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Abstract of

THEATER VARIATIONS IN NAVAL SPECIAL WARFARE
COMMAND AND CONTROL VIOLATE JOINT DOCTRINE

The debate surrounding forward-deployed Naval Special Warfare (NSW) Command
and Control (C2) has been conducted since before 1987 when Special Operations Forces
were organized under U.S. Specia Operations Command. Why the NSW C2 debate
continues today is a mystery considering the unambiguous doctrine and law that have
been established on the subject. An examination of the variations in theater NSW C2
structures reveal s there are "doctrine and law offenders’ in a chain from the NSW
community to the JCS staff.

The CJCS approved doctrine governing NSW C2 and the law that supportsit are
apparently being ignored based on theater variations in NSW C2 structures. This paper
identifies the issue's possible origin that manifestsitself in each of the operational
theaters, identifies additional issues related to NSW C2, and finally proposes a generic

NSW C2 architecture that adheres to established doctrine and law.



" Quccessful execution of SO required centralized, responsive, and unambiguous C2."
- Joint Pub 3-05 p. I11-1

| ntroduction

The debate surrounding forward-deployed Naval Special Warfare (NSW) Command
and Control (C2) has been conducted since before 1987 when Special Operations Forces
(SOF) were organized under U.S. Specia Operations Command (USSOCOM). Congress
mandated the creation of USSOCOM in 1987 to correct serious deficiencies in the ability
of the United States to conduct special operations and engage in low-intensity conflict
activities."

Why the NSW C2 debate continues today is a mystery considering the
unambiguous doctrine and law that were established on the subject. When one examines
the variations in theater NSW C2 structures, it becomes clear that there are "doctrine and
law offenders’ in a chain from the NSW community to the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS).
Not only isthe NSW community itself guilty (at least by not working more aggressively
with the U.S. military community to adhere to established doctrine and law), but the JCS,
theater Combatant Commanders, Theater Special Operations Commands (TSOC),
numbered fleets and component commanders are guilty aswell. It is past time to end the
debate and restructure NSW C2 in those theaters that violate doctrine and law so that
NSW can join its sister SOF componentsin providing the best possible support to
Combatant Commanders worldwide.

This paper outlines the CIJCS approved doctrine governing NSW C2, the law that
supportsit, and brings to light the theater variationsin NSW C2 that serve to sustain the

debate. It will also identify the issue's possible origin (at least a problem that exists today)



that manifestsitself in each of the operational theaters, and finally propose clear steps
required to bring the offending theaters into compliance. Some theaters NSW C2
structures are more doctrinally mature than others, but all of them require revision in
some form.

SOF C2 Doctrine and the L aw

The fact that NSW forces are a component of the SOF community iswell established
and is not currently a subject of debate. As part of the SOF community, it follows that
NSW C2 should reflect the same C2 doctrine as the rest of the SOF community. The
NSW C2 debate centers on who should have Operationa Control (OPCON) of forward
deployed NSW forces under "normal circumstances’, and who should C2 them during
war, operations or contingencies. Each of the theaters outside the continental United
States (OCONUS) has adifferent NSW C2 arrangement.

Doctrinally, JCS publications outline how SOF C2 is to be arranged and without
exception, each states SOF C2 should normally be conducted by SOF. "Military doctrine
presents fundamental principles that guide the employment of forces. Doctrine is
authoritative...though neither policy nor strategy, joint doctrine deals with the
fundamental issue of how best to employ the national military power to achieve strategic
ends."? Therefore, if doctrineis authoritative, why are there variations in who has
OPCON of forward deployed NSW forces? Asit will become evident, there are
variations because the Joint Staff and a host of others ignore prescribed doctrine.

Title 10 of the U.S. Code is very clear who should control SOF in the continental

United States (CONUS). "Unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of Defense all



active and reserve specia operations forces stationed in the United States shall be
assigned to the Special Operations Command."*

The debate concerns out of the Continental United States (OCONUS) SOF and Title
10 isvery clear about SOF deployed OCONUS aswell. Title 10 provided for the creation
of theater Special Operations Commands (TSOC) which, "As a subunified command of
the combatant unified commands is the geographic CINC's” source of all expertisein all
areas of special operations providing the CINC with a separate el ement to plan and
control the employment of joint SOF in military operations."> Stated in plain terms, the
TSOCs should have C2 of all OCONUS SOF -- thisisthe law per Title 10.

Each of the TSOC's roles has been delineated further. "The Theater Special Operations
Command, established as a sub-unified command of the combatant unified command is
the geographic CINC's source of all expertise in al areas of special operations, providing
the CINC with a separate element to plan and control the employment of joint SOF in
military operations. The theater SOCs normally exercise Operational Control of SOF
(except Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations) within each geographic CINC's area
of responsibility."®

Without exception, as doctrine provides, the various TSOC commanders have
responsibility for SOF assigned to their theaters. "The theater SOC commander is
responsible to the geographic CINC for planning and conducting joint special operations
in the theater, ensuring that SOF capabilities are matched to mission requirements,
exercising operational control of SOF for joint special operations, and advising the CINC

and component commanders in theater on the proper employment of SOF."”



While SOF's Posture Statement 2000 conveniently articul ates its own view of SOF C2
(and therefore NSW C2 as a subset of SOF), it is not doctrine per se, and therefore it
could be argued that it is not "authoritative" -- but the Posture Statement 2000 simply
restates established and approved joint doctrine.

Joint Pub 3-05 can not be more clear in stating, "Normally, command and contr ol of
SOF should be executed within the SOF chain of command."® Asclear asthis
guidance seems, joint publications provide additional, multiple references to further
reinforce the doctrinal requirement for SOF to exercise C2 of SOF, and the requirements
for any commander who may do so.

"Normally C2 of a specia operationsforceis exercised by SOF. Regardless,
commanders exercising command authority over SOF should:

Provide for a clear and unambiguous chain of command,;

Avoid frequent transfer of OPCON of SOF between commanders;
Provide for sufficient staff experience and expertise to plan, conduct, and
support the operations,

Integrate SOF in the planning process; and

Match mission capabilities with mission requirements."®

This doctrine clearly articulates a commander's requirements to appropriately C2 SOF.
The various TSOCs (and designated elements of the TSOC) were created specifically to
meet these requirements and therefore should C2 and have OPCON of SOF under normal
circumstances.”® "SOF assigned to a theater are under COCOM of the geographic
combatant commander. The geographic combatant commander normally exercises
COCOM of all assigned and OPCON of all attached SOF through the theater special
operations command (SOC)."**

Cumulatively then, there can be no doubt that Title 10 and established doctrine, which

by definition is authoritative, clearly dictate that SOF C2 (and therefore NSW C2) should



be conducted by the TSOC. The TSOC is the only OCONUS component that meets the
criteriaarticulated in doctrineto C2 SOF. Simply put, Joint Pub 3-05 is as authoritative
as doctrine can bein stating " The theater SOC normally exercises OPCON of al assigned
and attached SOF in theater."*? Because the TSOC is tasked to provide NSW C2, it
follows that forward deployed NSW forces should aso be OPCON to the TSOC. Asclear
as doctrine appears to be, there are multiple cases where joint doctrine and Title 10 are
violated when it comesto NSW C2.

NSW C2in the Theaters

Each of the TSOCs has a Naval Special Warfare Unit (NSWU) assigned asa
component command except the U.S. European Command (EUCOM) which actually has
two NSWUs. The fundamental mission of aNSWU isto provide NSW support to theater
operational commanders. Supporting each the the NSWUsisaNSW Sqguadron (or a
NSW Task Unit in one case) which comprises the bulk of forward deployed NSW
operational forces.®

In al cases, each NSWU is "dud-hatted" meaning it has aformal command
relationship with both the TSOC and numbered fleet commander. This dual-hatted
structure is a holdover from the time when NSW forces were required to embark and
deploy on navy ships as amatter of routine. Asaresult, NSWUs are called different
names. Under the TSOC, it is called a NSWU; under the fleet commander, the NSWU
may have a Commander Task Group (CTG) or Commander Task Force (CTF)
designation. The various theater C2 arrangements will be discussed in detail later.

One does not need to ponder the notion of a dual-hatted arrangement for long to

determine that a NSWU, with two operational chains of command (two "bosses’), clearly



does not have a centralized, responsive, and unambiguous C2 arrangement. Graphic
illustrations of the NSW C2 relationshipsin EUCOM and PACOM and SOUTHCOM
respectively are provided at Appendices A, B and C to depict how complicated NSW C2
has become.** Indeed, most NSWU command relationships are anything but clear, and
depending on the situation, forces assigned to aNSWU and its deployed NSW Squadron
forces are routinely split, and under the OPCON of two different theater component
commanders. Therein liesthe C2 problem and source of the NSW C2 debate.

As stated earlier, some theaters have a more mature NSW C2 structure that is slowly
evolving closer toward doctrine and law, but for the most part, they all violate them. In
order to identify the offenders, one must undertake a study of the various theater NSW C2
arrangements.

NSW C2in the U.S. European Command (EUCOM)

EUCOM may be the worst doctrine offender of all and will be discussed in detail to
illustrate the recurring themes in the other theaters. EUCOM's NSW C2 structureis a
disaster with its two geographically separated NSWUS, their resulting separate chains of
command, split forces and subsequent diminished unity of effort. Appendix A providesa
wire diagram of the NSW C2 arrangement in EUCOM."™ The diagram illustrates the split
in NSW forces between NSWU-2 and NSWU-10 and subsequent split within the NSW
Squadron. In the wire diagram, forces OPCON to COM SOCEUR are depicted in purple
(i.e. "joint™), and forces OPCON to Commander, U.S. SIXTH Fleet (COMSIXTHFLT)
are depicted in blue (i.e. "Navy").

NSWU-2 is geographically situated in Boblingen, Germany just outside Stuttgart

(home of SOCEUR), and NSWU-10 isin Rota, Spain. NSWU-2 and its assigned NSW



forces are OPCON to COMSOCEUR. NSWU-10 is dual-hatted as NSWU-10 under
COMSOCEUR, and CTF 64 under COMSIXTHFLT (homeported in Gaeta, Italy).
NSWU-10/CTF 64 isrequired by EUCOM to split its assigned forces between the two
operational commanders. Down to the next level in the chain of command, the deployed
NSW Squadron, as aresult of having two NSWUs and their two operational
commanders, is required to split its forces further in order to accommodate EUCOM's
force apportionment under the two operational chains of command.

The confusing result is NSW Sguadron forces deployed to the EUCOM NSWUs are
fractured; some forces are always under COM SOCEUR OPCON exercised through
NSWU-2, some forces are always under COM SOCEUR OPCON exercised under
NSWU-10, and some forces are dways under COMSIXTHFLT OPCON exercised under
CTF 64 (NSWU-10's "fleet hat"). Operationally speaking, neither operational
commander "owns" al NSW forces, and therefore can never fully realize NSW's full
support. Unity of effort, economy of force and unity of command are all seriously
degraded under the EUCOM structure.

Try asthe SOCEUR and SIXTHFLT staffs might, shifting forces TACON from one
commander to the other never really fixes the problem because there is always the
lingering caveat that the commander with OPCON reserves the right to recall its forces to
be employed as he seesfit. There have been instances where COM SOCEUR has not
employed NSW forces, even though he needed them, ssmply because they were OPCON
to COMSIXTHFLT. Further, because COM SOCEUR does not have OPCON of all NSW

forces (and therefore does not have OPCON of all theater SOF -- in violation of doctrine),



he can never really even plan to employ the NSW forces that are doctrinally and lawfully
his.

COMSOCEUR's roles and responsibilitiesto CODORUSEUCOM areclear. "Asasub-
unified command for specia operations, COMSOCEUR provides operationa direction
and control of special operations, CA and PSY OP forces in the USEUCOM AOR."*°

With C2 of SOF, COMSOCEUR isresponsible for SO throughout the theater and
serves as the principle SO advisor to the theater Combatant Commander. "From these
varied assets, COM SOCEUR forms task forces capable of executing special operations as
well as conducting assessments in response to crisis throughout the USEUCOM AOR."*
COMSOCEUR also functions as Director, Specia Operations Directorate of the EUCOM
staff to provide theater strategic input and advice to the commander concerning special
operations.®® Without OPCON of all theater SOF however, COMSOCEUR can not do
what heis chartered to do.

USEUCOM isin violation of established doctrine. NSW C2 issues prevent
COMSOCEUR from fully exercising his doctrinal responsibilities, and support to theater
component commanders, including COMSIXTHFLT, suffers as aresult.

NSW C2in the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM)

With CENTCOM's and SOF's recent overwhelming successes in Afghanistan and Iraqg,
one might assume there are no CENTCOM SOF C2 issues. However, an examination of
SOF C2in CENTCOM reved s that the NSW C2 arrangements are by far the most
complex, convoluted and least understandable. The CENTCOM NSW C2 structureis so
complex that reproducing awire diagram and attempting to explain it is beyond the scope

of this paper.



SOF's posture statement proclaims that Special Operations Command, Central
Command (SOCCENT) Forward exercises C2 for all SOF within the AOR.*® NSWU-3,
based in Bahrain, is the NAV SOF component of SOCCENT. Likethe EUCOM
arrangement, neither SOCCENT nor NSWU-3 exercise OPCON of al the NSW forcesin
theater. Rather, OPCON of NSW forces are split between the TSOC and fleet
commander and NSW force employment is governed by a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) brokered between U.S. Naval Forces Central Command and
SOCCENT.”

Not long ago, at least as recently as 1999, the MOU did not exist and NSW forces
were under the OPCON of avariety of commands. Deployed fleet Amphibious Ready
Groups (ARG) and fleet Carrier Battle Groups (CVBG) had their own embarked NSW
Task Unit (NSWTU) composed of avery smal NSW C2 element and embarked NSW
forces. The NSWTU was OPCON to the ARG or CVBG Task Force Commander, and
there was no formal relationship between the deployed fleet NSW forces and the TSOC
or NSWU.

The NSW community, led by NSWU-3, successfully argued that basing NSW forces
afloat with TF commanders and not under the OPCON of the TSOC was inefficient,
violated doctrine and caused lapses in theater NSW presence:

"The rare occasion for operationa flexibility served by having NSW forces

embarked aboard ships does not historically, logically or operationally

counterbalance the lengthy periods of under-employment and the serious
degradation and loss of extremely perishable SOF warfighting skills such as
weapons, parachute, demolitions and small unit training. Furthermore because

NSW forces embarked aboard ships become tied to ship schedules, the

availability of NSW forcesin the Persian Gulf under NAVCENT OPCON,

isactually far less than eight months per year, leaving significant gapsin
fleet NSW SOF forward deployed presence."?*



Based primarily on the argument that NSW forces under fleet OPCON resulted in
presence gaps, NSWU-3 lobbied for OPCON of all deployed NSW forces. While not
successful, the debate did result in the MOU which isastep in the right direction.

CENTCOM also violates established doctrine. NSW C2 issues prevent
COMSOCCENT from fully exercising his doctrinal responsibilities, and support to
theater component commanders, including COMFIFTHFLT, suffers as a result.

NSW C2in the U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM)

Like all the other theaters, SOF's posture statement claims that Special Operations
Command, Pacific (SOCPAC) commands and controls all theater SOF. SOCPAC,
located at H.M. Smith, Oahu, Hawaii, is a sub-unified command and serves as the SOF
component command for the U.S. Pacific Command.?? But does SOCPAC have OPCON
of al theater SOF? An examination of the NSW C2 arrangement in PACOM reveals
clearly they do not. Infact, their C2 arrangement is as convoluted as EUCOM'sand is
depicted graphically in Appendix B. The biggest difference between EUCOM and
PACOM isthereisonly one NSWU based in Guam that supports the theater so the
geographic NSWU split does not exist, but worse, PACOM literally has atriple
operational chain of command.?

PACOM isnot in compliance with prescribed doctrine, and like EUCOM and
CENTCOM, NSW forces remain under the OPCON of two operational commanders --
not entirely under the TSOC as doctrine and law prescribe.

NSW C2in the U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM)




SOUTHCOM's NSW C2 structure is easily the closest to adhering to prescribed
doctrine and Title 10. Special Operations Command, South (SOCSO or SOCSOUTH)
like the other TSOCs claimsis has OPCON of all theater SOF, and it actually doesin this
case. "SOCSOUTH, is the Southern Command's subordinate unified command for
Special Operations. It isresponsible for all SOF in the theater except CA and PSY OP
forces."**

SOUTHCOM's NSW C2 structure is almost ideal -- streamlined, unambiguous and
simple -- but there is a nagging, formal relationship with the navy component in
SOUTHCOM. Appendix C provides agraphic illustration that clearly shows NSWU-4
and assigned forces under direct SOCSOUTH OPCON with an additional relationship
with U.S. Naval Forces South (NAV SO) to support fleet operations when assigned.?

The most remarkabl e difference between SOUTHCOM and the other theatersis that
SOUTHCOM does not have aU.S. Navy Fleet Commander and staff resident in theater
per se. Thereisno heavy-handed navy staff to lay claim to the NSW forces or exert
undue control. If there was, perhaps SOUTHCOM's C2 relationships would be as
doctrinaly incorrect and unlawful as the other theaters.

| ssues at the Combatant Commander level and Navy Resistance

As described for each of the OCONUS theaters, NSW C2 is generally split between
the TSOC and numbered fleet commander. Aside from the obvious that these types of C2
structures do not prescribe to doctrine, there are other tangible and intangible
manifestations at the Combatant Commander level.

In afleet support role, NSW's contribution is often minimized because its forces are

split. No single command has OPCON of all NSW forces -- so no command can fully



employ all NSW forces assigned to the theater. The problem remains even if the TSOC
is tasked to be a supporting commander to the fleet commander. The fleet and SOC do
not realize how well they could support each other in a contingency because the NSWU's
forces are split and not available to each commander equally. Additionally in EUCOM,
NSWU-2 has no direct support role to the fleet under SOCEUR as its sole master so
EUCOM suffers from a double NSW chain of command.

TSOCs are reluctant to commit forces to fleet supported contingency because they
may not be available when the TSOC needsto respond to acrisis. Conversely, the fleet
commanders are not willing to commit allocated forces to the TSOC for the same reason.
As aresult, the theater NSWU responsible to the fleet commander under some
arrangement, can not solicit additional SOF optionsin support of fleet contingencies from
the TSOC because under the current C2 structures, the TSOCs have no formal tasking to
provide support based on individual NSWU fleet-imposed requirements.

Perhaps insight into the Navy's history with SOF and Navy culture can shed some light
on why the issue prevails. The Navy vigorously resisted NSW's assignment to
USSOCOM from the very beginning (prior to 1987), and it took a contentious ruling by
then Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger to get the Navy aboard. So strong were the
Navy's feelings that even after Secretary Weinberger |eft office, the Navy attempted to get
his decision reversed!

"...the Navy, for example, is doing everything they can now to avoid being put into

this program [USSOCOM]. | mean, the Navy SEAL s--the Secretary of the Navy--1

believeit is the Secretary of the Navy--objected to SEALSs being included in SOF and
after Weinberger left, we get the new secretary and they appeal to him to override

Secretary Weinberger's decision which further underscores the difficulty we havein
putting SOF together..."?®



Fortunately, USSOCOM prevailed in the argument. Genera Lindsay (then
USSOCOM Commander) argued that NSW forces belonged to USSOCOM because they
were based in the United States, and NSW's relationship to the fleets was no different
than a Specia Forces Group's assignment to a particular theater, and he wanted to
integrate NSW with other SOF.?’ That very logic still applies today -- NSW's relationship
with the Navy is no different than Army Special Force'sisto the Army, or Air Force
Specia Operations force's to the Air Force -- and they aren't having C2 debates. But the
Navy continues to resist.

The Navy as an institution resists change and has an inbred "need to control” that it
must be willing to relinquish if it isto fully realize the benefits NSW and the SOF
communities can provide. The Navy's reputation of being less likely to work well ina
truly joint environment, its propensity to "go it alone", stems from the C2 issue, manifests
itself in misuse, under-utilization, and SOF/NSW under-representation in campaigns,
operations and contingencies. If the Navy truly wants to be "joint”, changing NSW C2 is
an opportunity to proveit and reap its rewards.

Where doesthe NSW C2 problem begin?

OCONUS NSW C2 is destined to be doctrinally incorrect and in violation of Title 10
even before forces deploy. The Joint Staff, either due to mistrust in the theater
Combatant Commander's ability to allocate NSW forces in theater, misunderstanding of
doctrine, or disregard for doctrine and Title 10 are the first on thelist of "doctrine and law
offenders.” While the Joint Staff has the authority to provide specific direction for
Combatant Commanders, it is contrary to the doctrine they write and publish. Ironically,

the very staff that is chartered to prescribe doctrine violates it.



A Combatant Commander has the responsibility for "organizing and employing
commands and forces'.?® Additionally, Combatant Commanders have the responsibility
to "prescribe the chain of command within their commands and designate the appropriate
level of command authority to be exercised by subordinate commanders."#

NSW forces are assigned to a Combatant Commander's Area of Responsibility (AOR)
viaa JCS Deployment Order (DEPORD), and the Combatant Commander is responsible
for organizing and assigning those forces to meet theater requirements. However, recent
JCS DEPORDS have usurped this responsibility by designating where and in what
guantity those NSW forces allocated to a specific theater should be assigned. While not
specificaly directing it, but implying it through direction on where and in what quantity
to locate the NSW forcesin theater, the DEPORD actually implies who should have
OPCON of the deployed force.*

For example, in aJCS DEPORD for NSW forces deploying to EUCOM, NSW forces
were directed to be divided between U.S. Naval Forces Europe (OPCON to NAVEUR
and positioned in Rota, Spain) and SOCEUR (OPCON to COM SOCEUR and positioned
in Stuttgart, Germany).*! This usurps the Combatant Commander's authority, and is the
genesis for NSW forces not being properly assigned under TSOC OPCON. Interestingly,
no Combatant Commander has challenged the Joint Staff's methods.

The Correct NSW C2 Structur e and Justification

Unfortunately, all OCONUS theaters violate SOF C2 doctrine so there is no good
examplein practice to illustrate how NSW C2 should be structured. Based on doctrine
and Title 10, a basic, unambiguous structure can be easily created and it would most

closely resemble SOUTHCOM's. Under the doctrinally and lawfully correct structure, all



forward deployed NSW forces would be under TSOC OPCON. By virtue of their
component status, each component can identify requirements to the SOF component to

satisfy. Toillustrate, ageneric wire diagram is provided at Figure 1.

|JFC / Combatant Commander |

Air Force Marine Corps SOF Navy Army
Component Component Component (SOC) Component Component

NSW Squadron
(See End Note 13)

NSW Forces

Figurel- Generic NSW C2 structure

This simple NSW C2 structure meets the Joint Pub 3-05 doctrinally established
criteriafor commanding and controlling SOF and has several inherent advantages:

It provides a clear and unambiguous chain of command under normal
circumstances. It is streamlined, provides the TSOC Commander flexibility,
provides unity of command and unity of effort.

It avoids OPCON transfers between commanders. Adhering to the "requirements
based tasking" and prioritization methods, the TSOC can match requirements with
the best possible tailored SOF package.

The TSOC staff experience and expertise to plan, rehearse, conduct and support
operations are always available. The TSOC Commander can execute his duties as
the Combatant Commander's SOF advisor. The TSOC staff can provide the
tailored, operationa and tactical level intelligence SOF requires. The TSOC can
maintain the authority to deploy and re-deploy SOF support, plus employ its
organic mobility options in support.

The TSOC can dlocate appropriate SOF to integrate into the planning process, and
provide trained liaison personnel where needed.

It provides a means for the Navy Component to coordinate SOF activities with the
TSOC and theater NSWU.



This ssimple arrangement provides the JFC a "one stop shop” for SOF support. All the
JFC has to do during the planning process is use the assigned SOF JFC liaison personnel
to identify SOF mission requirements for the TSOC to support.

Each of the OCONUS numbered fleet staffs hasa NSW Officer assigned. The fleet
staff NSW Officer should be re-designated as a " SOF Liaison Officer”. Hisjob should be
to coordinate SOF support between the fleet, TSOC and NSWU. Ultimately, the theater
Combatant Commander would receive the best possible SOF support tailored to mission
requirements.

Arguments Against Change

There are strenuous arguments against changing the NSW C2 structure including
lingering concerns over change proposals that will "drive a wedge between NSW and the
fleet." The Navy'sresistanceto "giving up” NSW to USSOCOM were outlined earlier. If
camly and unemotionally reasoned however, most arguments against changing NSW C2
to conform to doctrine can be put to rest.

There are definitely instances when Tactical Control of NSW forces should be
transferred to one theater component or another to support operational requirements, but
they should always remain within a SOF C2 structure. The Navy must grow out of its
"need to control” cultureif it ever isto realize the full benefits of SOF support.
Embarking NSW or SOF in Navy shipping "just in case" they are needed (and are
therefore close at hand) has been the historic -- albeit invalid -- argument.

"Possession of NSW forces for the sole purpose of ownership to "enhance” [the] Fleet

Commander's "Tool Kit" [which] iswhat happens frequently to NSW. A Fleet

Commander is unwilling to give up OPCON of NSW due to lack of understanding [of]

the OPCON/TACON relationships or his simple unwillingness to give "Anything" he
owns to another force not in his chain of command."*



Split OPCON proponents believe the current system works and there is no need to
changeit. They argue that if the fleet commander has to go to the TSOC for support, a
"Request for Forces bureaucratic layer" has been added. Thisis not true, especidly if the
TSOC is designated as a supporting commander to the JFC -- asit should be -- and the
assigned SOF liaison personnel do their job. The JFC simply hasto identify a SOF
requirement and the TSOC (as JFSOCC or JSOTF) fills the requirement with atailored
SOF package.

Under a different scenario, what if the TSOC argues he needs all NSW forces during a
contingency or operation and the fleet commander declares he needs NSW support but no
additional NSW forces are available? Arguably thisisarealistic possibility, but it has
never happened. A redlity of today's operational world isthat there are more
requirements for NSW support than there are NSW forces, and thisis not going to
change. Each of the theater Combatant Commanders has to prioritize resources against
reguirements -- thisis why there are four star Combatant Commanders in each theater
-- to prioritize and task subordinate commanders. It isthe Combatant Commander's
responsibility to prioritize to determine which subordinate commander receives NSW
support when there aren't sufficient forces to meet requirements.

Most OCONUS theaters have established Memorandums of Agreement (MOA)
governing NSW support between the TSOC and Navy components. WhileaMOA
between the fleet and SOC may avert the fleet commander's concerns over "not having
NSW forces when he needs them”, it should not direct a quantity or force size that will be

made available to him "under normal circumstances'. Rather, it should pledge support



consistent with other requirements for routine activities such as exercises and engagement
activities that are consistent with instances when SOF support would be provided in war,
operations or contingencies. A properly negotiated MOA has utility, but routine or
recurring activities conducted in support of the fleet should be done so within the SOF
chain of command.

Stepsto Correct the Discrepancies

Asoutlined earlier, the beginning of the NSW C2 problem begins even before forces
deploy under aJCS DEPORD. Thefirst step in ending the NSW C2 problem isfor the
Joint Staff to get out of the business of directing the Combatant Commanders where to
allocate their forces and to whom to assign OPCON when promulgating the NSW
DEPORD. Allocating and assigning forces within a theater isthe Combatant
Commander's job to do.

The second step is for Combatant Commanders, in accordance with doctrine and law,
to assign OPCON of forward deployed NSW forces to the TSOC under the NSW C2
structure that was described earlier. The Combatant Commander must allow the TSOC
Commander to execute his duties and responsibilities that are articulated in joint doctrine.

Step three, upon accepting OPCON of forward deployed NSW forces, the TSOC
should delegate and exercise OPCON through a single theater NSWU. Each NSWU was
established to support and C2 NSW in theater, and is the best TSOC component entity to
do so. Asthefocal point for all special operationsin their respective theaters, TSOCs
should take an immediate and aggressive role to correct this discrepancy. Itisinthe

theater's best interest.



Fourth, the OCONUS numbered fleet commanders should re-designate their staff
NSW Operations Officer to "SOF Liaison Officer" and task him to: 1) Assist his staff in
identifying appropriate SOF support; 2) Request additional SOF liaison personnel during
crisis planning; and 3) Coordinate SOF requirements with the TSOC and NSWU (if
applicable). Essentialy, the fleet staff "SOF Liaison Officer" should function asthe
bridge between the fleet staff and TSOC to coordinate appropriate SOF support.

Finally, Combatant Commanders should task their respective SOC and Navy
components to draft asimple, sensible, supportable and enduring MOA to ensure support
for routine theater NSW requirements.

Conclusion

Any notion that NSW forces are forward deployed solely to support naval missions,
and therefore should be in a C2 arrangement that facilitates support only to naval
missions as a matter of routine operations, isin violation of the Congressional mandate
that created USSOCOM in 1987. Unfortunately, this notion iswhat current NSW C2
architectures accomplish. While Navy by service, NSW forces are not naval forces --
they are, by law and doctrine joint SOF assets -- and should be commanded and
controlled as such. The Joint Staff, EUCOM, PACOM, CENTCOM and SOUTHCOM
areall inviolation of joint doctrine and Title 10.

SOF and their respective C2 structures have been an issue since before USSOCOM's
creation. The Army and Air Force have reconciled their C2 evolution, but the Navy
maintains its outdated and doctrinally incorrect C2 structure with respect to NSW.

Itistimefor the Navy to let go of tradition and "the old way of doing business' and

relinquish NSW OPCON to the TSOCs. It istime for the Combatant Commanders to



establish the correct NSW C2 structure within their theaters in accordance with their
responsibilities. It istime for each TSOC to demand NSW OPCON so they can execute
their duties in support of their commanders. Finally, it istime for the NSW community to
stand up and take aggressive steps to push the required changes and stop hallucinating
about driving a wedge between the NSW community and its parent service.

The recommended C2 structure provided is an example for all theaters to adopt if they
truly desire to receive the best possible NSW (and SOF) support, and ultimately win at

war or succeed during operations short of war.
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EUCOM - NSW C2 Structure

[

Appendix A *
S —

Note: Forcesin purpleare OPCON to COMSOCEUR,; forcesin blue are OPCON to
COMSIXTHFLT



PACOM - NSW C2 Structure
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Appendix B

Notes: Forcesin purpleare OPCON to COM SOCPAC; forcesin blueare OPCON
to

COMSEVENTHFLT. NSWU-1 wearsall three hats depicted in dashed box.



SOUTHCOM - NSW C2 Structure
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Appendix C

When assigned



