The same or closely similar state-of-the-art equipment is necessary to enable any future detachment to be interoperable and sufficiently able to conduct special operations.  

5.1.3 Nucleus of the original detachment

To be certain, the original detachment learned a great deal about planning, coordinating and executing special operations.  In order to ensure the success of a follow-on USMC force contribution, it is essential to leverage the learning curve of the first deployment by assigning a nucleus of original members in any future detachment.
5.2 What SOF core tasks can the MCSOCOM Det accomplish?

There is limited data available to indicate whether or not the MCSOCOM Det could accomplish all nine SOF core tasks.

5.2.1 Pre-deployment guidance

Only DA, SR, limited FID, CST and other missions as required, were directed in the Memorandum of Agreement and in the JCS Deployment Order.
  Therefore any indictment of their inability to conduct the remaining core tasks is mitigated by the fact that they were directed and only authorized to conduct the tasks specified in the order.

5.2.2 Employment

Employment in OIF was limited to DA, SR and support to Special Activities.  This limited scope of employment was based on requirements and priorities of CJSOTF-AP and NSWTG-AP commanders in OIF.  Thus it was an externally imposed constraint that precluded the MCSOCOM Det from executing other core tasks.  Based on the operational effectiveness demonstrated by the detachment in the assigned tasks, it is reasonable to suggest that given similar preparation, the Det could satisfactorily conduct or support other core tasks

5.3 Can the MCSOCOM Det perform effectively in the full spectrum of operational environments?

Any assessment on how the detachment would perform in a wide variety of environments would be speculative in nature.

5.3.1 Deployed environment

The Det’s employment in OIF was restricted almost entirely to operations in an urban environment in central Iraq.  To be sure, urban Iraq represents a complex environment because of the density of population, the intricate nature of the terrain (i.e. building structures, limited avenues of ingress/egress) and the corresponding high risk of collateral damage or fratricide.

5.3.2 Other environments

Repeated successful conduct of urban DA and SR, both mounted and dismounted, is an indicator of high agility and tactical effectiveness in what is arguably one of the most challenging combat environments.  Because USMC units frequently train and operate in field conditions (i.e. rural, coastal, mountainous etc.), it is logical to suggest that given similar preparation they could operate effectively in a variety of environments.

5.4 Could an aviation element be a valuable addition to the USMC force contribution?

Naturally, tactical air mobility is a desirable feature for any ground combat unit and certainly for SOF.  The relative value of adding an aviation element is of course dependent on the deployed environment, the capabilities of platforms and crews involved and the task organization in which they are employed.  

The USMC typically organizes in a MAGTF structure that brings air and ground elements to bear in a synchronized manner.  This concept is strongly embedded in USMC doctrine and considered one of their strong suits.  Attaching a USMC aviation element would enhance the MCSOCOM Det’s ability to operate in a “self-supporting” manner.  The addition of suitably trained and equipped fixed or rotary wing assets would help reduce the strain on existing low-density, high-demand SOF aviation.

5.5 Who will validate “SOF unique” individual training and certify USMC-contributed units as ready to deploy?  

Validation and certification were not discussed in the USMC/USSOCOM MOA, and were not addressed in the Proof of Concept deployment.  Failure to clearly define these responsibilities could result in accountability problems in the event of a combat or training mishap.  For existing SOF, their respective services provide the system through which individual training and unit certification takes place.  These systems are validated and monitored by USSOCOM through the SOF Service component as part of Title 10 responsibility.

A mechanism for validation and certification of the MCSOCOM Det needs to be identified.  This mechanism could be provided in the form of a USMC SOF Service component, through an inter-service agreement or some other formal arrangement.

5.6 What is the fiscal impact on USSOCOM if a future USMC force contribution is approved?  

Fiscal responsibility is among the most critical yet most controversial issues surrounding any force contribution.  

· The severity of the fiscal impact is of course driven by the size of the proposed force contribution and the distribution of the funding responsibility.

· The impact on MFP-2 versus MFP-11 funding must be examined.  In this case, the burden of service-common equipment and facilities falls to the USMC.

· Although the fiscal responsibility of USSOCOM in funding an MCSOCOM Det may be relatively small, there will be a corresponding impact on existing USSOCOM initiatives.

5.7 What should the arrangement for legal authorities be?

· All existing SOF fall under USSOCOM’s Title 10 authority.

· Because there is no USMC SOF service component, policy change or inter-service agreement will be required.

· Specific issues related to legal authorities are outside the scope of this study

5.8 Potential Outcomes.

The above questions and discussion are intended to stimulate further investigation into the potential outcome of a decision to accept a more permanent USMC force contribution.  There are undoubtedly a host of other issues to be contemplated in terms of Service versus Combatant Commander responsibility and authority.  The potential for increased or enhanced war fighting capability and capacity must be weighed against the associated administrative burden and resource requirements. 

6 CHAPTER 6 - CONCLUSIONS
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Conclusions of this report are necessarily limited to the focus of the evaluation and specifically to the questions posed in the study charter.  Conclusions are derived from the findings outlined in chapter 4 and from considerations discussed in Chapter 5.  To be valid, any Marine Corps force contribution to USSOCOM should be consistent with SOF truths, should address a specific USSOCOM requirement, and should fulfill an Operational Commander’s need.        
6.1 Viability of the current force contribution.

Research and analysis strongly indicate the initial force contribution was an overall success and that a Marine Corps force contribution has the potential to support USSOCOM requirements.  What remains unclear is whether USSOCOM has a validated requirement for a USMC force contribution.  Notwithstanding, the proof of concept deployment provides the stepping stone toward continued or increased USMC force contributions in the future, if required.  

6.2 Optimal conditions for future force contributions

Based on extant conditions of the initial force contribution and taking into consideration the anticipated USSOCOM and theater requirements, the optimal conditions for a future force contribution are outlined below:

6.2.1 Command and Control (C2)

The Command and Control (C2) relationship of any future force contribution is a primary concern to USSOCOM.  Central to the C2 issue is the Combatant Command (COCOM) relationship.  Shift of COCOM under USSOCOM is a desired/necessary condition for any force contribution because of the attendant authorities and responsibilities.

Title 10 USC requires the USMC, to provide service-common equipment and support for Marine units and personnel, as is the case for all the armed services.  However, procurement and maintenance of SOF-peculiar equipment, using MFP-11 funding for forces not under COCOM of USSOCOM is prohibited by law.  Failure to transfer COCOM would deny the USMC force the benefit of equipment support from USSOCOM,  

Other COCOM authorities and responsibilities exercised by USSOCOM include strategy, doctrine, tactics, training and validation of requirements.  These authorities are vitally necessary for USSOCOM to ensure the long-term readiness and suitability of its forces.

Included in a shift of COCOM to USSOCOM is the requirement to establish a SOF Service Component for oversight and management of the contributed force.  The USMC must either establish its own SOF service component, or OPCON should be exercised through an existing SOF service component.  Establishing a USMC SOF Component involves considerable cost and reorganization to both the USMC and USSOCOM.  On the other hand, exercising OPCON through an existing SOF service component would impose a significant fiscal and administrative burden on that component.  

6.2.2 Location

The location for basing should support interoperability with the associated SOF service component and/or units, enable training and certification, and facilitate housing and logistical support without imposing inordinate Military Construction (MILCON) costs.  As discovered during the proof of concept deployment, routine interface and a habitual working relationship is essential to foster successful interoperability.  For this reason, proximity to the corresponding SOF component/unit headquarters should be a primary factor in determining the location for basing.  Similarly, the location of training facilities that can support joint training and maneuver exercises should also be considered in the development of a basing plan.   Ultimately, USSOCOM should to defer the decision on a basing location to the USMC who will bear the majority of facilities and infrastructural costs.

6.2.3 Organization:

The organization used for the Marine Corps proof of concept deployment was dictated by a Memorandum of Agreement and refined during a series of working groups.  Based on lessons learned from the proof of concept deployment and current and anticipated USSOCOM requirements, the basic organization of the USMC contribution is adequate with slight modifications.  Findings of this study validate the operational effectiveness, critical attributes, organization and equipment produced by the initial USMC force contribution.  To be a viable option for USSOCOM, the Marine Corps force contribution should be organized to provide USSOCOM with at least one operational Detachment at all times.  To fully support a USMC force contribution and better integrate the force into SOF, the contributed headquarters should be structured to support augmentation to JSOTF staffs. 

6.2.4 Operational Employment

The MCSOCOM Det demonstrated they could effectively conduct Direct Action (DA) and Special Reconnaissance (SR) in conjunction with a Naval Special Warfare Task Group.  Given the personnel qualifications, training and equipment, of the Detachment it is reasonable to suggest they could also conduct or support Foreign Internal Defense (FID), Counter Terrorism (CT), Special Activities, Support to selected Theater Security Cooperation Plans (TSCP), and other tasks as required.  It remains unknown whether a Marine Corps Detachment can or should operate as a stand-alone component under a JSOTF.  If USSOCOM desires the future USMC force contribution to relieve the burden on existing SOF components, then the ability to operate independently under a JSOTF must be developed.  If USSOCOM desires only selected skill sets (i.e. Human Exploitation Teams and SIGINT assets) to augment existing SOF components, then the stand-alone leadership is not required.   

7 CHAPTER 7 - RECOMMENDATIONS
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7.1 Overall Recommendation

As USSOCOM continues its engagement in the Global War on Terror (GWOT), they must explore alternatives to increase both capacity and capabilities to do our nations will.  Hopefully we have learned through the hard lessons as outlined in Appendix B, that any attempt to add capacity and capability must be consistent with the SOF Truths.  The approach must be gradual and incremental to allow proper planning, programming and budgeting as well as manning, training and equipping the force.   

7.2 The Way Ahead

Based on the findings and considerations of this study, the conclusions discussed in chapter 6 are “operationalized” in the recommended steps outlined below:

· Establish a valid USSOCOM requirement for a permanent USMC force contribution to USSOCOM.

· Place the USMC force under COCOM of USSOCOM.

· Exercise OPCON through a temporary, ad-hoc organization with USMC leadership using resources and assistance from an existing SOF service component until a USMC SOF Component can be fully stood up (probably a full POM cycle).  All three SOF service components are acceptable options.  Naval Special Warfare Command may be the ideal service component to help support a transition because of the relationships forged during the Proof of Concept Deployment, past ARG/MEU deployments, similar administrative processes within the Department of the Navy, and the geographic location of Naval Special Warfare Command.

· MFP-2 and MPF-11 responsibilities and the specific timeline for transition to a USMC SOF component should be defined inside service Memorandums of Agreement (MOA).  The MOA’s should clearly define legal actions required in the absence of a Marine Corps service component and capitalize on the fact that there is a standing General Officer on the USSOCOM staff.

· Maintain the current Detachment with a plus up from 98 to 130 personnel, increasing manning to address personnel shortfalls identified during the Proof of Concept deployment (see figure 7-1).  The size of the Marine Corps force contribution headquarters will be large enough to support the SOF service component and augment JSOTF staffs at a level commensurate with the size of the force contribution.

· Establish a requirement for continuous availability of an MCSOCOM Det at the soonest time practical.  Three Detachments would most likely meet the anticipated requirements without diminishing the quality of the force contribution in the near term.

· Locate the MCSOCOM Det at Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, CA in order to leverage existing MILCON infrastructure, year-round training facilities and proximity to Naval Special Warfare Command.

· Employ the MCSOCOM Det to conduct and/or support:

· Direct Action (DA)

· Special Reconnaissance (SR)

· Foreign Internal Defense (FID)

· Counter Terrorism (CT)

· Special Activities

· Other tasks as required

· Set conditions for establishing a more robust Marine Corps contribution to USSOCOM at a predetermined interval if approved.

Recommended MCSOCOM Det Organization
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Figure 7-1

Appendix A – Memorandum of Agreement (20 Feb 03)
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
     BETWEEN THE
    UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
          AND THE
      

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
  REGARDING THE
       INITIAL MARINE CORPS FORCE CONTRIBUTION
            TO THE
    UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
 

1.  PURPOSE:  This Memorandum of Agreement establishes an initial Marine Corps Force Contribution to the United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) and the conditions under which the United States Marine Corps (USMC) will provide, and the USSOCOM will employ, the Marine Corps' initial contribution of forces, hereinafter referred to as the USMC/USSOCOM Detachment (MCSOCOM Det).  The MCSOCOM Det shall be employed in such a manner as to fully evaluate the MCSOCOM Det and its potential value to USSOCOM.  
 

2.  MISSION:  The MCSOCOM Det augments a deploying Naval Special Warfare (NSW) squadron's capability to conduct special reconnaissance, direct action, coalition support, limited foreign internal defense and other missions as required in support of joint and fleet commanders in order to test the Initial Marine Corps Force Contribution to the United States Special Operations Command. 
 

3.  COMMAND AND CONTROL:  The MCSOCOM Det is established under the combatant command (command authority) of the Commander, United States Pacific Command (CDRUSPACOM) who exercises that command through the Commander,   U. S. Marine Corps Forces, Pacific (COMMARFORPAC).  Six months prior to deployment, the CMC and COMUSSOCOM, in coordination with CDRUSPACOM, will request via a coordinated message, that SECDEF transfer the MCSOCOM Det to COMUSSOCOM and establish an operational control (OPCON) command relationship in order to facilitate joint pre-deployment training, deployment/redeployment and employment operations.  COMUSSOCOM will exercise OPCON over the MCSOCOM Det through Commander, Naval Special Warfare Command (COMNAVSPECWARCOM), until the conclusion of the deployment of the Naval Special Warfare Squadron to which the MCSOCOM Det is attached. 
  
4.  ORGANIZATION:  The MCSOCOM Det will initially be commanded by a Lieutenant Colonel in order to facilitate standing up the organization within the Marine Corps.  On deployment, a Major will command the MCSOCOM Det.  The remainder of the Table of Organization and Table of Equipment will be established and sourced by the Marine Corps.  The MCSOCOM Det will include a Headquarters Section capable of battle staff functions supporting the MCSOCOM Det and NSW Squadron while facilitating interface with higher and adjacent headquarters.  The remainder of the MCSOCOM Det will consist of a reconnaissance detachment, intelligence detachment and fire support detachment that provide the elements of task-organized teams capable of conducting assigned missions.  
 

5.  CONCEPT OF EMPLOYMENT:  During the Initial Marine Corps Force Contribution to USSOCOM, MCSOCOM Det integrity will be maintained to the maximum extent possible consistent with operational requirements in order to fully evaluate utility as an integrated capability vice a collection of detachments or individuals operating separately.  However, the nature of special operations may require task organization into smaller elements. The Commanding Officer, NSW Squadron has the authority to task organize based upon operational requirements.  
 

6.  SUPPORT:  During the Initial Marine Corps Force Contribution to USSOCOM, the Marine Corps will bear all personnel, equipment, facilities, training, deployment and operational expenses required to support the MCSOCOM Det.
 

7.  PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND INFORMATION DISCLOSURE: The public affairs posture for this detachment is passive, respond to query only (RTQ). Information concerning this issue is sensitive and in some cases, may be classified. Once transferred OPCON to COMUSSOCOM, all parties agree that all media queries shall be referred to the COMNAVSPECWARCOM Public Affairs Officer (PAO) to ensure message alignment and protection of sensitive/classified information.  In consultation with the USSOCOM PAO and HQMC PA, the COMNAVSPECWARCOM PAO will coordinate and approve all media information/interview requests and public affairs releases.
 

8.  AMENDMENT AND TERMINATION:
 

      a.  Except as otherwise provided, this MOA may be amended by the mutual written consent of the Parties or the authorized representatives.
 

      b.  This MOA may be terminated unilaterally by either Party after the written notification of termination to the other Party.  The Parties agree to consult with each other prior to any termination of this MOA. 

 

9.  ADMINISTRATIVE AND DISCIPLINARY MATTERS: Administrative and disciplinary authority shall be exercised concurrently by the Commanding Officer, NSW Squadron and the Commander, MCSOCOM Det.   Normally, disciplinary authority shall be exercised by the Commander of the MCSOCOM Det.  
 

 

 

10.  FUTURE CONTRIBUTIONS:  COMUSSOCOM in coordination with the Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC) shall be responsible for determining the measures of effectiveness to use during the period of initial contribution, the viability of the force contribution and the optimal conditions for future force contributions with respect to command relationships, location, organization and operational employment.  COMNAVSPECWARCOM, as directed by COMUSSOCOM, is the SOCOM executive agent for this initial force contribution.
 

11. DEFINITIONS:  
 

a.      Party or Parties. As used in this MOA, the term Party or Parties refers to USSOCOM and/or the USMC.
 

b.      Initial Marine Corps Force Contribution to USSOCOM.   As used in this MOA, the term "Initial Marine Corps Force Contribution to USSOCOM" refers to the period of time between D-180 days and the end of the deployment.
  
12.  MOA FORCE AND EFFECT:  This MOA, consisting of twelve sections, enters into effect when signed by the Deputy Commander, USSOCOM, and the Deputy Commandant of the Marine Corps for Plans, Policies and Operations and terminates upon completion of the initial deployment.
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Appendix B – HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF USSOCOM AND THE USMC

The Genesis of Special Operations Forces 

The U.S. Armed Forces had a history in Special Operations long before USSOCOM was formed by an act of Congress in 1987.  Roger’s Rangers, though working for the British during the American Revolution, developed unconventional tactics learned from Native Americans and used these same tactics against colonists and Native Americans during the British rule over the Colonies.  Roger’s Rangers Rules form the basis for today’s Army Rangers and are found in their original form in the Ranger Handbook.  Special Operations forces have been formed and disbanded throughout the history of American conflicts.  The original Naval Combat Demolition Units, forerunners to the modern SEAL Teams and Army’s Special Services Force, forerunners to today’s Green Berets, had their genesis in the Office of Strategic Services during WWII.  The OSS, founded by Col “Wild” Bill Donovan, was the predecessor to the CIA as well as today’s modern Special Operations Forces.  

The Marine Corps first addressed non-conventional engagements in their Small Wars Manual, which is still widely referenced today.  In fact, U.S. Marines worked directly with the OSS during World War II, with about 51 troops conducting “behind-the-lines” operations from 1941-1945.  During World War II, the Corps developed Marine Raider units similar to that of British Royal Marines.  These units were forerunners of today’s Marine Force Recon.  Force Recon units, although considered a conventional force, provided valuable intelligence on North Korean forces during the Korean War and operated deep behind enemy lines during the Vietnam War. Since Vietnam, SOF forces and the USMC have continued a cooperative relationship.  As an example, for more than 30 years Naval Special Warfare has provided forces to deploying Amphibious Ready Group/Marine Expeditionary Units (ARG/MEUs).  Throughout that time, Marines and Frogmen or SEALs co-deployed under mutually supportive relationships.  Marine Recon units also directly or indirectly supported operations in conjunction with SOF in Grenada, Panama, the Gulf War and most recently Operations ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM.  

SOF as an Ad Hoc Organization

In many cases in the past, SOF units were formed for a specific purpose, then after enjoying success and notoriety, were plagued by inter-service jealousy resulting in the siphoning of key leaders and eventual dissolution of the SOF units.  So SOF was constantly creating, and recreating units, with little continuity of Command and Control (C2), Tactics Techniques and Procedures (TTP’s) or interoperability.  The ad-hoc nature of SOF also led to misemployment because SOF leadership was not well represented at senior levels of the DOD, and most conventional leaders lacked any understanding of what we now refer to as the “SOF Truths.”

· Humans are more important than Hardware

· Quality is better than Quantity

· SOF can not be mass produced

· Competent SOF can not be created after emergencies occur

DESERT ONE – a watershed event

When the images of burned helicopter wreckage flashed across worldwide television screens after the failed attempt to rescue American hostages from an Iranian extremist group, SOF had reached a nadir.  In spite of the historical successes of individual SOF units, it was painfully evident to policy makers that our Special Operations capability, as a nation, required an overhaul.  A thorough top down review of Special Operations was commissioned.

A primary undertaking of the review was the Holloway Commission.  Chaired by Admiral James L. Holloway, III (Ret.),former Chief of Naval Operations, the commission included distinguished senior military officers from all of the uniformed services, including USMC Maj. Gen. Alfred M. Gray, Jr., the prospective Commandant of the Marine Corps.  The Commission’s charge was to perform an independent appraisal of the Desert ONE tragedy to identify the changes needed to make the country’s Counter-Terrorism (CT) Special Operations capabilities more integrated, cohesive and effective. The scope of the study addressed broad aspects of validity, operational feasibility, planning environment, policy guidance, resources, preparation, support and overall conduct of the mission.

The Holloway Commission concluded that the DESERT ONE mission was feasible and among options considered, provided the best chance for getting the hostages out of Iran while avoiding a war.  Further, commission members concluded that the joint command and control was excellent at the upper echelons, and it was properly resourced and supported by the JTF.  However, it was quite apparent that operational planning and preparation for the mission was deemed to have been adequate.

The Commission identified two primary factors that were directly related to mission failure at Desert One.  First was the unexpected helicopter failure rate, exacerbated by low-visibility flight conditions en route to the objective area.  Second, command relationships below the JTF Commander were not clearly defined, which created misunderstanding and indecision under pressure.  This ambiguity of lines of authority was directly attributed to the lack of ‘joint-ness” amongst the key service staff’s involved in the planning and execution of the mission.

Based on these findings, the Holloway Commission recommended changes in how Special Operations conducted business. The most prominent recommendation was that a Counterterrorist Joint Task Force (CTJTF) be established as a field agency of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) with permanent staff and assigned forces. The CTJTF would be directed by the National Command Authority (NCA) through the JCS.  The CTJTF would have the authority to plan, train for, and conduct operations to fight terrorist activities directed against U.S. interests, citizens, and/or property outside the United States, providing the NCA a dedicated military capability to combat terrorist activities directed against the U.S. and its allies.  The Holloway Commission recommendations resulted in limited progress in terms of solving the problems highlighted by DESERT ONE…but not far enough.

By the mid-1980s Congress was concerned that the Defense Department had not fully implemented the Holloway Commission’s recommendations.  Many in Congress felt that, absent a legislative mandate, conventional military commanders and civilian leaders in the Defense Department would choose not to take the actions necessary to enhance SOF through implementation of the commission’s recommendations. Some legislators advocated a sixth “SOF” service.  However, another concept was proposed that was eventually adopted.  The concept was to build a joint Special Operations command using the training and recruiting base of the existing services’ special operations organizations. In 1986, Congress passed Public Law 99-661, the Nunn-Cohen Amendment, codified at 10 U.S.C. § 167, establishing the United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM).   USSOCOM was organized as a Unified Command, responsible for the training, equipping and deploying Army, Navy and Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) worldwide.  USSOCOM is unique in that it is the only Combatant Commander that was specifically established by Congress and required by law.  

The USMC concept of Special Operations

Although the USMC technically does not have SOF in their inventory, in various circles they refer to certain elements of their service as “Special Operations Capable.”  As the Nunn-Cohen Amendment was implemented in 1987, Assistant Secretary of Defense Taft provided further guidance on what forces were to be surrendered to USSOCOM, specifying that there were to be no duplication of capabilities amongst the services.    

The Marine Corps’ role as a general-purpose force extends well beyond the singular focus of Special Operations.  The sitting CMC, General Kelley, did not believe that committing Marine forces COCOM to a fledgling and separate command (USSOCOM) would allow the Corps to retain the flexibility it needed to meet the broad spectrum of missions Marine forces were tasked with.  The prevailing view in the Corps, one that still exists today among many, is that Marine Recon units exist to support the conventional Marine ground forces, and should not be released to support USSOCOM.   
Considering the above, General Kelley successfully argued for retaining control of all Marine Recon forces, insisting that they were not Special Operations units, but critical deep reconnaissance element of the Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF).  Congress affirmed this position.  General Kelly did feel the Marine Corps could provide a Special Operations capability to the nation without surrendering control of its forces.  He tasked General Alfred Gray, then CG, Fleet Marine Forces Atlantic, to develop a plan to increase the Special Operations capable nature of the Marine forces to meet specified Special Operations needs of the DOD, while preserving the sanctity and flexibility of the MAGTAF.  General Kelley's guidance in the development of this plan was that new units would not be created within the Marine Corps, and that the Marine Corps' must retain an expeditionary maritime focus.   Thus the Marine Expeditionary Units - Special Operations Capable (MEU-SOC) program was born.
Development of the USSOCOM/USMC relationship.

In 1992, the USSOCOM/USMC Board was established in an effort to formalize the collaborative efforts of the USSOCOM and the USMC.  That board was disestablished in 1996 until a USSOCOM/USMC MOA signed in 2001 reestablished the board in January of 2002, which has been held annually ever since.  Since that time, the integration of USMC forces into USSOCOM has been a topic of frequent consideration.  There are many recent cases in conflicts and crises where SOF Commanders were the supported command and others where USMC Commanders were supported.  Operation ENDURING FREEDOM exemplified this with Special Operations forces leading the collapse of the Taliban Rule in Afghanistan.  In 2002 a Memorandum of Agreement was signed between the CMC and Commander, USSOCOM reemphasizing the SOCOM/USMC Board and committing to interoperability training and mutual support.  More recently in 2003, USSOCOM’s charter was expanded to increase the primacy of USSOCOM as a supported commander in the context of the Global War on Terror.  In February, 2003 another MOA was signed that established MCSOCOM Det One as an initial force contribution from the USMC to USSOCOM.  Additionally Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has given direction to both services to find ways to work more closely.  These factors have led us to where we are today – with the USMC and USSOCOM considering options for continuance of the USMC force contribution to USSOCOM.

Appendix C – COMPARATIVE OVERVIEW OF NSWRONS

The task organization and manning of a NSWRON ONE during their deployment to CENTCOM AOR April thru October 2004 was essentially the same as any standard NSW Squadron deploying to that AOR.  A comparison is provided below that highlights the difference in the “Proof of Concept” deployment from a standard deployment.  To be sure, the synergistic effect of integrating the MCSOCOM Det into the NSWRON is significant.  However, there were both hard and soft costs incurred by Naval Special Warfare as the hosting component of the USMC force contribution to USSOCOM.  The leadership time, which took the leader’s focus away from their primary role of training and leading a NSW Squadron in combat, is an intangible cost that is more difficult to measure.  

Standard NSWRON Organization

One of the challenges facing Naval Special Warfare is a tooth-to-tail ratio of about .5 to 1.  The functional areas that are lacking primarily include intelligence capabilities (analysis, humint, sigint), Force Protection, and staff planners / LNO’s.  The USMC force contribution provided a fill for NSWRON ONE in these areas with extremely competent USMC specialists.  Figure C-1 illustrates the Task Organization used during NSWRON SEVEN deployment, previous to the “Proof of Concept” deployment.  
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Figure C-1

Note that the HQ staff is light in Intel, Future Plans and Operations staffers.  The integration of MCSCOM Det intel assets and operations augments, as well as intel assets allocated to each TU and to augment the Polish Grom, all led to an increased capability for NSWTG-AP.   

NSWRON Organization with MCSOCOM Det Integrated

Figure C-2 illustrates the task organization used during the Proof of Concept deployment with NSWRON ONE and the MCSOCOM Det integrated.  The four most valuable contributions to the NSWTG were the integration of the All Source Fusion Cell, the Radio Reconnaissance Teams, the Human Exploitation Teams and the Fires Liaison element.  See Chapter 4, Finding 3 for a detailed discussion of the value to NSWRON ONE of the MCSOCOM Det augmentation elements.  The benefit of TU Raider as an additional offensive capability, especially after NSWRON ONE was tasked with the PSD missions, is well documented in this report.
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Figure C-2

Training and Deployment Costs

Costs were incurred during the planning, training and deployment phases of the Proof of Concept.  The costs for these phases of interoperability training are estimated in the figure C-3. 

Costs to NSW

Item:






Cost:


Leadership Travel:

-CDR Wilson


10 @ $1,000

$10,000.00

- Master Chief Link

10 @ $1,000   

$10,000.00

Combined Training:


-  STAFF-EX (Nov 03)



$          0.00


-  Mercury (Jan 04)




$ 20,000.00




-  CERTEX (Feb 04)




$120,000.00
 

Equipment:





$           0.00

Total Estimate:




$160,000

Figure C-3
The planning phase incurred costs in leadership time and travel to/from various meetings and presentations where the USMC force contribution was a subject of high interest.  These costs were relatively small, and simple to capture.  During the training phase, nominal hard costs were incurred by NSW to facilitate two of three combined training programs. The first was a one-week staff planning exercise in November 2003.  The second was a 10-day combined Capstone exercise at Camp Mercury, sponsored by the USMC.  The Capstone exercise led to certification of the MCSOCOM Det by the USMC Special Operations Training Group (SOTG).  The third and final interoperability event consisted of a full-scale, joint certification exercise.   Finally, there were monetary costs associated with the actual deployment that were imposed on NSW and the USMC to facilitate interoperability.  These costs can be characterized as material and logistical requirements necessary for doing business with another service/unit, but are hard to distinguish due to the nature of the deployment and the lack of data.  

Leadership Cost.  

An intangible yet significant cost was paid in the form of leadership required to provide the top-cover, de-confliction, coordination, mentoring and analysis.  This leadership tax, although difficult to quantify, represents a considerable and persistent drain on the NSWRON headquarters to ensure the safe and proper conduct of Special Operations missions.  One way to capture the leadership cost is to express it in terms of time that would otherwise be dedicated solely to NSW specific issues.  This time included innumerable conferences, briefings, phone conversations, meetings and planning sessions during the pre-deployment workup.  Another facet of leadership involved the requirement for intensive management and guidance during the deployment phase to mentor the MCSOCOM Det ONE leadership and provide the oversight required of an OPCON relationship.  

Benefits gained during the deployment probably outweighed the costs due to the intensive nature of the combat operations in Iraq during the deployment phase.  However, it is important for decision makers to recognize and not underestimate the leadership tax incurred should a future USMC force contribution be OPCON to SOCOM component.  The JSOU study has illuminated the issue of leadership burden through the interviews conducted with senior leadership of NSWRON ONE.  The following anecdotes from interviews represent the consensus view of NSWRON ONE leadership that will hopefully illuminate the significance of this leadership cost.

CDR Wilson (April 04 interview with LCDR Divine):  

“Okay, leadership challenges…I guess the thing I say on that was the integration, the planning of the Detachment, what we’re going to do with them, briefing SOCOM ad nauseum, consumed my time in command.  I spent more time doing that than any other key thing that I did in command.  So just the addition and making sure that we we’re going to be able to do this seamlessly once we got into combat took a tremendous amount of the 18 months that I had.  Literally from month one to month eighteen when we deployed I was consumed with integrating the Det and the number one goal I had when I started off was whatever the Det brought me, the integration of the task group was not going to bring the squadron to its knees and actually reduce the capability just through the management.”

CAPT O’Connel (Nov 04 interview with JSOU team):


“I tell you that if the USMC wants to be truly altruistic, and set aside their own personal desires, then they should provide USSOCOM conventional augmentations of Intel Fusion teams, RRT, HET and Fire Support teams to deployed NSWTG’s and FOB’s.  This would add immediate and dramatic combat multipliers in areas where there is a demonstrable shortfall in SOCOM capabilities.  The MCSOCOM Det will not be available to deploy again for 18 months.  It is only 100 men.  The impact is nominal compared to the impact the augmentations would have.  Would I do it again?  If ordered too, yes.  However, it is simply not worth our time in NSW to train, care and feed the Det.  It was simply too painful for Group and CDR Wilson.  Col Coates wants the MCSOCOM Det to be an SMU and work along side the Tier ONE forces.  I do not have the time for that.  Don’t get me wrong, they are great American’s and great warriors.  They have the capability to be the best Special Operations component at SOCOM, but it will take 8 to 10 years to get there and develop the senior officer and enlisted cadre with the SOF skills to operate effectively in a SOF environment.  I don’t think it is our job to defocus our community to help them get there.”

Master Chief Link (April 04 interview with LCDR Divine):

“Has this been harder? Yeah, it’s been harder on the boss. I absolutely believe he needs to get praise for taking this on his shoulders. Alex Krongard took a new team of CAS, SOF, whatever – didn’t even have a building – and he built SEAL Team SEVEN from the ground up and did phenomenal. He was the right guy for that. I don’t think he could have turned around and worked this Marine Corps piece. The boss has had to try to take our side and their side and force them together and it’s been a monumental struggle to do it so that nobody’s pissed off, to make them see the greater cause, and everything else. That has been the struggle from day one on both sides. Even the mission – that’s a lose-lose. A mission comes up, no matter what he says and he gives it to the Marine Corps, the SEALs will go, “That’s bullshit. Should have been our mission.” If he gives it to our guys, there’s a whole bunch of people in the Marine Corps who’ll go, “That’s bullshit. They’re playing favorites.” So it really doesn’t matter. All you can do is try to show equity every step of the way. That is a tremendous burden. It’s been a real challenge just to get everybody on side when you know the deck’s stacked against you because each time one gets a step ahead, they’re complaining. CDR Wilson’s probably the only guy that could’ve done it. It took a tremendous amount of energy. And he didn’t let it take away from his guys - which just meant instead of working your twelve hours, you work eighteen.”

Appendix D     Organizational Structure of the MCSOCOM Det

The MCSOCOM Det was designed to operate as an independent organization with its own headquarters.  The commander of the Detachment is a Colonel (O-6) with a Marine Major (O-4) as the deputy.  The headquarters element consisted of a number of a robust staff sections representing operations, logistics, communications etc.  

Once deployed, because of the agreed upon command arrangements, the commander was detached from the Det and attached to 1 MEF to conduct liaison and coordination with conventional Marine Corps operations, while the deputy assumed command of the Det.  Designated Officers and NCOs from the detachment were then integrated with the leadership of the Naval Special Warfare Task Group that was codeployed with the Det.

The recon element was led by a Captain (O-4) who was an Infantry Platoon Commander with reconnaissance background.  The Platoon Sergeant of the recon element was a Master Sergeant (E-8) with extensive reconnaissance background.  The element included four, five man teams  
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Appendix E – Summary of Interviews and Results

List of Interviews

	Name
	Rank
	Service & Org.
	Date Interviewed
	Interviewer

	Hagee
	Gen
	USMC, CMC
	29-Sep-03
	Testimony

	Brown
	Gen
	USA, Cdr USCOCOM
	31-Dec-03
	SOTECH

	Olson
	VADM
	USN, Dep Cdr USSOCOM
	13-Jul-04
	Jeff Mcaughan

	Jones
	Gen
	USMC, CMC
	01-Nov-02
	Sea Power

	Neller
	Brig Gen
	USMC, PPO
	09-Feb-04
	SOTECH

	Brown
	Gen
	USA, Nominee for Cdr USSOCOM
	03-Jul
	US Congress

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Anderson
	SCPO
	USN, NSW Sq One
	05-May-04
	Divine

	Batts
	Capt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	10-May-04
	Divine

	Carter
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	29-Apr-04
	Divine

	Dolan 
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	26-Apr-04
	Divine

	Fiscus 
	Capt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	03-May-04
	Divine

	James 
	CDR
	USN, NSWC
	06-Apr-04
	Divine

	Kozeneisky
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	05-May-04
	Divine

	Kress 
	Capt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	02-May-04
	Divine

	Lewis
	Lt
	USN, NSWTG
	28-Apr-04
	Divine

	Link
	GMCM
	USN, NSW Sq One
	28-Apr-04
	Divine

	Lumpkin
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	02-Apr-04
	Divine

	Metzler
	Capt
	USN, NSWC
	13-Apr-04
	Divine

	Recon Leaders,USMC
	
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	01-May-04
	Divine

	Rutan
	MSGT
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	04-Apr-04
	Divine

	Sebenaler
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	07-Apr-04
	Divine

	Sperredelozzi
	LCDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	25-Apr-04
	Divine

	Tinsley
	LCDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	12-May-04
	Divine

	Wilson
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	25-Apr-04
	Divine

	Wilson
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	22-Mar-04
	Divine

	Zinke
	CDR
	USN, Dep CJSOTFAP
	09-May-04
	Divine

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Carter
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	04-Dec-03
	McCrary

	Dolan
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	04-Nov-03
	McCrary

	Fiscus 
	Capt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	04-Dec-03
	McCrary

	Kozeneisky
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	03-Dec-03
	McCrary

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bates
	Capt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Carter
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Clement
	GMC
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Kozeneisky
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Meek
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Pinkerton
	GYSgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Priddy
	Maj
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Wilson
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Worthington
	SCPO
	USN, NSW Sq One
	15-Sep-04
	McGuire

	Fiscus
	Capt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	18-Nov-o4
	McGuire
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MCSOCOM Det Study – Deployment Phase Questions:





(Used by LCDR Divine prior to deployment)

1. What were the critical decisions / milestones with regard to the MCSOCOM Det force contribution?

2. What was the desired force structure of the MCSOCOM Det and intentions for employment?

3. What were the issues surrounding the reporting relationships [Chain of Command and Chain of Influence]?

4. What were the perceived opportunities and threats of the USMC Force contribution to NSW?

5. Did the pre-deployment training prepare the two units to interoperate and work as an integrated staff?

6. What happened with interoperability training, NSW measures of effectiveness and the idea that we were to certify the MCSOCOM Det?

7. What do you think the Marines plan to do with the Det after the proof of concept?

8. Do you think the NSW culture and USMC culture can work together with effectiveness? 

9. What leadership challenges do you think CDR Wilson faces on deployment?

10. Could the MCSOCOM Det operate tactically as a SOF force without SOF Leadership?

11. Is the MCSOCOM Det a sustainable concept — as a force contribution to NSW? As a MARSOC?

Exhibit E-2

MCSOCOM Det Study- Deployment Phase Questions:

(Used by LCDR Divine mid-deployment)

1.
What is the (or will the) MCSOCOM Det allow the NSWTG to accomplish that it would not be able to do so without them?

2.
What type of missions is the Det prepared to conduct?

3.
How does the employment of the Det (ie: breaking off elements to support the TG and other TU’s) impact the proof of concept?

4.
What would you have done differently during work-up? (training, equipment, personnel)

5.
What do you think is the ideal plan for the MCSOCOM Det going forward?

6.
What are the cultural / doctrinal issues affecting interoperability?

7.
What leadership challenges have you observed?

8. What is your view on SOF vs conventional forces with specialized skills being attached to the Det?

9. Do you feel that you have the support of CDR Wilson and NSWRON One?

Exhibit E-3

MCSOCOM Det Study- Late Deployment Questions:

  


(Used by CDR McGuire during late-deployment)

Name____________________________Rank___________Service__________

Command______________ Unit Assigned____________ 

Title________________

1.
The MCSOCOM Det enabled the NSWTG to accomplish tasks that it would not be able to accomplish without them?

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

2.  The MCSOCOM Det has the support of CDR Wilson and NSWRON One?

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

3.
The reporting relationships [Chain of Command] were effective in commanding and controlling the MCSOCOM Det

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

4.  The pre-deployment training/schooling prepared the two units to interoperate and work effectively as an integrated staff? 

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

Exhibit E-4

5.
The MCSOCOM Det could operate tactically as a SOF force without NSWRON Leadership?

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

6.  The MCSOCOM Det is a viable concept,  as a force contribution to SOF.

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

7.  There are unit-unique / doctrinal issues affecting interoperability?

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

8.  There were significant leadership challenges prior to or during the deployment.

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

9.  The MCSOCOM Det task organization was clearly defined and understood.

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:
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10.  The task organization of the MCSOCOM Detachment (i.e. multiple elements to support the TG and other TU’s) during the deployment was effective. 

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

11.  The predeployment certification process was adequate to ensure the MCSOCOM Det was ready for the deployment?

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

12.  The personnel and logistical sustainment capabilities furnished to the MCSOCOM Det were adequate to conduct the deployment. 

· Strongly agree

· Agree

· Disagree

· Strongly disagree

· Comment:

13.  What type of missions is the Det prepared to conduct?

· DA (Kinetic Disablement or Destruction of Target)

· DA (Kill or Capture HVT)

· SR

· FID

· UW

· PSD

· Other

· Comment:

14.  Based on your experience with the MCSOCOM Det, which of the following would be the optimal arrangement for a Marine Corps force package to augment SOF.  Mark all that apply.

· Same as current Marine Corps SOCOM Det ONE (under NSWRON)

· HUMINT Exploitation Team element

· Radio Recon element

· Fire support element

· Force Recon Tactical (shooter) element

· MCSOCOM Det as a Stand alone Detachment under a JSOTF

· Comment:
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Interview Ethnograph Data Results
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Interview Ethnograph Data Results
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Interview Ethnograph Data Results
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Appendix F – Summary of Surveys and Results

List of Surveys

	Name
	Rank
	Service & Org.
	Date Interviewed
	Interviewer

	Arcati
	Lt
	USN, NSWTGAP
	14-Sep-04
	Survey

	Clement
	GMC
	USN, NSWTGAP
	15-Sep-04
	Survey

	Davidson
	MCPO
	USN, NSWTGAP
	14-Sep-04
	Survey

	Gelinas
	ITC
	USN, NSWRON-1
	15-Sep-04
	Survey

	Juarez
	PO1
	USN,TG
	14-Sep-04
	Survey

	Link
	QMCM
	USN, NSW Sq One
	08-Oct-04
	Survey

	Potts
	ENS
	USN, NSWTGAP
	15-Sep-04
	Survey

	Sasnett
	CWO2
	USN,EODMU 3
	14-Sep-04
	Survey

	Beaudette
	MAJ
	USA, J3 CJSOTFAP
	04-Nov-04
	Survey

	Voss
	GySgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Cervantes
	Sgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Morrison
	MSgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Riano
	SSgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Mulvihill
	Sgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Guerra
	Sgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Dailey
	Gysgt
	USMC, MCSOCOM Det One
	17-Nov-04
	Survey

	Gregson
	LtGen
	USMC, MARFORPAC
	08-Oct-04
	Sr Survey

	Lumpkin
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	07-Oct-04
	Sr Survey

	Neller
	LtGen
	USMC, HQMC PP&O
	07-Oct-04
	Sr Survey

	Pagan
	Col
	USA, CJSOTFAP
	25-Oct-04
	Sr Survey

	Repass
	Col
	USA, CJSOTFAP
	          06-Oct-04
	Sr Survey

	Tinsley
	CDR
	USN, NSW Sq One
	07-Oct-04
	Sr Survey

	Zinke
	CDR
	USN Dep CJSOTFAP
	27-Oct-04
	Sr Survey
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Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

1. The Det enabled NSWTG to accomplish tasks it would not be able to accomplish without them.
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2. The Det had the support of CDR Wilson and NSWRON One.

[image: image29.emf]0 1 2 3 4 5 6

SD

D

N

A

SA


Exhibit F-2

Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

3. Reporting relationships were effective in commanding and controlling the Det
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4. Predeployment training prepared the two units to interoperate and work effectively
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Exhibit F-2

Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

5. The Det could easily operate tactically as a Special Operations Force w/o NSWRON leadership.
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6. The MCSOCOM Det is a viable concept as a force contribution to SOF.
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Exhibit F-2

Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

7. There are unit-unique/doctrinal issues affecting interoperability.
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8. There were significant leadership challenges prior to or during deployment.
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Exhibit F-2

Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

9. The Det task organization was clearly defined and understood.
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10. Task organization of the Det during the deployment was effective.
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Exhibit F-2

Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

11. Predeployment certification process was adequate to ensure the Det was ready for the deployment.
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12. Personnel and logistical sustainment capabilities furnished to the Det were adequate to conduct the deployment.
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Exhibit F-2

Survey Response Data

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

N = No Opinion

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

13. What type of missions is the Det prepared to conduct?
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14. Based on your experience with the Det, which of the following would be the optimal arrangement for a Marine Corp force package to augment SOF?
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Appendix G – GLOSSARY OF TERMS
AAR – After Action Report

ANGLICO – Air Naval Gunfire Liaison Company

AOA – Analysis of Alternatives

ASD(SO/LIC) – Assistant Secretary of Defense Special Operations / Low-Intensity Conflict

ARSOF – Army Special Operations Force

C2 – Command and Control

CA – Civil Affairs

(DOD) Designated Active and Reserve component forces and units organized, trained, and equipped specifically to conduct civil affairs activities and to support civil-military operations. Also called CA. See also civil affairs activities; civil-military operations.

CERTEX – Certification Exercise

CJSOTF – Combined Joint Special Operations Task Force

CJSOTF- AP - Combined Joint Special Operations Task Force – Arabian Peninsula

CNA – Center for Naval Analysis

COCOM - combatant command (command authority) — Nontransferable command authority established by title 10 (“Armed Forces”), United States Code, section 164, exercised only by commanders of unified or specified combatant commands unless otherwise directed by the President or the Secretary of Defense. Combatant command (command authority) cannot be delegated and is the authority of a combatant commander to perform those functions of command over assigned forces involving organizing and employing commands and forces, assigning tasks, designating objectives, and giving authoritative direction over all aspects of military operations, joint training, and logistics necessary to accomplish the missions assigned to the command. Combatant command (command authority) should be exercised through the commanders of subordinate organizations. Normally this authority is exercised through subordinate joint force commanders and Service and/or functional component commanders.  Combatant command (command authority) provides full authority to organize and employ

commands and forces as the combatant commander considers necessary to accomplish

assigned missions. Operational control is inherent in combatant command (command

authority). 
COIN – Counter Insurgency

(DOD) Those military, paramilitary, political, economic, psychological, and civic actions taken by a government to defeat insurgency. Also called COIN.

CONOPS – Concept of Operations

CSO – Center for Special Operations

CST – Coalition Support Team

CT – Counter Terrorism

(DOD) Operations that include the offensive measures taken to prevent, deter, preempt, and respond to terrorism. Also called CT. See also antiterrorism; combatting terrorism; terrorism. 

DA – Direct Action

(DOD) Short-duration strikes and other small-scale offensive actions conducted as a special operation in hostile, denied, or politically sensitive environments and which employ specialized military capabilities to seize, destroy, capture, exploit, recover, or damage designated targets. Direct action differs from conventional offensive actions in the level of physical and political risk, operational techniques, and the degree of discriminate and precise use of force to achieve specific objectives

DEPORD – Deployment Order

EOD - Explosive Ordinance Detachment

Ethnograph©- commercially licensed software program which provides a way to conduct quantitative analysis of qualitative data

FAV – Fast Attack Vehicle
FID – Foreign Internal Defense

(DOD) Participation by civilian and military agencies of a government in any of the action programs taken by another government or other designated organization to free and protect its society from subversion, lawlessness, and insurgency. 

FOB – Forward Operating Base

GROM – Polish Special Operations Unit

GWOT – Global War on Terrorism

HET – Human Exploitation Team

Holloway Commission – Commission designated by Congress to identify causal effects and solutions related to failed rescue attempt of Iranian hostages.

HVT – High Value Target

IDAD – Internal Defense and Development
(DOD) The full range of measures taken by a nation to promote its growth and to protect itself from subversion, lawlessness, and insurgency. It focuses on building viable institutions (political, economic, social, and military) that respond to the needs of society. Also called IDAD. See also foreign internal defense.

IED - Improvised Explosive Device
Interoperability - (DOD, NATO) 1. The ability of systems, units, or forces to provide services to and accept services from other systems, units, or forces and to use the services so exchanged to enable them to operate effectively together. 2. (DOD only) The condition achieved among communications-electronics systems or items of communications-electronics equipment when information or services can be exchanged directly and satisfactorily between them and/or their users. The degree of interoperability should be defined when referring to specific cases.

IO – Information Operations

(DOD) Actions taken to affect adversary information and information systems while defending one's own information and information systems. Also called IO. See also defensive information operations; information; offensive information operations; operation.

J – Code – Joint staff billets representing various sections of a Joint Command

JCS – Joint Chiefs of Staff

JSOTF - Joint Special Operations Task Force
JSOU – Joint Special Operations University

JTF – Joint Task Force

LNO – Liaison Officer

MAGTF – Marine Air Ground Task Force

MCSOCOM Det – Marine Corp Special Operations Command Detachment

MCSOG – Marine Corp Special Operations Group

MDMP – Military Decision Making Process

MEU(SOC) – Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable)

MFP – Major Force Program

MILCON – Military Construction

MOA – Memorandum of Agreement

NAVSPECWARCOM – Navy Special Warfare Command  

NSWRON – Navy Special Warfare Squadron

NSWTG – Navy Special Warfare Task Group

Nunn-Cohen Amendment – Congressional legislation in 1986 that reorganized the Defense Department and created USSOCOM. 

OIF- Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

OPCON - Operational Control — Command authority that may be exercised by commanders at any echelon at or below the level of combatant command. Operational control is inherent in combatant command (command authority) and may be delegated within the command.  When forces are transferred between combatant commands, the command relationship the gaining commander will exercise (and the losing commander will relinquish) over these forces must be specified by the Secretary of Defense. Operational control is the authority to perform those functions of command over subordinate forces involving organizing and employing commands and forces, assigning tasks, designating objectives, and giving authoritative direction necessary to accomplish the mission. Operational control includes authoritative direction over all aspects of military operations and joint training necessary to accomplish missions assigned to the command. Operational control should be exercised through the commanders of subordinate organizations. Normally this authority is exercised through subordinate joint force commanders and Service and/or functional component commanders. Operational control normally provides full authority to organize commands and forces and to employ those forces as the commander in operational control considers necessary to accomplish assigned missions; it does not, in and of itself, include authoritative direction for logistics or matters of administration, discipline, internal organization, or unit training.
OPSUM – Operational Summary

PDSS – Pre Deployment Site Survey

Proof of Concept Deployment – Deployment of Marines attached to NSW as the initial force contribution to USSOCOM in order to evaluate utility as an integrated capability.

PSD – Personnel Security Detail

PSYOP - Psychological Operations

(DOD) Planned operations to convey selected information and indicators to foreign audiences to influence their emotions, motives, objective reasoning, and ultimately the behavior of foreign governments, organizations, groups, and individuals. The purpose of psychological operations is to induce or reinforce foreign attitudes and behavior favorable to the originator's objectives. Also called PSYOP. See also consolidation

 psychological operations; overt peacetime psychological operations programs; perception management.

SCIF – Sensitive Compartmented Information Facility

SEAL – Sea-Air-Land team

Service Component Command — A command consisting of the Service component commander and all those Service forces, such as individuals, units, detachments, organizations, and installations under that command, including the support forces that have been assigned to a combatant command or further assigned to a subordinate unified command or joint task force.
SIGINT – Signals Intelligence

SIPRNET – Secret Internet Protocol Router Network

SITREP – Situation Report

SOCCENT – Special Operations Command Central 

SOF – Special Operations Forces

SOF Truths – Humans are more important than hardware; Quality is better than quantity; Special Operations Forces cannot be mass produced; Competent special operations forces cannot be created after emergencies occur

SOT - 
SR – Special Reconnaissance

(DOD) Reconnaissance and surveillance actions conducted as a special operation in hostile, denied, or politically sensitive environments to collect or verify information of strategic or operational significance, employing military capabilities not normally found in conventional forces. These actions provide an additive capability for commanders and supplement other conventional reconnaissance and surveillance actions.

Subordinate Unified Command — A command established by commanders of unified

commands, when so authorized through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to conduct operations on a continuing basis in accordance with the criteria set forth for unified commands. A subordinate unified command may be established on an area or functional basis. Commanders of subordinate unified commands have functions and responsibilities similar to those of the commanders of unified commands and exercise operational control of assigned commands and forces within the assigned operational area. Also called subunified command.

TCS - Tactical Cryptologic Support
TE – Table of Equipment

TO – Table of Organization

TSCP – Theater Security Cooperation Plans

USASOC – United States Army Special Operations Command

USMC – United States Marine Corp

USSOCOM – United States Special Operations Command

UW – Unconventional Warfare

(DOD) A broad spectrum of military and paramilitary operations, normally of long duration, predominantly conducted through, with, or by indigenous or surrogate forces who are organized, trained, equipped, supported, and directed in varying degrees by an external source. It includes, but is not limited to, guerrilla warfare, subversion, sabotage, intelligence activities, and unconventional assisted recovery.

VTC – Video Tele Conference

SOF Truths





  Humans are more important than hardware.


  Quality is better than quantity.


  Special Operations Forces cannot be mass-produced.


  Competent Special Operations Forces cannot be created after emergencies occur.








“We will either find a way or make one.”





- Hannibal








“Often he who does too much, does too little.”





						- Italian Proverb 








Generally, in battle, use the normal force to engage; use the extraordinary to win.


							


The Art of War –


							Sun Tzu








“Not to know is bad, not to wish to know is worse.”





					- Nigerian Proverb 








“The trouble with using experience as a guide is that the final exam often comes first and then the lesson”  


- unknown











“Leadership must constantly anticipate and evaluate the future to determine the capabilities SOF must possess to keep pace with the ever-changing needs of our nation.  The command must constantly strive to keep the “special” in special operations.  Areas of operation change.  Mission priorities change.  SOF endure!”


					- SOF Posture Statement 2003
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E. R. BEDARD                                                                  	BRYAN D. BROWN


Lieutenant General, United States Marine Corps             	Lieutenant General, United States Army 


Deputy Commandant, Plans, Policies and Operations     	Deputy Commander


United States Marine Corps                                              	U. S. Special Operations Command





Date: __XXXOriginal SignedXXX_________                         	Date: __ XXXOriginal SignedXXX  _
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� MOA btwn Dep Cdr USSOCOM and Dep Cmdt USMC dtd 20 Feb 03; Para 10





� Fitzpatric, Sanders and Worthen, p.5


� Fitzpatric, Sanders and Worthen, p.6


� End Strength numbers are calculated based upon NSW SITREP averages prior to the PSD as of  May 2004 and USASOC Table of Organization for co-deployed SF Battalions.  Allocated DA forces, indicates an O-4 commanded unit primarily tasked to conduct DA.  Imagery Exploitation figures are based on a personnel ratio found among the three services represented.  Signals Intel figures are based on a team equivalent relative to the SOT-A or the NSWTG Tactical Cryptologic Support (TCS) element.


� USMC/USSOCOM MOA dated 20 Feb 03 and CJCS 211655Z NOV 03


� The staff planning exercise represented an opportunity cost – what could have NSWRON ONE accomplished in training during this period had they not had to do this?  No hard costs were attributed to this event because it was held at ST-1.





� The MCSOCOM Det Camp Mercury capstone exercise included one NSWRON ONE Task Unit (40 personnel).  SEAL Team ONE would not have undergone this training were it not for the MCSOCOM Det interoperability requirement.  





� The mandatory CERTEX imposed the requirement to integrate the NSWRON ONE and the MCSOCOM Det staffs.  It should be mentioned here that the CERTEX was previously a much less rigorous predeployment milestone, but as a result of the lessons learned by NSWRON ONE, the formal CERTEX is now a standard requirement for all deploying NSWRON’s.  It is likely that the costs to NSWRON ONE were slightly higher than a standard CERTEX, however the differential is not quantifiable at this time.





� NSWRON ONE supported the MCSOCOM Det with the procurement of about 10 Desert HumV’s when it was determined during the PDSS that the USMC I-FAV’s would not have the necessary armament to be employed in the current Iraq threat environment. 
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